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PRECIS

It 1is the purpoée of th?s disseétation to
snalyse the logic of ethical decision=making, parti-
cularly that of Christian ethics. One of the central
problems which has confronted ethical analyses for the
last century has been a concern to avoid the two forms
of "naturalistic fallacyg"‘set forth by David Hume and
G. E. Moore, and this has caused special problems for
religious ethics in which ethical imperatives. are .
related specifically to statements of fact. The setting
for this study of the relation of indicative and impera-
tive in Christian ethics is a philosophical discussion of
the ways in which moral philosophers have accounted for-
the logic of decision. :After expiaining the_two versions
of the naturalistic fallacy, the pfescriptiviét agcount
of ethical decision is examined, since its primary pro=ﬂ
pongnt, R. M, Hare, has_developed, by means of the
pfactical syllogism, an understanding of the relati&n of
fact to value and imperatives which avoids these falla-
cies. Two challenges to prescriptivism and to the
validity of both versions of naturalism are then analysed:
one of which relies upon the dual logical force of ethical
language and-the other of which examines the logic of
self-involvement and the role of attitudes in decision=

making. From this analysis we will conclude that a
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relationship between indicative and imperative 1s possible
and indeed essential in religious moral decision and it is
a relationship which the naturalistic fallacies do not
destroy. The writings of four contemporary Christian
ethicists will then be examined 'to . show the logic of
decision which is implicit in each account. Four dis-
tinct styles of moral decision will emerge from this
snalysis whiéh we have called ontological ethics, impera-
tive ethics,; dialectical ethics, and existential ethics,
corresponding respectively to the work of Paul Tillich,
Emil Brunner, Reinhold Niebuhr, and Rudolf Bultmann.

Some conclusions will then be drawﬁ regarding the rela-
tionship of religious truth-claims to moral imperatives

and the final challenge of naturalism will be assessed.
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INTRODUCTION

Inkhis analysis of the nature of religious belief,
R, B. Braithwaite offered an interesting suggestion
regarding the nature of the relationship between religious
statements and moral imperatives which has been the
source of a good deal of discussion and reflectionol
Having accepted the verificational principle'of meaning
"ag appropriate to the understanding of ordinary language;
Braithwaite claimed tﬁat it was consistent with his
empiricism to accept as well the supposition that meaning
could be determined by thé‘use to which language was‘pute
Religious statements, he said, are unverifiable by the
standard methods and in this sense they are similar to
moral principles, for these likewise are neither "state-
ments about particular.matters of empirical fact,
scientific h&potheses o« o o [nor] the logically necessary
statements of logic ana matheﬁaticé o o « "2 e need to
ask therefore what function religious and moral statements
serve and this is a function which can be observed and

verified in a straightforward empirical way.

lR B. Braithwaite, "An Empiricist's View of
Religious Belief" (Cambridge University Press, Cambridge,
1955), reprinted in Ian T. Ramsey, ed., Christian Ethics
and Contemporary Philosophy (SCM Press, London, 1966),
P. 53=73. See also the discussion which follows by
J. N. Schofield, D. M. Mackinnon, and Ian T, Ramsey, with
a response by Bralthwalte, P. TL4=94.

2Braithwaite, op. cit., p. 559




Braithwaite insisted that previous understandings
of this use were inadequate because they had centred on
the emotive use of language. It had been assumed that
moral language was used té express one's feelings about -
an object or.actioﬁ, while religious language, as for
example the assertion "God is our Heavenly Father,"'was
used to express énd'evince the feelings'of the believer
toward the object of his belief. This analysis, Braith-
waite argued, does not do justice to the nature of the
assertions themselves nor does it stand up to a careful
-examination of the actiéﬁs of the believer or the moral
agent. What such an examination shows ié that moral and
religious assertions are gsed to express an intention to
act a certain way, or to follow a particular way of 1life,
and thus they have conative rather than emotive meaningo1
Thus "the meaning of a religious assertion is given by
its use in expressing the asserter's intention to follow
a specified policy of behaviour."? Furthermore, this
intention to adopt the-appropriate-behaviour is not
evoked or caused by one's belief in moral and feligious
assertions, but rather is what gives rise to the asser=
tions in the first place. Braithwaite argued that "it is
the intention to behave which constitutes what is known

as religious conviction."3

l1bid., p. 60-61.
2. . .
. Ibldo, po 61‘:'20

'Ibid, P. 62,
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It is the uniqueness of a religious morality,
Braithwaite claimed, that 1t consists of both propo-
sitions and intentions., Whereas morality is a maftqr
of expressing one's intentions to act in certain ways
through the use of value-=judgements, moral principles,
and imperatives, a religious way of life involves the
telling.of stories which serﬁe as the background for
decisions. Thﬁs, for example, the Christian ethic

involves not only a certain set of intentions to act

agapsistically, but also a collection of stories in
which that loving way of life is illustrated and reit-.
erated. '"To assert the whole set of assertions of the

Christian religion is both to tell the Christian

doctrinal story and to confess allegiance to the Christian

1

way of life."" The important feature of these stories,

by which Braithwaite makes his major point regarding the
nature of religious belief, is that, though they are in
the form of straightforwardly empirical propositions,
‘they need not and cannot be proven true since they are
not subject to empirical vefification° Indeed, there is

no need for the propositions within the Christian set of

stories, for example, to be consistent with one another,

for the sole criterion of their meaningfulness is not

their truth but their ability to express the commitment
of believers. What is important for the Christian is to
entertain the stories, to think aboﬁt them,; and thereby

to allow them to motivate and inspire ﬁoral action,

11pbid., p. 66,

vii
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Indesed, the relationship between indicatives and.
imperatives within the Christiﬂg way-of life is held by
Braithwaite to be a purely causal or psychological one.
Thus, _ ' ;

e o o 1f the religious stories need not be
believed, what function do they fulfill in

the complex state of mind and behaviour known
as having a religious belief? How is enter-
taining the story related to resolving to
pursue a certain way of life? My answer is
that the relation is a psychological and

causal one. It is an empirical psychological
fact that many people find it easier to resolve
upon and to carry through a course of action
which is contrary to their natural inclinations
if this policy is associated in their minds
with certain stories.l

~What is primary in the Christian éthic, and what ié indeed
common to theistic religious moralities, is the entertain-
ment of the proposition tﬁap when one fulfills a certain
course of behaviour one is doing the will of God. Thinking
of this proposition can motivate the believer to act in

the appropriate ways; tﬁe proposition thus produces "a
state of mind in which it is easier to carry out a

5 ,
" The causal connec-

pabticular course of action . . . &
tion also operafes in the other'direction; however: that ?s,
from the intention to the holding of religious propositions.
"In religious conviction the resolution to follow a way of
life is primary; it is not aerived from believing, still

less from thinking of, any empirical sto_ry.,"3 Religious

beliefs are thus formed by the deepest intentions of the

l1bia., p. 68. 3Ibid., p. T1.

°Ibid., p. 70.
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believer to fulfill certain patterns of human behaviour
and interaction and it is the value of religious asser-
tions that they express this commitment., i
In -the background of Braithwaite's analysis is

an assumptlon regarding the relationship of fact and
value, indicatives and imperatives,‘déscriptive and
evaluative meaning, which it is the intention of this
thesis to examine and criticise, This assumption has
two important characteristics. On the one hand, it is
argued ﬁhat statements of fact, and indicative religious
propositions regarding historical events or metaphysical
~realities, in and of themselves cannot yield moral impera-
tives for action, for thege latter depend upon an extra
element described by Braithwaite as "intention." Thus,
in discussing Matthew Arnold's parable of the three Lord
Shaftesburies, he argﬁes that

« o o ©Vven when the story is litebally believed,

when it is believed that there is a magnified

- Lord Shaftesbury who commands or desires the

carrying out of the behaviour policy, that

in itself is no reason for carrying out ths

policy: 1t is necessary also to have the intention

of doing what the ma%nlfled Lord Shaftesbury
commands or desires.

We need therefore to ekamine the éharacter of these
religious indicatives and in so doing to determine in what
sense it is true to say that moral imperatives.cannot be
derived from statemenfs of fact. This will require not
only an analysis of the nature of decision-making in

general in which imperatives are often quite explicitly

lIbidn, P. 70; underlines mine.
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related in various ways to indicative statements, but
also an investigation of the derivation of imperatives
~ within the Christian ethic specifically. In so dbing_
we will be seeking some ingight‘into the relationship
of faith and action and into the role which beliefs
about matters of fact can and do play in moral decision-
making. |

On the‘other hand, an anslysis like Braithwaite's
is characterised by the lack of a sufficient explanation
_of the formation of moral intentions. As far as one can
gather from this particular essay, intentions are just .
~something which we choose and which are articulated in
the expression of moral beliefs and policies of action,
Since " . . . the adoption of a set of moral principles
is a matter of the personal decision to live according to
‘these principles . . . " and since morality is fundamentally
"non-propositional," then it is assumed that deciding is
somehow its own justification.l Thus Braithwaite claims
that "An intention . . . cannot be logically based upon

"2 Such an assumption

anything excépt another inténtion.
regarding the nature of decisioneﬁaking we will try to
show is unnecessarily limited aﬁd finally inadequate.

For what can be seen by examining the logic of decision
is that matters of fact do bear a significant relation tq

intentions;, a relation which is iwmplicit within charac-

teristic moral attitudes. We will examine therefore the

lIbido, P. 72 2Ibid.




logic of attitudes and thelr expression in onlooks and
will attempt a characterisation of the root attitude
which informs the Christian ethic. In this way the
1limits, source and foundation of a way of life may
perhaps.be better understood and its character more
fully appreciated.

To proceed in this analysis, we will begin by
examining the two versions of the naturalistic fallacy
which have been suggested in the writings of G. E. Moore
arid David Hume. This will furnish the contemporary back-
ground for some of the prevalent assumptions regarding
the relationship of "is" and "ough£¢" Following this
exposition, we will examine three different analyses of
the logic of ethical decision centring specifically on
this problem of the relation between indicatives and
imperatives. We will analyse first the prescriptivist
éccount of R. M. Hare ffom which moral decision emerges
as a matter éf inférehce from general moral principles to
specific imperatives of action. The difficulties ’
involved in his position, partiecularly with regard to the
formation of moral prinéiples and with regard to his
restatement of the naturalistic fallacy, will then be
examined by studying an alternative accoﬁnt, The descrip-
tivists claim that some étatements of fact, particularly
those regarding social institutions or roles, can entéil .
or at least strongly imply imperatives, fhus arguing that
moral decision can be a non-=inferential mattér° It will

then be important to examine another element in moral
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decision which is not made explicit in the prescriptivist
or descriptivist accounts, namély the centrality of
attiﬁudes° We will attempt, by-using the work of J. L.
Austin ané'Donald Evans, to suggest a way in which indi-
catives and imperatives are related in decision due to

the performative force of language, and_it is particularly
the self-=involving éharacter of this language which 11lumi-
nates some of the most important features of religious
morality,

In the secbnd'half of the work, we will examine
this relation of indicafive and imperatiye in four contem-
. porary theologians who have described the nature and con-
tent of specifically Christian notions of God, the world,
and human existence and who have drawn out the implications
of these beliefs for the moral behaviour of those who
adhere to them. 1In cénclusion, we will summarise the
relations of indicative and imperativé within Christian
ethics and assess the final challenge of the naturalistiec
fallacy to an understanding of the logic of ethical

decision.
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CHAPTER I
THE NATURALISTIC FALLACIES

A great deal of the debats in moral philosophy
in thisAcentury has centéred'on the naturalistic fallacy
and its implicétions‘for moral reasoning. Some philoso-
phers have attempted to develop understandings of ethics
which avoid this fallecy and in so doing have served to
‘sharpen the debate now ensuing regarding the character
of "naturalism.”" It is into the midst of this debate
that we now step in order to arrive at a clear compre-=.
hension of the naturalistic fallacy and, once this under-
standing is reached, to look carefully at the consequences
_of its acceptance for an analysis of the logic of decision.
Upon close examinationAof the fallacy of natural-

ism, it becomes obvious that‘dne must speak of two ver-
sions of the fallacy and that one must pick a way care-
fully through the confusion of terms and phrases which
results. 1Indeed our study of the relation of indicative
ahd imperative will be dependent to a great extent upon

a clarification of two'other phrases with which indicative
and imperative are easily conflated, namely fact and value
and is and ought° It may be with regard to explicating
the logic of ethical decision-making the terms indicative
- and imperative can provide the cléaresﬁ ingsight into the

validity and appropriateness of the naturalistic fallacy
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in either of its versions. The use of the other two sets
of terms in the definition of this fallacy thersfore
needs to be explained and evaluated. |

It was to distinguish the relationship of féct

and value that G. E. Moore wrote his Principia Ethica

in 1903;1 so it is not surprising that in attempting to
arrive at a concise definition of the nature of valus,
specifically "good," he should come to the realisation
that it was logically and ethically mistaken to confuse
fdct and value with each other. Therefore, we find here
one version of the naturalistic fallacy which demands
~closer examination. Moore's method of inquiri concerning
the relationship of fact and value is to sesk first for
the unique subject matter of ethics 'and then to establish
both the character of this subject matter and the means
by which it is known or perceived by us. He takes as the
primary concern of ethiés the notion of "good conduct, "2
Since Moore takes fhe adjective "good" to be applicable -
to'things other than conduct, he proposes to devote the
greater portion'of his foobt to understanding "good"
itself; only then will he explore the specific gpplica-

tion of this adjective to conduc_:te3

1G E. Moore, Prlncipla Ethica (Cambridge Univer=
sity Press, Cambridge, 1903). -

ZIbid,, p. 2.

31bid., p. 2=3. It is in chapter 5 that Moore
devotes himself to the concerns of practical ethics, a
consideration which he takes to be appropriate only after
the character of good itself and the nature of propositions
regarding good have been thoroughly examined.



It is therefore to his search for the nature of
value that we now turn. Moore divides his consideration
of good into two questiona: "What is the nature of the
proposition: fThis is godd in itself'?" and "What F
things are good in‘themselves?"l In considering the
nature of the good, Moore is seeking for a way of under-
standing the meaning of this word. Ordinarily, that is
with most words, meaning is explained by means of defini-
tions and particularly those which "describe the real
nature of the object or ndtion denoted by a word, "2 Yet,
Moore claimed, this kind bf definition will only suit
~those objects or notions which are complex and which
therefore can be analysed into the simplest qualities or
parts of which they are‘composed,3 To define therefore
is to analyse or break down and it is precisely this
which cannot be done with good. Good is "a simple and
indefinable quality";h it is one of the simple qualities
out of which more complex objects or notions are composed
and may therefore be part of the analysis or definition
of such objects. The reverse however is not true; the
meaning of good cannot be given ih terms of other objects
or notions to which it is applied. It is one of the

"ultimate terms by reference to which whatever is

1rbid., p. 142-6. 31bid., p. 7, 9-10.

) ‘
Tbid., p. 7. thid,, p. 10.



capable of definition must be defined. " Propositions
about good are therefore synthetic, never analytic, and
to find any meaning in this word at all one must recog-
nise that good is different from those things to which

it is applied as a predicateo2

In giving reasons for his claim regarding the
meaning of good, Moore states his version of the
naturalistic fallacy. Naturalism is the attempt of moral
philosophers to establish the validity of some quality or
value which is considered to be good by plaiming that
goodness is equivalent to or that its meaning is totally
defined by that quality. To make'ﬁhis claim is to'render
all propositions about good tautologous and to make the
task of moral philosophy self-defesating. For, on the one
hand, it must surely be possible to disagree about the
applicability of the predicate "good" to any subject; it
must be a matter of somé reflection, rather than a simple
explication of self=evident truths, whether this predicate
is‘appropriate to the matter in question. If good ié
defined as the 6bject in question, then no standard of
judgement is available fo provide the basis of significant
disagreement. Thus, "if good is defined as something
else, it is then impossible'either fo prove that any other

definition is wrong or even to deny such a definition."3

L1pia.

°Ibid., p. 7, 1.

3Ibid., p. 10-11.



5
One aspect of Moore's version of the naturalistic fallacy
is therefore a criticism of those moral philosophers who
would make propositions regarding good mere tautologies
and it was the result of his analysis that he considered
theological ethics as invalidated as well.

'On the other hand, Moore argues, ethical issues
must be matters of some signifiéance and moral philosophy
as a discipline must surely be defeating itself by reduc-
tionism in so far as the naturalistic fallacy is committed.
It itvié assumed that the task of a moral ﬁhilosopher is
not only to provide some insight into whét is good but
also to be convincing or persuasi?é, then such persuasion
cannot be done effectively when good is reduced to some
other object or quality. The reduction can only lead to
the cohclusion'that to be moral is to know the definif
tions of things or at least to know the way peoplse ﬁse
Qords and specifically ﬁhe way they;use the word good.

To help us in this understanding, we need the scisnces, .
or those disciplines whose purpose is descriptive, réther
than- moral philosophy. Moore appeals to our experience
as ones who reflect on ﬁatters of decision to argue that
when we inquire after what is good we are asking for
something other than a definition of the matter under
consideration. "Everyoné does in fact understand the
question 'Is this good?' When he thinks of it;, his sﬁate-
of mind is different from what it would be, were he asked
'Is this pleasant, or desired, or approved?" It has a |

distinct meaning for him, even though he may not recognise



i1t is distinct." The other aspect of Moore's version of

the naturalistic fallacy is thus the claim that good 1is
unique or autonomous’'and every attempt to reduce it to
something else not only destroys this uniqueness but
defeats the task of moral philosophy, the need for which
is estaﬁlished on the basis of our experience of dilemma
and decision. Moore's version of this fallacy is there-
fore appropriately labelled "the non=r§ducibility of
good" and we will see the ways in which this version
differs from another propdsed by Hume later on in this
chapter. |

Before proceeding, however; we should also
examine the way in which Moore applied the understanding
of this fallacy to the second major.concern of ethics,
namely to provide some insight into what things are good
in themselves. It was Moore's first concern in thié |
épplication to show that the moral philosophy of some
of his predecessors, particularly Spencer,_Mill, and
Sidgwick, is guilty of committing this fallacy in
identifying good with some natural object. 1In ﬁhis
identification, the natural object or quality is con-
sidered to be the one thing which is good in itself and,
it is assumed, that in knowing this one thing one knows
the meaning of good. Now it was certainly not Moore's
intention to maintaiﬁ that we cannot say at all what ié
good in itself simply because good is indefinable;

rather he is attempting to separate out the two questions

livid., p. 16-17.



which are confused in the identification of good with
some natural object. The one questipn.is to ask about
the meaning of good; the second is to ask what things
are good, | |

That a thing should be good, it has been
thought, means that it possesses this single
property; and hence (it is thought) only what
possesses this property is good. The infer-
ence seems very natural; and yet what is meant
by it is self-contradictory. For those who
make 1t fail to perceive that their conclusion
"what possesses this property is good" is a
significant proposition: that it does not
mean either "what possesses this propsrty,
possesses this property"” or "the word 'good!?
denotes that a thing possesses this property."
. And yet, 1f it does not mean one or other of
these two things, the inference contradicts
its own premise,i

In those systems of ethics which Moore calls "naturalistic
ethics" goodness is seen "to consist in a relation to
something which exists here and nbwvo o oM however, his
‘criticism is equally forceful against metaphysical
systems of ethics in which gopdnessiis defined in rela-
tion to a transcendent or noh=natura1 object or quality.
It is here that his criticism is directed against the
Stoics, Spinoza, Hegel and -Kant and several important
points are further made regarding'the implications of
the discovery of this fallacy for the task of ethics.
Metaphysical ethics are those systems which "use
some metaphysical proposition as a ground for inferring

some fundamental proposition of Ethics,"2 The task of

the metaphysician, as Moore interprets it, is thus not

lIbid,, p. 38. 2Ibid,, p. 110.



only to describe or define the nature of a supersensible
reality which is not a part of the natural world but to
~maintain as well that practical ethical truths can be
logically derived from such descriptions. Such a deriva-
tion is made on the grounds that the "Supreme Good" can
be defined in metaphysical terms and the insistence is
that "Ethics should be 'based' on Metaphysics,"l or
"that the question 'What is real?' has some logical
bearing upon the question 'What is good?'"2 Moore's
criticism of metaphysical ethics is thus that:-

To hold that from any proposition asserting

"Reality is of this nature" we can infer, or

obtain confirmation for, any proposition

asserting "This is good in itself" is to

commit the naturalistic fallacy. And that a

knowledge of what is real supplies reasons

- for holding certain things to be good in them-

selves is either implied or expressly asserted

by all those who define the Supreme Good in

metaphysical terms.
Now Moore is here faced with the difficulty of explaining
precisely why metaphysics cannot be relevant to athical
concerns and two of his reasons are of special importance
to religious ethics. His first argument involves the
assertion that metaphysics could be relevant to practical
ethics if it could tell us about the possible existence
in the future of some reality which our actions now could

effect. Since practical ethics is concerned with means,

then the description of some future end to which our

3

1Ibid,, p. 11l. Ibid., p. 11k.

2Ibid.,, p. 113,



9
actions may be directed will be highly relevant to answer-
ing the practical question, '"What ought we to do?"l  Moore
seems in this part of his argument to be assuming that the
goodness of this futureAgoﬁl will be established independ=-
ently of the description and therefore will not be the
role of ﬁetaphysics to justify. Unfortunately, as Moore
points out, metaphysics is not satisfied with this roie of
describing the future, but is rather interested in deserib-
ing the nature of eternal realityf Therefore it cannot be
relevant to ethies; "For it is plain that what exists
eternally cannot be affected by our actibns; and only what
is affected by our actions can have a bearing on their
value as means,"?

It is here- that Moore has again separated two
questions which are considered in metaphysical ethical
systems to have some bearing upon one another: the"
question "What is real?" and the question "What is good?"
Indeed the consequence of this separation is that a
logical gap is seen to exist between the two such that
answers to one cannot be also answers to the other.

Moore was prepared to 36 so far as to say that imagination
or fiction has more relevance to ethics than metaphysics.
The metaphysical constrﬁctién of Reality would

therefore be quite as useful, for the purposes
of Ethics, if it were a mers construction of an

1Ibid., p. 115. Moore claims here that "The
Christian doctrines of heaven and hell are in this way
highly relevant to practical ethics."

°Ipbid., p. 117.



10
imaginary Utopia: provided the kind of thing
suggested is the same, fiction is as usefui as

truth, for giving us matter, upon which to
exercise the judgment of value.l

And later in the same section he claims that the "wilder"
the speculations and descriptions of metaphysics are, the
more useful they are for ethics, but the less useful for
metaphysics.2 Now it is precisely the reason for this
assertion regarding the role of imagination in ethical
decision that we neéd to discover and in so doing to
undeprstand the nature of this gap which Moore believed
'to.exist between goodness and reality. This reason for
Moore is tied up with the fact that what already exists
is not to be affected by ethical decision; on the other
hand, what can be "suggested" is entirely relevant to the
concern of ethics with what ought to be. The gap is
therefore that what is the case is interesting in itself
‘but can have no bearing on what ought to be the case.
Before leaving Moore{s discussion of the natural-
istie fallacy, we need to look carefully at his argument
concerning Kant and the attempt to estsblish the knowl-
edge of ethical demands by the fact that something_is
willed or commanded. Here again, according to Moore,; the
mistake is made that "what is good" is made to- seem
identical with "being willed," and the identification
this time between a psychological fact and the good is
again fallaciousa' Moore's argument hinges on his inter-

pretation of Kantian epistemology. He takes Kant to be

1

Ibid., p. 121. Ibid.
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saying not just that "willing is a necessary condition
for the cognition of goodness," but "that to will a
thing, or to have a certain feeling towards a thing, is

the same thing as to think it good.™ Tn other words,

goodness and volition are connected causally, a position
Moore is.prepared to accept, as well as by ildentification.
Moore argues against Kant that Kant confuses what are.
psychological facts with a definitign'of what is good and
he does so in this way: Kant takes as a model for moral
knowledge what Moore considers to be an utterly false
notion of ordinary knowledge, namely»"that for a thing

to be true is the same thing as for it to be perceived

or thought of in a certain wayo"z Kant, Moore maintains,
has treated moral knowledge in an analogous way and has
thus made the truth of a thing's goodness dependent upon
its being felt or willed in a certain way. For Moofe, |
fhe truth or reality of goodngss is independent of the
presence in one's mind of some feeling or other; though .
this feeling or volition may cause one to recognise ﬁhat
is good in itself, it cannot be -a criterion for the good-
ness of that object or duality.3 Moore has attempted to
show that, on the grounds of the naturalistic fallacy,
metaphysics and ethics must.be kept apart. The gap is
therefore established befween fact and value, between
what is true or real and what is good or what ought t§

be the case.

1pid., p. 131. 31bid., p. 137-8.

Ibid., p. 133.
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It remains only for us to describe the way in
which Moore believed the good in itself to be known, if
1t cannot be known through identifying it with any
natursl object or quality already known nor through méta=
physical knowledge. Moore has by his criticism of other
ethical gystems determined the two major problems which
his own view will have tb meet satisfactorily. On the
one hand he must indicate the way in which good can be
known since our knowledge of natural or metaphysical
facts cannot entail any conclusion regarding what is good
in itself. On the other hand he must specify the signifi-
cance of such moral knowledge both in so far as disagree-
ment is concerned and with regard to its relevance for
practical decisions about what we ought to do.
JMoore appeals to experience to make his first
point, that good is known by each of us to be a unique
-and indefinable object. This awareness of the uniqueness
of good sounds very much like intuitionism and although
Moore dissocliated himself from severgl aspects of the
intuitionism of his predecessors, it seems he cannot
avoid resting his own understanding of moral knowledge
upon the same foundation.l He asks each of us to reflect
on the meaning of the good and would rest his case on the

validity of such introspection. Yet, as W. D. Hudson has

asked,

1Moore here comes close to contradicting his earlier
arguments against naturglistic definitions of good, by
claiming that some basic truths about good are indeed self-
evident. Cf. G, J. Warnock, Contemporary Moral Philosophy
(Macmillan, London, 1967), p. L-5.
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« o« o« do all men have before their minds this
unique object when they think about good? In
order to answer that we would have to do two
things: one, to decide what are the appro-
priate criteria for determining when a man has
this unique object before his mind and when he
has not; and the other, to test all men by :
these criteria in order to see whether or not
they all do have that unique object before
their minds when they think of good. It is
difficult to decide what such criteria could
be; and certainly no one has ever conducted
the consequent investigation,1

Moore's appeal to our intuition of thé good provides the
basis of his argument regarding the Supreme Good in the
finai chapter of his book. Our understanding of those

objects or qualities which are good in themselves is

derived in the following way:

In order to arrive at a correct decision on ths
first part of this question (i.e. "What things
have intrinsic value . . . "), it is necessary
to consider what things are such that, if they
existed by themselves, in absolute isolation,

we should yet judge their existence to be good;
and, in order to decide upon the relative degrees
of value of different things, we must similarly
consider what comparative value seems to attach
to the isolated existence of each,2

This method of reasoning is used by Moore in his critique
of hedonism in which he argﬁes that the isolation of our |
"consciousness of pleasufe" plainly shows us that it is
not the sole object which is good in itself,’ The good
is thus known by our intuition which allows us to appre-=

hend the uniqueness of good as a quality or objesct and to

lw° D. Hudson, Modern Moral Philosophy (Doubleday,
Garden City, New York, 1970), p. 83,

2Moox‘e, op. ¢cit., p. 185.

31bid., p. 95-6.
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focus our attention on those particular objects or qual-
ities which in isolation would seem to us to belong to
the Supreme Good.

However, the difficulty with Moore's statement of
intuitionism is not only that there is no way of testing
the truth of his fundamental premise but also that there
are no objective criteria by which we might disagree about
what is good in itself. Moore wants to claim on the one
hand that intuitions can be true or false. His srgument

against naturalistic and metaphysical ethics rests on his
conviction that they are based on a definition of good
which does not allow any test of its own validity. How-
ever, his understanding of the Supreme Good does not allow
such an objective test; indeed, éan it be otherwise if
intuition is the mode of apprehending the good? His
argument is circular to the extent that the truth or
falsity of our intuition of that which is good in itself
is ‘known by intuition itself; our intuition becomes the -
criterion for the truth of what we so intuit. This
method of reasoning is especially clear in Moore's final
chapter on "The Ideal."

By far the most valuable things, which we know

or can imagine, are certain states of conscious-

ness, which may be roughly described as the

pleasures of human intercourse and the enjoyment

of beautiful objects. No one, probably, who has

asked himself the question, has ever doubted

that personal affection and the appreciation of

what is beautiful in Art or Nature, are good in

themselves; nor, if we consider strictly what

things are worth having purely for their own
sakes, does it appear probable that any one will
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think that anything else has nearly so great a
value as the things which are included under
these two heads.l ’

Although Moore does not commit the naturalistic fallacy
himself in this chapter by claiming that our agreement

as to those things which we would all apprehend as being
good in themselves is the definition of or the criterion
for their being good in themselves, nevertheless he
appeals to a mode of apprehension of'éood which can only
be justified on its own grounds. If the metaphysical task
of describing the good which is so intuited is coﬁsidered
irrelevant to ethics, then by what procedures can intui-
tion correct or refine itself? Moore hopes té conﬁince us
but can offer no objective reasons for his statement that
these things (that is, personal affection and beéuty) are

"truths" and "that they are the raison dfetre of virtue;

that it is they . . . that form the rational ultimate end

of human action and the sole criterion of social progress

2 v .
o e o ol The result of Moore's rejection of any ethics

guilty of committing the naturalistic fallacy is thus an
intuitionist view of moral knowledge in which the gap
between fact and value is affirmed and upheld.

It is therefore important at this point to describe
another view of the nature of moral knowledge and decision
which is a result of Moore's refutation of naturalism. The

emotive theory of ethics, as J. O. Urmson has pointed out,

lIbidn 9 po 188"90

°Ipbid., p. 189,
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is based on two priwmary presuppositions.1 The first has
to do with a theory of méaning which was suggested by

I. A. Richards and C. K. dien2 and later by Susan
Stebbing»3 In both of these works the suggestion is made
that some kinds of language, and ethical language in
particular, have another kind of use than descriptive or
scientific language. It is maintained that this use to
which language is put is different th;n the referential
one upon which Moore's rejection of naturalism is based
and this use may be more appropriate to our understanding
of moral language. As Hudson has argued, this view of
the different uses of language ié tied up with thé logical
positivists' c¢claim that for propositions to bes meaningful
they must either be analytically true or empiricélly

verifiableeh Now Moore had argued, as we have just seen,

1J. 0. Urmson, The Emotive Theory of Ethics
(Hutchinson University Library, London, 1968}.

' 21, A. Richards and C. K. Ogden, The Meaning of
Meaning (Routledge and Kegan Paul, London, 1923), p. 125.
Good' is alleged to stand for a unique, unanalyzable
concept . . . [which] is the subject matter of ethics.
This peculiar ethical use of 'good' is, we suggest, a
purely emotive use. When so used the word stands for
nothing whatever, and has no symbolic function."

3Susan Stebbing, A Modern Introduction to Logic
(Methuen, London, 1930), p. 19. "When [language] is used
in order to arouse an emotional attitude in the hearer,
to influence him in any way other than by giving him
information, then its use is emotive."

uHudson, op. cit., p. 107-11.
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that propositions about the good cammot be mere tautol-
ogles because they become insignificant nor can they be
subjected to an objective test of their validity such as
the ones offered by empirical verification. Ayer's |
answer to this dilemma is to reject any possible meaning
for ethical propositions at all.1 His argument against
Moore is thus a rejection of the possibility of some non-
verifiable, yet synthetic, knowledge of good which has
absolute validity. While accepting the gap between fact
and value, Ayer rejects the possibility of some "myster-

‘fous 'intellectual intuition'" by which good is Ynown ,

A feature of this theory, which is seldom recog-
nized by its advocates, is that it makes state-
ments of value unverifiable. For it is notorious
that what seems intuitively certain to one person
may seem doubtful; or even false, to another. So
that unless it is possible to provide some cri-
terion by which one may decide between conflicting
intuitions, a mere appeal to intuition is wgr’th=
less as a test of a proposition's validity.

The stage is now set for a description of the use to which
ethical langusge is put if it is not to state anything
5ignificant about the nature of the world which could be
shown to be true ér félse.'.In Ayer's words, " . . . we
have seen that sentences which siﬁply‘express moral
judgments do not say anything. They are pure expressioné

of feeling and as such do not come under the category of

1a. 7. Ayer, Language, Truth and Logic (Victor
Gollancz, London, 1955, second edition), Chapter 6,
"Critique of Ethics and Theology."-

°Ibid., p. 106.

31bid.
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truth or falsehood. They are unverifiable for the same
reason as a cry of pain or a word of command is unveri-
fiable-~because they do not express genuine propositionso"1
Here we have then the statement of the emotive use to
which language danlbe put in which the separation between
fact and value 1is even more complete than in Moore°

This new understanding of the usé of moral language
is also seen as a way of avoiding the alternatives which
Moore had posed for ethics and this is its second presup-
position. As Urmson states this, " . . . the original
Aground for the proposal'of the emotive theory was the
need to find some way out from the unaccéptable dichotomy
of naturalism and non-natgralism."2 The emotive account
of moggls is critical of the weak point in Moore's analysis,
that moral knowledge is the intuition of a unique kind of
non-natural fact, and éince it accepts Moore's critique of
naturalism, this emotive account is borne out of
"epistemological despairo"3 As Urmson further makes
clear, however, there is positive reason as well for the
emergence of thils account. Moore had given 1ogical and
epistemological reasons for the féjection of naturalism
in favour of his account of intuitionism. The emotive
account>is an attempt to understand'the.power or "magnet-

ism" of moral judgements which does not seem to follow

l1bida., p. 108<9.

2Urmson, op. cit., p. 18,

31bid., p. 19.
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logically from either the description of a set of natural
facts nor the assertion of our intuiti?e knowledge of
some non-natural factsol The emotivist account is thus
interested in the role which our feelings and attitudés
play in moral knowledge and decision and in so describing
this role will attempt to avoid the alternatives which
Moore héd suggested.

Both these concerns of the emotivist account car
be seen in the work of C. L. Stevenson who developed an
1ntefpretation of ethics in which the naturalistic
‘fallacy was taken seriously while an alternative to
intuitionism was proposed,2 The first premise of"
Stevenson's work is that ethical language is‘the expres-
sion qf personal attitudes and these are to be distin-
guishéd from expressions of belief, which are given in
factual propositions, and from expressions of emotion.,3
It is important to emphasize here, as Hudson points out,

that Stevenson takes ethical language to be primarily

expressive;, not inclhlcan:ive.,"L If ethical judgements were

11bid., p. 20; Hudson, op. eit., p. 115.

2C L. Stevenson, Ethics and Language (Yale
University Press, New Haven, 194l}) and Facts and Values
(Yale University Press, New Haven, 1963).

3A fuller account of Stevenson's distinctions
here between attitudes, emotions, and beliefs will be
given later in our discussion of the notion of onlooks.
Here we are only interested in showing how Stevenson's
account reaffirms the fallacy of naturalism in ethics
sand yet avoids intuitionism,

L

Hudson, op. cit., p. 117.
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merely taken as reports of inner attitudes or if it were
considered to be the speaker's intention to describe to
others the faets of his psychological make-up, then that
language would not only be guilty of reducing values to~
facts but it would also have been misunderstood.

Doubtless there is always some element of
description in ethical judgments, but this is
by no means all. Their major use is not to
indicate facts but to create an influence.
Instead of merely describing people's interests
they change or intensify them. They recommend
an interest in an object, rather than state
that the interest already exists.

-According to this analysis there are basically two uses
to which language can'be put, descriptive and expressive,
or indicative and dynamic. Though ethical 1anguage is
oftep_in the form ef indicative statements, its meaning,
according to Stevenson, is expressive or dynamic. The
model for ethical language is therefore that the proposi=
tion "This is good" means "I approve of this; do so as

2 .
well."™ The imperative. function of the language is thus

emphasized as the proper means of avoiding the natural-

istic fallacy, in place of Moore's contention that this

language is indicative of a special insight°3

1Stevenson, Facts and Values, p. 16. Cf. Ethics
and Language, p. 33. .

_ 2Stevenson, Ethics and Language, p. 21. In his
lack of emphasis on the descriptive elements in ethical
language, Stevenson's analysis is less subtle than that
of R. M. Hare, as we shall see.

3This imperative function is dependent upon
Stevenson's analysis of the "meaning" of language in
general in which the causal power of that language is
the criterion by which meaning is judged. See Urmson,
op. cit., chap. lj; Hudson, op. cit., p. 121=5, and
Warnock, op. cit., p. 21=h.
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Stevenson's discussion of the distinction betwsen

attitude and belief shows most clearly»his revision of

Mborea An attitude "is a disposition to act in certain
ways and to experience certain feelings, rather than |
itself a certain action or-'feelingo"1 The distinction

is brought out most clearly by disagreements. Here
Stevenson argues that thére is an independent element in
ethical disagreements which cannot be settled with refer-
ence to our beliefs about the facts of the situation. In
this way Stevenson hopes to show that the identification
‘of good with some natural or metaphysical fact is
fallacious, not because good is mysterious and indefinable
but because its recognition is dependent upon our atti-
tudes. The subjective element in moral judgéments and
practical decisions is not the personal intuition of what
is good in itself, but is rather our disposition, a compli-
Acated phenomenon involving feelings, emotions, beliefs,
and so on, to be for or against something. In speaking
about the good, one's intention is to give approval, not

to describe the object to which good is applied, nor to
offer a definition of good itself. "A person who recog-

nises X to be 'good' must ipso facto acquire a stronger

1Stevenson, Ethics and Language, p. 90. Cf. also
p. 60. An attitude "designates any psychological dispo-
sition of being for or against something." Facts and
Values, p. 1-2. On page 3 of Ethics and Language, in a
footnote; he claims to be using this word in "the same
broad sense that R. B. Perry gives to ‘'interest'" in his
General Theory of Value (Longmans, Green, London, 1926).
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tendency to act in its favor than he otherwise would have
had."™ Moore's intention to give an account of ethics
which avoids the naturalistic féllacy is thus better
achieved by an analysis of this‘subjedtive element and
this analysis, according to Stevenson, requires that the
magnetic power of ethical language and the role of atti-

tudes in judgements and decisions be understoodo2

The second version of the naturalistic fallacy
which deserves our attention is the one suggested by

‘David Hume in his Treatise on Human Nature.> In a con-=

cluding paragraph of one section Hume writes:

In every system of morality which I have hitherto
met with, I have always remark'd, that the author .
proceeds for some time in the ordinary way of
reasoning, and establishes the being of a God, or
mekes observations concerning human affairs; when
of a sudden I am surpriz'd to find, that instead
of the usual copulations of prop031tlons, is, and
is not, I meet with no proposition that is not
connected with an ought, or an ought not. This
change is imperceptible; but is, however, of the
last consequence. For as this ought or ought not,
_ expressas some new relation or affirmation, 'tis
necessary that it should be observ'd and explain'd;
and at the same time that a reason should be given,
for what seems altogether inconceivable, how this
new relation can be a deduction from others, which

1Stevenson, Facts and Values, p. 13.

°This is the main thread of Stevenson's argument
with Moore in his article, "Moore's Arguments against
Certain Forms of Ethical Naturalism" in P, A. Schilpp,
Ed., The Philosophy of G. E. Moore, Vol. IV of the Library
of Living Philosophers (Northwestern University Press,
Evanston, Illinois, 1942), p. 71-90. See also Moore's
"Reply to my Critics" in the same volume, p. 535-54.

3

D. Hume, Treatise on Human Nature, Book III,
Part I, trans. by L. A, Selby=B1gge (Oxford University
Press, London, 1955)
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are entirely different from it. But as authors

do not commonly use this precaution, I shall

presume to recommend it to the readers; and am

persuaded that this small attention wou'd sub-

vert all the vulgar systems of morality, and

let us see, that the distinction of vice and

virtue is not founded merely on the relations

of objects, nor is perceiv'd by reason.
Hume's criticism here appears to be directed against those
who would derive statements about what ought or ought not
to be the case from those regarding what is or is not the
case by deduction. This version of the naturalistic
fallacy can therefore be labelled the "non-deducability"
of good. Yet precisely what Hume meant by his criticism
is still the subject of continuing debate. To undsrstand
the nature of this version of the fallacy we must there-
fore examine the two major lines of interpretation which

are currently taken and see the consequences of each with

regard to the relationship of "is" and "oughto“2

The étandard interpretation of Hume has been taken
by philosophers whdse views on the nature of mbral langugge
differ widely but who acknowledge the acceptance of Hume's
non=deducability principle as one of the major bremises of
theif accounts. Among the intuitionists Prichard quotes

the above paragraph from_Hume in his discussion of the

l1vid., p. L69-70."

A comprehensive collection of these articles is:
to be found in W. D. Hudson, Ed., The Is/Ought Question
(Macmillan, London, 1969), Part I. The subtitle of this
work indicates the importance which many moral philoso-=
phers ascribe to this fallacy; it is "A Collection of
Pagpers on the Central Problem in Moral Philosophy." See
also Hudson, op. cit., p. 249=64.
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nature of moral obligation.,1 He takes Hume to be asking:

What distinguishes our assertion, e.g., that X
ought to be educating his son Y--where "ought"
is being used in the moral sense-=from our 5
assertion, e.g., that X is educating his son ¥Y?

Prichard afgues that there is no unique relation between

X and his act of educating Y in the former assertion which
is not so of the latter, as Hume suggests. "Ought" there-
fore does not express a different relation of subject and
predicate which is not implied by "is." Rather, according
to Prichard,

s o o What seems to distinguish the second
assertion from the first is that in it we are
attributing to the same subject of attributes

X, i.e. asserting him to possess, an attribute
of a different kind, viz. that of being under

an obligation to educate Y, as distinct from

that of educating Y, 8o that Hume'’s question
becomes: '"What is the being under an obligation
to do some action?" as distinct from doing some
action. And if this be right, the nature of the
thought which we express by a statement of the
form "X ought to do so and so" is more clearly
expressed by substituting a statement of the
form "X is under an obligation to do so and so."3

It is then the nature of this obligation which Prichard

will attempt to describe and in so ‘doing will maintain

that assertions about "ought" are sui generis.
Proponents of the emotivettheory of ethics also
appeal to Hume on their behalf. This is seen for example

in the writing of Ayer, who claims:

14, A. Prichard, Moral Obligation (Oxford Univer-
sity Press, Oxford, 1968).

2Ibid., p. 92.

31vid.
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In fact the (emotivist) theory only explores the
consequences of a sound snd respectable point of
logic which was already made by Hume; that
normative statements are not derivable from
descriptive statements, or, as Hume puts it,
that "ought" does not follow from "is." To say
that moral judgments are not fact-stating is not
to say that they are unimportant, or even that
there cannot be arguments in their favour. But
these arguments do not work in the way that
logical or scientific arguments do.l

Ayer's argument here and in Language, Truth and Logic

rests on the interpretation of Hume as a ra@ical sceptic
who would himself have implicitly agreed with Ayer's
central thesis regarding the criteria for meaning. After
quoting Hume's diatribe against the writings of theology
or metaphysics, Ayer asks: . ' |
What is this but a rhetorical version of our own
thesis that a sentence which does not express

either a formally true proposition or an empiri-
cal hypothesis is devoid of literal significance?2

Whatever significance moral language_is to have 1is duse
solely to its expressive value and language which expresses
emotions or sentiments can subely not be derivéd logically
from language which does not. In stressing the emotive
force of ethical language and particularly its practical

importance in making decisions, Ayer sccepts Hume's

lA. J. Ayer, Logical Positivism (Free Press,
Glencoe, Illinois, 1959), p. 22.

2Ayer, loc. ecit., p. S4=5. This interpretation
of Hume is supported by Anthony Flew in his essay "On the
Interpretation of Hume" in Philosophy, Vol. XXVIII (1963),
reprinted in W. D. Hudson, The Is/Ought Question, p. 6L-9.
Flew's concluding sentence is: "It is just this sort of
brilliant harshness which sometimes makes one want to °
describe the Treatise as Hume's Language, Truth and

Logic."




"fallacy" as meaning that eny metaphysical or even
intuitionist questions involving a~deséription of value

are out of place in ethics. In his essay, "On the

Analysis of Moral Judgments,;" he distinguishes once Ahd

for all the separate domaiﬁs of descriptive and prescrip-
tive language and turns the notion of the '"non-deducability
of good" to his favour ih disclaiming his own account as
"subjective."

The problem is not that the subjectivist denies
that certain wild, or domesticated animalsy
"objective values," exist and the objectivist
triumphantly produces them; or that the objec-
~tivist returns like an explorer with tales from
the kingdom of values and the subjectivist says
he is a liar. It does not matter what the
explorer finds or does not find. For talking
about values is not a matter of describing what
may or may not be there, the problem being
whether it really is there. There is no such
problem. The moral problem is: What am I to
do? What attitude am I to take? And miral
judgments are directives in this sense.

‘'The result of Ayer's interpretation of Hume and his accept-
ance of the claim that "ought" cannot be logically derived

from "isg"

is that not only the substance but also the

language of fact and value are strictly separated so that

the relationship betweenvtﬁem becomes problematic.
Stevenson was another emotivist who took Hume's

discussion of "is"

and "ought" to lend support to his own
interpretation of ethical language. As Toulmin has
pointed out, Ayer's account of ethics and Stevenson'’s are-

different and this difference is perhaps most clearly seen

1Ayer, "On the Analysis of Moral Judgments,"”
Horizon, Vol. XX, No. 117 (1949), reprinted in Philoso-
phical Essays (1963), p. 242,
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. . . 1
in their interpretations of Hume's account. Stevenson
argues that Hume '"has most clearly asked the questions

that here concern us, and has most nearly reached a con-

clusion that the present writer can accepta"2 As opposéa

to Ayer, who-interﬁrets Hume as denying any role for
reasonable inquiry about the facts in determining matters
of morality,3 Steveﬁson accuses Hume of reducing value to
fact.lt "gooa" means for Hume "approved by most people';
and again, " . . . according to Hume, to recognize that
something is 'good»g is simply to recognize that the
majority approve of itoﬁs Stevenson earlier argues that
Hume has made normative ethics a natural science by his
assertion that the statement "Anything is good if and only
if the vast majority of people, on being fully and clearly
informed about it, would have approbation for it" is
analytically trueo6 It is here that Stevenson's debt to
Hume becomes clear for the distinction between beliefs
and'attifudes which Huéé suggests by the words "informed"
and "approbation" is taken up by Stevenson and stretched
farther than Hume would have intended° Stevenson argues

that Hume has not made enough of the distinction and has

'ls, E. Toulmin, The Place of Reason in Ethics
(Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, 19L48), Chapters

3-l.

2Stevenson, Ethics and Language, p. 273.

3Tou1min, op. cit., p. 54=5.
L

*Stevenson, Facts and Values, p. 11-1k.

5ibid., p. 11, 13.
6

Stevenson, Ethiecs and Language, p. 276.



therefore made ethical disagreements matters which could
be solved by factual information. He paraphrases Hume
ih the following way:

"™ is a virtue" has the same meaning as 'X

would be the object of approbation of almost

any person who had full and clear factual
information about X,"l

Thus in Stevenson's view, Hume stresses ethical disagree-
ments as disagreements in beliefs which, if solved, will
lead to agreement about the "facts" as well as to agree-

ment .in approbation or subjective approval. He even

-includes Hume among the 'aturalists" who, although they

stress the role of attitudes in ethics, yet imply "that

disagreement about what is good is disagreement in belief
5 —_—

about attitudes."™ 1In this sense, Stevenson is able to
apply Moore's critique to Hums.

It is in the writings of R, M. Hare that Hume's

version of the naturalistic fallacy is advocated most

strongiy; indeed we find him speaking of "Hume's law"

with reference to the fallacy of deducing "ought" from

nyg, "3 He declares:

lrpia., p. 270,

2Stevenson, Facts and Values, p. 3. Flew would
disagree with Stevenson's interpretation here for he
claims that Hume would not have distinguished what he
sees to be the case through a psychological analysis of
human behaviour from a logical inquiry regarding the ,
meaning of moral language. To take Hume as saying that
the meaning of ethical language is that it reports our
belief's about things, and thus that he reduces value to
fact, is to take him out of his own intellectual context.
Hume is thus not offering definitions but making obser-
vations. See A. Flew, op. cit., p. 68.

3R° M. Hare, Freedom and Reason (Oxford University
Press, Oxford, 1963), p. 108. Cf. also "Universalisability,"
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I have been in the past, and still am, a stout

defender of Hume's doctrine that one cannot

deduce moral judgements from non-morsal state-

ments of fact; and also of that particular

application of the doctrine which says that

one cannot deduce moral judgements of substance

from statements about the uses of words_or about

the logicsl relations between concepts.
In his earlier book, after arguing'against two forms of
moral reasoning which he claims would dispose of "the
vulgar systems of morality," Hare again brings Hume to
his aid. These two forms of reasoning are: 1) to regard
moral principles as merely factual, and 2) to regard
moral principles as self-evident.

A few great writers, such as Aristotle, Hume,

and Kant, though it is not difficult to find

here and there in their works traces of these

defects, can yet, if studied in the right way,,
be seen to avoid them in their main doctrines.

Hare's use of Hume thus differs fundamentally from Steven-
son's, a difference which may perhaps be due to the fact
that Stevenson does not duote the passage in_question‘in
either of his books, nor in his article discuséing

Moore's version of the fallacy. The belief that moral
arguments must be deductive is one of the major presup-
pdsitions of Hare's explanation of moral language in terms
of prescriptivism, and thus he will seek an aceount of

moral language which takes this naturalistic fallacy (and

Proceedings of the Aristotelian Soc1etzj Vol. LV (195h 55)p
p. 303.

1Ibidog po 186"70‘

2Hare, The Language of Morals (Oxford University
Press, Oxford, 1952), p. LL-5.
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Moore's as well) seriously. As Hudson has rightly stated,
these three different accounts of ethics do not funda-
mentally differ in their interpretation of the above=
mentioned passage from Hume.

Intuitionists, emotivists, and prescriptivists

who cite him have taken his word "deduction"

to mean logical entalilment and ‘his phrase

"seems altogether inconceivable" to be a

typically ironical understatement for "is

altogether inconceivable." They have taken

his point to be that, from the premises

(i) "ought" cannot be entailed by "is" and

(ii) arguments are either deductive or defec-

tive, the conclusion follows that there is an

impassable logical gulf between moral judgments

and statements of natural, or supernatural,
fact.l

Now it is precisely the existence of this logical gulf
which is called into question by those who would offer
an alternative interpretation of Hume. Indeed these new
interpretations have been a major impetus for the most
recent account of morai reasoning, desbriptivism, which
has been suggested as an alternative fo Hare's
prescriptivism. It wiii be worthwhile to examine two of "
these new interpretations of Hume to complete the back-
ground for our discussion of the relationship of indica~ °
tive and imperative in ethical decision.

One of these interpretations is offered by
A. C. MécIntyre who contends that Hume cannot be con-
sidered justly to be "an exponent of the auton&my of

morality" on the grounds of his own breach of the "Law"

1Hudson, Modern Moral Philosophy, p. 251.
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now so strictly observedol MacIntyre centres his criti-
cism of the standard interpretation around a discussion
of the notion of deduction in Hume's thoﬁght, a notion
which he takes to mean sihply "inference." If Hume does
mean to say that moral conclusions, "ought," cannot be
deduced from factuél premises, "is," then perhaps it was
his intention in'hié own account of morélity to show how
"ought" is inferred from "is." Two points-are mentioned
in particular to support this view. One argument is that
Hume was not discussing rules of logic but was rather
-observing human behaviour. "His work is full of anthro-
pological and sociological remarks, remafks sometimes
ascribed by commentators to the confusion between logiec
and psychology with which Hume is so often credited. "2
Instead of making a logical point, Hume is offering a
description of the way'in which facts are relevant to
moral decisions, though'this relationship is not one of
deduction. Therefore, -and this is MacIntyre's second
point;, Hume need not be contradicting himself as he is
considered to do on the standard interpretation.
MacIntyre comes close here to the interpretation which
Stevenson gives to Hume, for he says, " . . . the notion
of 'ought' is for Hume only explicable in terms of the

notion of a consensus of interest."3 Thereforé at the

le C. MacIntyre, "Hume on *'Is' and ‘Qught!',"

Philosophical Review, Vol. LXVIII (1959), reprinted in
Hudson, The Is/Ought Question, p. 36.

2Tbid., po 39.

3Ibid., p. LO-1.
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basis of Hume's explanation of morality is a "necessary
truth" from which "ought" can indeed be inferred.
MacIntyre then summarizes his argument in this matter
by saying:

Hume, then, in the celébrated passage does
not mention entailment. What he does is to
ask how and if moral rules may be inferred
from factual statements, and in the rest of

"book III of the Treatise he provides an
answer to his own question,

LI

The gap betwsen "is" and "ought" is thus closed by Hume,
according to MacIntyre, by his assertion that certain
-kinds of facts, i.e. those which describe our passions,
neéds, desires, interests, and so forth, can indeed
serve as legitimate reasons for moral 1mperatives.2
Geoffrey Hunter offers another alternative intér=
pretation of Hume in which he states even more explicitly
thanuMathtyre that Hume himself closed the gép between

’ "iS n

and "ought" by identifying some statements of fact
with moral statements. "In short," he says, "t is a
coentral part of Hume's moral theory that moral judgements
are statements of fact."3 Thus Hume was not only uncon-

cerned about the strict entailment of moral judgements

from statements of fact, he was not spesaking of an

1Ivid., p. Lh.

°Ibid., p. Lb.

3Geoffrey Hunter, "Hume on: 'Is' and ‘Oughtf,"
Philosophy, Vol. XXXVIII (1962), reprinted in Hudson,
- The Is/Ought Question, p. 60. Hunter makes this state=-
ment on the basis of Hume's argument in his Enquiry
Concerning the Principles of Morals.,
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inference at all; his intention was rather to show the
identity of the two. - 'The problem with such an inter-
-pretation of Hume is that it makes Hume a subjectivist
in his account of moralitj° He would, on this reading,”
be saying that morﬁl judgements and imperatives are quite
simply reports on my needs, wants, -or feelings and in
this sense none 6f his interpreters wouid have understood
him at all. In replying to Hunter's argument, Anthony
Flew upholds the emotivist interpretation of Hume,
suggested by Ayer, and maintains that: |
| « o o Hume's centra1'1n31ght was: that moral

judgements are not statements of either logi-
cally necessary truths or facts about the '
natural (or supernatura—T universe around us;

and, hence, that "All morality depends upon
our sentlments" (Treatise, IIT, ii, 5).1

It would seem that Hunter's interpretation is an extreme
one which few other commentators on the writings of Hume
are prepared to take.

In the midst of this confusing array of inter-
pretations, it is important that we clear the air some-
what by suggesting the‘major éointé which Hume's
description of a naturalistic fallacy réises for our
consideration of the relation of indicative and impera-
tive. Regardless of the interpretation placed upon
Hume's own intention in pointing out this ﬁarticular mode
of moral reasoning, that is, whether or not Hume himself -

considered this reasoning as fallacious, it does challenge

1Flew, op. cit., p; 66,
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us to state precisely what the relationship is between
propositions regarding what is the~casé and those
regarding what ought to be the case. Questions which
will be crucial to our analysis of this problem will 56:
whether or not the relationship between "is" and "ought"
is or can be one of strict entailment; whether there can
be any form of deductionlin moral reasoning with premises
involving both "is" and "ought"; and in what sense "ought"

is separated from "

is" by a logical gap in which the
"gqutonomy of value" takes its stand. |

It is surely this latter point, namely the
autonomy of value or the autonomy of good, which has
become a major issue in contemporary discussions of moral
reasoning and which will be in the foreground of our con-
siderations here. In particular such a gap between fact
and value poses problems for an analysis of religious
Aethica; systems. It will be nécessary for us to consider
in our analysis the nature of thé claim that the wiil of
God is good, as well as the notion that goodness has
something to do with the law inherent in man's nature.
Secondly, the gap between propositions containing "is"
and those containing "ought" presents problems to those
religious ethicists who would derive some imperatives for
action from statements of what is the case or who would
offer as a reason for some moral action the fact that
something is true or possible. This analysis can only
'be_done adequately when we have examined the Qalidity of
the two versions of the naturalistic fallacy in decision-

making and to this task we now turn.



CHAPTER II

THE PRESCRIPTIVIST ACCOUNT OF
ETHIGAL DECISION

The naturalistic fallacy in both its versions-
has been considered relevant to an account of moral
reasoning by some modern moral philosophers who have
attempted to describe that reasoning in such a way as
to avoid cohmitting thQ fallacy. Other horal philoso-=
phers have accounted for moral reaéoning in order to
show that both versions of the fallacy are misleading
and could distort an accurate description of practical
moral decision-making. These two differing views of
moral reasoning have been labelled "prescriptivism"Aand.
“descriptivism." Let us therefore consider the way in
which each view characterises moral decision sand in
particular the relationship between indicative and
imperative which is central to that decision. Then we
will be able to compare the two views both with regard
to the naturalistic fallacy and with regard to the
adequacy of the description of ﬁecisionemaking which
is offered. | '

The prescripfivist account is linked most cloéely-
with the work of R. M. Hare. In numerous articles and in
his two major books, Hare has sought to take seriously

the charges of the naturalistic fallacy and, at the same

35
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time, to extend the emotivist account of morality as
given by Stevenson. Of primary importance in this
pursuit has been Hare's understanding of the nature
of language in general and the character of moral
language in partidular, an understanding from which the
term prescriptivism is derived. In giving his account
of the langusage 6f horals, Hare is concérned to avoid
two dangers which threaten our analysis of this language
and therefore do not render an accurate picture of

decision-making. On the one hand, his concern is that
4moral language be considéred both meaningful and valid.
His argument here is ggainst those verificationists like
Ayer who argue that "mora} judgements do not ordinarily
function in the same way as the class of indicative
sentences marked out by'. 0 o'verificationacriterion,"l
and, because of this,.have no meaning or validity. Hare
maintained that such a narrow definition of the criterion
for meaning could distort our normal use of words in the-
moral and non-moral spheres. - He understands the verifi-
cationists to be saying that "a sentence does not have
meaning unless there is something that would be the case
if it were true."? However,

if this criterion of meaningfulness, which is

useful in the case of statements of fact, is

applied indiscriminately to types of utterance

which are not intended to express statements of
fact, trouble will result. Imperative sentences

1Hare, Lenguage of Morals, p. 9.

2T1bid., p. 8.
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do not satisfy this criterion, and it may be
that sentences expressing moral judgements do
not either; but this only shows that they do
not express statements in the sense defined

by the criterion, and this sense may be a
narrower one than that of normal usage. It
does not mean that they are meaningless, or
even that their meaning is of such a character
that no loglical rules can be given for their
employment.

The consequence of this view is that only sentences in
the indicative. mood have been subjected to a logical
inquiry, while all other sentences are called Memotive, !
'non-fact-gtating,?’ 'efocative,' etec. The latter ars
~held not to state genuine proposgitions, and therefore,
siﬁce propositions are the bricks out of which a logical
system is built, to be altogether beyond the pale of

2

such a system."® Hare maintained that such an exclusion

was not appropriate to increasing our understanding of a
great portion of the language we use. He states that

o « o it is an important discovery, if true,
that ethical sentences do not tell us that
something is the case; but the right thing to
do after making such a discovery is to ask what
they do tell us, and how to frame them so that
this telling is done without ambiguities and
contradictions; in fact, to find out what are
the logical rules for talking ethica11y°3

The thrust of Hare's work then is to expand the notion of
linguistic meaning from one based on reference to one

determined by use so that the meaning of ethical language

lrvia,

2 o ' :
Hare, "Imperative Sentences," Mind, Vol. LVIII
- (1949), p. 21, _—

BIbido 9 po 230
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becomes clsar and, further, to develop the logical rules
by which the validity of such language can be judged.

The second danger which Hare recognised is a
‘conssquence of this first, namely, the attempt of
Stevenson and the emotivists to describe moral language
as both expressive and as having causal power. As we
have séen, Ayer had suggestéd the expressive nature of
moral language as a refutation of "mysterious intuition-
1sm, ™ However, Hare finds this notion confusing. He
claims,

s o o to say that imperatives express wishes
may lead the unwary to suppose that what
happens when we use one, is this: we have
welling up inside us a kind of longing, to
which, when the pressure gets too great for

us to bear;, we give vent by saying an impera-
tive sentence: '

Hare considered it not only misleading to think of moral

- language as expressing a kind of "warm feeling" within us,
but also question-begging 1ﬁ,that it is the meaning of
the sentence itself which néeds to be unders‘tood° He
argues this also against the claim that moral language
expresses our attitude of'approval towards something, a
view which he considers not implﬁusible, but simply not
able to cope with the philosophical complexities which

arise from it. ¢

1see above, p. 17-18.

2Hare, Language of Morals, p. 10. Cf. also his
argument regarding an expression of emotion, such as
David's plea, "Would God I had died for you, O Absalom,
my son, my son," which differs markedly from such a "dull
command" as "Come in" in which the expression of emotion
may be minimal. "Imperative Sentences," p. 38-9.
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Sentences containing the word "approve'" are so
difficult of analysis that it seems perverse
to use this notion to explain the meaning of
moral judgements which we learn to make years
before we learn the word "approve"; and simi-
larly, it would be perverse to explain the
meaning of the imperative mood in terms of
wishing or any other feeling or attitude; for
we learn how to respond to and use commands

long before we learn the comparatively complex
notions of "wish," "desire," "aversion," etc.l

The danger Hare saw in such a view is that it could lead
one to assume the irrationality of language if such
language is derived‘from feelings, emotions, attitudes
and so forth. As Hare argues throughout his writings,
morality is a ratlonal matter and to view it as simply a
way of expressing our attitudes of'approval is to reduce
its seriousness and to exclude the possibility of reason-

able moral argument.2 He claims,

e o« o« 1t is not surprising that the first effect
of modern logical researches was to make some
philosophers despair of morals as a rational
activity. It is the purpose of this book to
show that their despalr was premature.’

The second problem with the emotivist account is’
thé confusion which results when the psychological cause
for the uttering of moral sentences is confused with and

indeed tsken as the criterion for the meaning of these

1Ibid., p. 12.

2Hare, Freedom and Reason, P. 2=3. Hare con-
siders, as Hudson has pointed out, that Stevenson's emotive
account results in the fundamental irrastionality of moral
language for which reasoned arguments are not appropriate.
Modern Moral Philosophy, p. 155-9. <Cf. Hare, "Freedom of
the Will, " The Aristotelian Society, Supplementary Volume
XXv (1951), p. 210-11.

3

Hare, Language of Morals, p. LS.
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sentences themselves. 1Indeed the confusion is carried
even further by the notion that moral language has the
causal power to evince, evoke, stimulate, or arouse in
the hearer as well a feeling or attitude of moral
approval. Here not only 1s the. 1ssue of freedom in
formulaﬁing moral judgements raised, but also the
definition of meaning in terms of the effects of langﬁage
1s questioned. Hare argues that "The processes of telling

someone to do something, and getting him to do it; are

1

quite distinct, logically, from sach other." To confuse

the two notions is to confuse moral language with propa-
ganda and to rate the validity of é moral impérative on
the basis of its ability to persuadq or galvanize into
action.® Moral language is really more like advice than
persuasion, the fundamental difference being stated as
follows:

« s o to say "I advise you . . ." is all that
is required in order to advise, juast as to say,
in due form, "I promise . . ." is all that is
required in order to promise. Advising is a
purely linguistic performence. On the other
hand, to say "I persuade . . ." would not be
all that was required in order to persusde; to
persuacde, we have to bring about an effect, a
change in the hearer's behaviour; if we do not
bring about an effect; we have not persuaded
him, end bringing sbout an effect is not just
talking, but something further.3

lIbid..,, p. 13.

2 ' v
Ibid., p. 14=15. See also "Freedom of the Will,"
pe 211’120 ’

3Harep "Freedom of the Will," p. 207.
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In persuasion, the success of the utterance constitutes
its validity, and it is contradicted not by being false,
nor by reasons which do not support it, but by its
failure'tb-have the intended effect. Hare argues for

the advice=mbde1 of moral language because it is this

which appeals to the freedom and rationality of the moral

agent,1 However, he also contends that, if taken too
seriously, the definition of meaning in terms of its
causal efficecy can become a reductio ad absurdum. For,
1s 1t not the intention of all our language to have some
kind of effect, or to alter in some way the relationship
with our hearers? If this is so, then what is being saild
about moral language in particular except that it partici-
pates in this fact of language in general?

In the weak sense, a sentence might be szaid to

be evocative if it is intended to, or does,

produce any change in the hearer's state of

mind or behaviour. In this sense it would be

hard to find any sentence that was not evoca-

tive. At the least, a sentence that is heard

" and understood must produce the dispositional
property called "understanding the sentence ., "2

Hare's argument against the emotivists is therefore that
either they are not saying anything important or unique
about moral language itself, or they have lumped it
together with propaganda as a tgchnique of psychological
persuasion from which moral language requifes,'logically,
to be separated. It is just this which Hare will attempt__

to do in his own account of prescriptivism.

Lipia.

> ,
Hare, "Imperative Sentences," p. 39°



b2

A prescription is an answer to the question,
"What shall I do?" and it is this pracﬁical purpose
which is served by moral language. Both value judgements
and imperastives, the two major clagsifications of morél
language, are used to preséribe some course of action or
some attitude and the meaning of these forms of language
should be judged in termé of this use. Hare defines
prescribing as'"giving advice or instruction, or in

1

general . . . guiding choices, " and this function can

be sérved both by imperatives telling what one ought to
'do or by value-words commending some object or action.
This notion of prescriptivity is Hare's way of avoiding
a definition of the uniqueness of moral language either
in terms of some set of facts which entail some moral
quality or in terms of some intuifion regarding the
»unique objects or qualities of morality. Both value
Judgements and imperatives "haQe it as their distinctive
» function either to commend or in some other way to guide
choices or actions; and it is this essential feature
which defies any analysis in purely factual terms. "2 If
the prescriptive function of morai language 1is its
primary function, more basic than its descriptive
function, and is the reason for the "supervenience" of
this language, then the relation between prescribing and

describing needs to be further elucidated.

lHare, Language of Morals, p. 155.

2Ibid., p. 171.

YO
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It is in Hare's discussion of value judgements
that he addresses himself to this relationship for

evaluation is one form of prescription. He states,

there are two sorts of things that we can say,
for example, about strawberries; the first

sort is usually called descriptive, the second
sort evaluative, Examples of the first sort of
remark are, 'This strawberry is sweet" and "This
strawberry is large, red, and juicy." Examples
of the second sort of remark are "This is a good
strawberry" and "This strawberry is just as
strawberries ought to be." )

There are two important features of the relationship
between these sorts of statements, between, let us say,

'"and "This is a good straw-

"This strawberry is sweet,'
berry." The first is that we often use the descriptive

statement as a reason for making the evaluative statement;

when asked why some strawberry is good, we can legiti-
mately reply by meking a factual statement about it,
namely, that it is sweet. However, and this is the
second feature of the reiatiopship, we do not simply
mean by "good" the fact that the strawberry is sweet.
The intention of our evaluative statement is to comménd'
the strawberry and this commending extends beyond a mere
description of the strawberry. Hare explains this second
feature using another example:

If "P is a good picture' is held to mean the

same as "P is a picture and P is G," then it

will become impossible to commend pictures for

being C; it will -be possible only to say that

they are ¢ . . . this (sic) is because, what-

ever defining characteristics we choose, this

objection arises, that we can no longer commend
an object for possessing those characteristies.

1 2

Ibid., p. 111, Ibid., p. 85.
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This indeed would be to commit Moore's version of the
naturalistic fallacy, by identifying "good" with some
set of defining characteristics; but, for Hare, the
reason this identification is fallacious is because
"good" is used for commending and to commend is to do
more than describs.

Value-terms have a special function in lan-

guage, that of commending; and so they

plainly cannot be defined in terms of other

words which themselves do not perform this

function; for if this is done, we are deprived
of a means of performing the function.l

Any attempt to reduce value judgements to descriptions
is therefore to be avoided. |

However, value judgements and descriptions (which
Hare will later call descriptive'judgements)2 do have
common features which indicate a close relationship
between an object;s characteristics and our evaluation
of it. Both the statemehts, "This strawberry is sweet"
and "This is a good strawberry," "can be, and often aféy
used for conveying information of a purely factual of
descriptive character."3 Assuming a common standard of
judgement, one for detefmining the sweetness of fruit and
the other for determining its goodness, these two state-
ments can tell us something.aﬁout the object in question.
Secondly, Hare points ouf that both statements can teach

how such words as "sweet" and "good" are to be used and

11vid., p. 91.

2
Hare, Freedom and Reason, p. 10,

3Hare, Language of Morals, p. 112.
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thus, in some sense, to give the meaning of these wopdso1
Thirdly, velue-words and descriptive terms share a
tendency to "vary as regards the exactitude or vagueness
of the information which fhey do or can conveyo"2 In
this sense, theref@re, value words are not necessarily
more vague than descriptive ones, nor do we need to rely
on some moral intuifion to learn the criteria for their
applicability. What Hare has done in his analysis of
evaluative language is to show that its uniqueness lies
in its ability to commend objects or recommend courses
lof action but that this.uhiqueness in no way separates
evaluative language completely from descriptive. "The
truth in naturalism," Hare claims, "is that moral terms
do indeed have descriptive meaning. It is not the only
element in their meaning, and it is therefore misleading
to refer to it, as do fhe naturalists, as the meaning of
of a moral term . . . ."3 | 7

The relationship of describing to evaluating, or’
the relationship of matters of fact to those of value, is
perhaps best seen in Hare's description of the logic of
practical reason. The‘importancejof reason in moral

matters, or any other matters of practical concern, lies

Lipia., , P. 113-14. Hare warns agalnst taking this
phrase "the meaning of" too strictly for we can only
explain the meaning of good in terms of "conveying or
setting forth the standard of goodness . . ." with regard
to strawberries for example.

21bid., p. 11k,

3Hare, Freedom and Reason, p. 21.




precisely in the‘ability to give reasons for commending

something and these reasons are in the form of the non-
moral properties of the object or action in question.1
Factual matters, or descriptions of things, are thene;
fore closely bound up withAvalue judgements and can serve
as legitimate reasons for prescriptions. There are, in
other wérdsg characteristics of objects or actions which
can be called "goodemaking characteristics,"”" in the
absence of which a pogitive word of commendation would
not 5e appropriate,2 "Theée are the properties which con-
stitute that about the object which makes it a suitable
object for the application of this moral predicate°"3
These criteria for the applicability of the value word,
"good" for example, are learned in a social context and
may indeed need to be learned anew for each class of
objects which we evaluate. Whgt is important to remember,
Hare argues, is that the meaning of "good" which is its
ability to commend, must be distinguished from the
criteria for its use; we can know that to use thié word

is to commsnd something, but the particular criteria for

lthis is obviously to reject a strict Humean
interpretation of reason as "the discovery of truth and
falsehood." See the comparison of Hare and Hume regarding
"practical reason" in Roy Edgley, Reason in Theory and
Practice (Hutchinson University Library, London, 1969),
po 20"80 . :

2Hare, Language of Morals,.p. 9.

3

Hare, Freedom and Reason, p. 20.




applying it to one object or another must be learned
and may even be disputed or changed.1 It is the criteria
for using value words, criteria such as "{ntrinsic wopth,"
"instrumentality," or "functional worth," which can be
confused or seven identified with the meaning of thesse
words, and to do this is to commit the fallacy of
naturalism.2 Thus; to contihue our example, to know that
the characteriétics_red, julecy, sweet, plump, and so
forth are the properties by virtus of which we call a
straﬁberry "good" 1s to understand the factual or
4descriptiva reasons which underly an evaluative judgement.
Hare continues his analysis of this relationship,
however, until two more aspects of it become clear. On
the one hand, the relationship between these character-
istics and the value-word "godd" is not one of entailment.
In this respect, Hare maintains his fundamental agreement
with Hume's version of the naturalistic fallacy. The
relationship between the statement, "This strawberry is

sweet, "

and "This is a good strawberry" is not that the
former entails the 1atter."

The problem may also be put in this way: if we
knew all the descriptive properties which a

1Hare, Language of Morals, see especially Chap-

ter 6.

2Hudson states this point: "To recall Moore's
point against the naturalists, whatever reason is given
why something is good (i.e., whatever descriptive meaning
the word may have) it is always open to. a reformer to
propose a new standard of goodness (i.e. a new descriptive
meaning). There is no standard, S, such that 'Whatever is
an instance of S is good'! is tautologous. 'Is whatever
is anhinstance of 3 good?' always makes sense." Op. cit.,
P- 174. _ _
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particular strawberry had (knew, of every
descriptive sentence relating to the straw-
berry, whether it was true or false), and if
we knew also the meaning of the word "good,"
then what else should we require to know, in
order to be able to tell whether a strawberry

was a good one? . . . We_should require to be
given the major premiss.l

This major premise, which would gi#e the criteria for ths
use of "good" with regard to strawberries, can be called
a principle and could be stated in the following forms
"All strawberries which are red, julcy, sweet, or plump
are good strawberries." This standard for judgement is

a necessary part of the move from descriptive character-
istics to the sapplication of value=-words and illustrates
the kind of logical relations which, Hare claimed, are
appropriate to onq}type of moral language, value judge-
ments. For here we see that an inférence 1s possible in
moral language and an inference which satisfies the normal
rules_of assertoric logic° From the major ppemise stated
ebove and the minor premise, "This particular strawberry

' we are entitled to draw the conclusion that

is sweet,'
"This strawberry is goode"2 The inference is only valid
when this major premise is present; the description of

the characteristic'alone_cannot entail the conclusion of

a value-=judgement.

1Hare, Language of Morals, p. 11ll.

2Ibido, p. 145-6. Rince the major portion of
Hare's discussion of inference from principles has to do
with the other primary form of moral language, imperatives,
we will reserve a more complete discussion of this matter
for the second half of this chapter.
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On the other hand, the descriptive characteristics
which furnish the criteria for the applicability of a
ﬁalue=word also serve as the basis for the universalis-
ability of that standard of judgement. 1In other words; -
the reasons which are given for calling this particular
strawberry good muét be capable of being generalised to
include all strawberries which are like this one in the
relevant respects. This is true of moral judgements in
the same sense as it is true for descriptive judgements;
"in so far as moral judgements do have descriptive meaning,
in addition to the other kind of meaning which they have,
they share this characteristic, which is common to all
judgements which carry descriptive meaning."l Hare appeals
here to ﬁ general -rule of.language, that to know something
is ™" 1s to be committed to the view that anything like
it in the relevant respects would also be "X". This same
holds true of value judgements; " ; . . when one has been
delivered, e.g., 'X is good,!' it is: (a) always logicélly
legitimate to ask why X is good; and (b) never logically
legitimate, when the answer is given,-tq deny that anything
else like X in the relevant respects is also good,"2 Here
again the distinction between meaning and criteria is-
jmportant for the principle which states the criterié and
which is universalisable does not give a definition of
"good;" The fallacy of naturalism is to consider this

principle "a descriptive meaning-rule which exhausts the

1Hare, Freedom and Reason, po 10,

2H’udson, op. cit., p. 182,
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meaning of the moral term used; whereas in my own view
the rule, though it is‘very analogous to a descriptive
nieaning=mle,, and though, therefore, it is quite legiti-
mate to speak of the 'desdriptive meaning' of moral terms,
does not exhaust their meaning.,"l In Hare's account,
this principle is é synthetic statement giving the
criteria by which réasons for the applicability of value-
words might be judged and, because of this, its univer-
salisability is a logical fact which one who chooses the
principle is bound logically to accept as well.
| In Hare's discussion of value judgements as one
type of moral language, he has argued fof the extension
of the class of sentences called indicativé statements to
includs tﬁose indicatives'in which an evaluation is given.
These indicatives are distinguishable by their use, which
is to commend or prescribe, but they share with descrip-
tive indicatives enough charapteristics to be included in
the. rules of normal assertoric logic. Every value judgé=
ment, whether it be an explicit one containing "good" or
"right" or a more subtle ons using wofds like "tidy,"
"industrious," "friendly," and so forth, has déscriptive
‘meaning and each is logically entailed by a minor premise
stating the facts or describing the object in question and
by a major premise in which the standard of judgement is
given; Reasoning about value Judgements is therefore
syllogistic reasoning in which an evaluative premise, i.s.

the standard of judgement, and a factual premise entail

lHare, Freedom and Reason, p. 2l.
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the evaluative conclusion. In this sense, Hare accepts
"the idea that rules of inference are analytic and
therefore verbal, not substantive, so that the meaning
of the conclusion of a valid argument must be containéd
in the meaning of the premises: all valid inferences,
and in general all logical relations;, are analytic or
deductive." Hare does not deny, as we have seen, that
practical judgéments cannot validly be inferred from
descriptive premises, which he interprets Hume to be
sayihg,2 What he does deny is that this excludes moral

'1anguage from havingilogical relations at all and
particularly from functioning in valid inferences. That
such inferences are valid, deductive ones is due to the
descriptive meaning of value-=judgements and principles which,
though it is secondary to the evaiuative meaning, allows
one to reason from mixed premises to an evaluative cone
clusion on the basis of the meaning of terms alone.

We have seen how ngé was able to argue his case
with regard to value judgements which bear a good deal of.
resemblance to factual indidative statements. This thesis
is much more difficult to show wifh regard to moral impera-
tives, the other major classification of moral language,'
and therefore we need to examine the notion of the prac-
tical or imperative inference as Hare interprets it. 1In )

his article, "Imperative Sentences," Hare claims that

1 — B ,
: Edgley, op. cit., p. 21. See also Hare, Language .
of Morsals, p- 3?’2~=§o ’ v ’

2See above, p. 29.
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"sentences are traditionally divided into three classes,
statements, commands, and questionsoﬁl It is his inten-
tion in discussing the imperative mood to deal with the
second category, commands, to describe them in both their
singular and universal forms, and to outline the relation-
ship between indicatives and imperatives. The form of
language which is used for expressing statements is called
indicative; that form which is used for expressing com-
mands is called imperativeg Hare claims that:

Both are used for talking about a subject-matter,

but they are used for talking about it in dif-

ferent ways. The two sentences "You are going -

to shut the door" and "Shut the door" are both

about your shutting the door in the immediate

future; but what they say asbout it is quite

different. An indicative sentence is used for

telling someone that something is the case; an

imperative is not--it is used for telling some-
one to make something the case.

An imperative sentence is one which arises out of a situa-
tion of dilemma in Which-a choice must be made and it
indicates, when spoken, the decision that has beon made
by the speaker. Imperatives are therefore relaéed to
actlon while indlcatives are not or in Aristotle's
terminology, imperatives have to do with praxis and poiesis
while indicatives are concerned with theoria.

An indicative sentence is an answsr to the ques-

tion "What is the case?"; an imperative sentence

is an answer to the question "What is to be the
case?" or "What am I to make the case?". The

1Hare, "Imperative Sentences," p. 2.

2Hare, Language of Morals, p. 5.
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first question presupposes that there 1s some
unalterable fact to be stated; the second
question,; on the contrary, presupposes that
there is a choice between alternative facts,

i.8., between alternative courses of action.
To ask the second sort of qusestion is to
deliberate; to answer it is either to choose,
if the question was asked sabout our own

action, or to command, if it was asked about -
someonse elsefs.l

We have here a general description of imperatives as
answers to the practical question "What shall I do?" and
these are relevant both to one's own decision and action
as well as to that of otheré, in which case imperativss

take thse form of advicea2

It is in comparing and contrasting the imperative
and the indicative that the characteristics of imperatives
as a grammatical form are brought oqt° In his sarlier
article, Hare compared the two sentences:

(1) Mary, please show Mrs. Prehdergast her room.
(2) Mary will show you your room, Mrs. Prendergast,

Bbth sentences have a common element which can.be called
the "descriptor" in which the sentence performsﬂits ‘
descriptive function. In this case, that descriptor is
"Showing of her room to Mrs. Prendergast by Mary at time

t."3 In his later book, Hare changed the terminology and

1Hare, "Imperative Sentences," p. 25.

2Basil Mitchell raises objections here to Hare's
definition of imperatives claiming that it is too broad;
meny other forms of sentence besides commands can supply
answers to the question "What shall I do?" and the function
of imperatives in giving advice can also be performed by
other grammatical forms. These criteria alone therefore
are perhaps necessary but are not sufficient for under-
standing precisely what imperatives are. "Varieties of

Imperative,"”" The Aristotelian Society, Supplementary Volume
XXXI (1957), p. 175-190.

3Hare, "Tmperative Sentences,"” p. 27.
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referred to this descriptor as the '"phrastic," a word
derived from the Greek, meaning "to point out or
indicate."™ This phrastic in en indicatlve sentence
"is what'ﬁduld be the case if the sentence were true"
and in an imperative sentence "what would be the caseAif
it were obeyedo"2 In pointing out fhis_common element,
Hare is concerned to show that imperatives and indica-
tives alike have descriptive meaning, and both can be
judged for meaningfulness on the basis of the referent
.80 described. He is in agreement with the verification=-
ists to the extent that a sentence must have desériptive
meaning if it is to be used for "the conveying of infor-
mation or orders" but he does not accept the corresponding
notion "that senté&ms which are not true-or-false are
meaningless, even descri’.ptively.,'.'3 On the basls of this
analysis, Hare will argue for the inclusion of imperatives
.in the rules of normal assertoric logic, particularly
thdse of inference and entailment,u
The second élement which ié present in these two

sentences is, however, one which the indicative and the

lHare, Language of Morals, p. 17-18.

2Hare, "Imperative Sentences," p. 29.
31bia.

hArguments for a special logic to desl with
%¥perat%¥e infgrence c%n be found in B, A, 0, Williams,
mperative Inference,” Analysis, Supplementary Volume 23
(1963)f p. 30=42; P, T. Geach, "Imperative and Deontiec
Logic," Analysis, Vol. 18, Part 3 (1958), p. L9=-56;
A. Ross, "Imperatives and Logic," Philosophy of Science,
VOlq 11 (19“.,4.), po 30”460 : :
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imperative do share with each other but which determines
the distinctive mood of the sentence. Our two sentences

could be wpritten:

(1.1) showing of her room to Mrs. Prendergast
by Mary at time t, please.
(2.1) Showing of her room to Mrs. Prendergast
' by Mary at time t, yes.

Hare begins by calling thls second element, that is the
words "yes" and "please," by the name "dictor" since "i?
is they that really do the saying (the commanding, stating,
etc.) which a senteﬁce does."™ Later, he changed this
“term to "neustic," again from the Greek meaning "to nod
assent. "2 It is only by this element that the indicative
and imperative differ from one another in that, what con-
stitutes assent to these sentences is different in each
case.

If we assent to a statement we are said to be
sincere in our assent if and only if we believe
that it is true (believe what the speaker has
said). If, on the other hand, we assent to a
second-person command addressed to ourselves;
we are said to be sincere in our assent if and
only if we do or resolve to do what the speaker
has told us to do; if we do not do it but only
only resolve to do it later, then if, when the
occasion arises for doing it, we do not do it,
we are said to have changed our mind; we are no
longer sticking to the assent which we previously
expressed.

lHare, "Imperative Sentences," p. 28,

2Hare, Language of Morals, p. 18. Assent to this.
second example requires obedience so that it will be true
in a future state of affairs. Hare has since then changed
the term again to "tropic." See A. J. Kenny, "Practical
Inference, " Analysis, Vol. 26, No. 3 (1966), p. 68; Hudson,
op. cit.;, p. 231-;; Hudson gives a more complete statement
of Hare's revision of terms in as yet unpublished writings.

3Ibidog po 19“200
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The neustic element in the imperative sentence Indicates
the unique function of moral language to advise or
commend; in the case of commands, "please™ is indicative
of the attempt to effect action by "inducing the recip-
ient to a deliberate, intentional rfesponse."1 Wwhat cone
stltutes assent in the case of indicatives is therefore
belief; in imperativses, assent requires and entails}
action.?

This understanding of the phrastic and neustic
elements in indicative and imperative sentences explains
Hare's disagreement with two attempts to reduce impera-
tives to indicatives, for in both'éttempts this unique
neustic element is overlooked. The first attempt is made
by those who claim that imperatives -are really indicative
statements regarding the subjective state of mind of the
speaker. Thus, the command "Shut the door" is representéd'
aS being equivalent to "i want you to shut the door."
What is misunderstbod by this view, according to Hare, is
that the phrastic of the imperative refers to the shﬁtting
of the door; it has the same referent as the phrastic of
the indicative "You.arevgoing to shut the door." Hare

remarks that "In both cases it seems strange to repressnt

a remark about shutting the'door as a remark about what is

1Nichqlas. Rescher, The Logic of Commands (Rout-
ledge and Kegan Paul, London, 1966), p. 29.

2 : _

The problem involved in claiming that actions
can be entailed in inferences and that they can be con-
clusions in practical syllogisms has been discussed by

Edgley, op. cit.
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going on in my mind, "t Furthermore, this claim does not
really serve to explain anything about imperatives at all
for the question still remains as to the logic of the
sentence "I want you to shut the door." Hare claims that
"mless we understand 'Shut the door' we are unlikely to
understand 'I wantvyou to shut the door.'" Fpor this
purpose; an analjsié of imperatives qua'imperatives is
necessary and nothing has been accomplished by their
reduction to indicative sentences.3

Secondly, it might be c¢laimed that the command
"Shut the door" means-the‘same as "Either you are going
to shut the door, or X will ha\ppen.,",4 This "either/or"
statement refers to the chsequences'of the shutting or
not shutting of the door, consesquences such as pleasure
or avoidance of pain, and what is meant by the command
"Shut the door" can reélly be stated without any loss of
meaning by stating what the action of shutting the door

is ctonducive to. In many cases, however, the conssquences

1

Hare, Language of Morals, p. 6.

2Ibid.

BIbid., p. 6-7. Hare turns thils same objection
against the approval theory of value=judgements by which
the sentence "A is right" is represented as equivalent to
"I approve of A." Thus, "If I ask 'Do I approve of A?F
my answer 1s a moral decision, not an observation of
introspectible fact,"

thido, P. 7. Hare refers here to an article by
H, G. Bohnert, "The Semiotic Status of Commands,"
Philosophy of Science, Vol. 12 (19L45), p. 302-315,
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are not so easily recognisable and such a theory becomes
implausible. Furthermore, as Hare-argﬁes,_the conse-=
quences themselves are considered good or bad as a result
of value judgements and, in the end, even this theory.
requires an investigation 6f the logic of prescriptive
language. To understand that the statement "Either you
are goihg to shut the door or it will become very cold
in this room" has the same imperative force as the command
"Shut the door" depends upon our understanding of the
valué Judgement attached to the coldness of rooms; so
‘that, again, nothing has been gained by the attempted

reductionol

Heving shown the similarities and differences
between indicative and imperative sentences and having
broken down the content of each into the two elements,
_phrastic and neustic, Hare then proceeds to describe ths
way in which imperatives may bé inferred from other
imperatives,; as well as from'premises containing both
indicatives and imperatives. It 1s by virtue of the
descriptive element in imperatives, that is the phrastic,
that 1ogical entailment relations are possible among them

and that they aré capable of'coﬁtradicting one another,?-

lIbida, p. 7-8. Obviously then if the either/or
statement is not understood to have imperative force then
something has been lost in the translation and an equiva-.
lence of meaning has not been achieved. Other attempts to
reduce imperatives to indicatives can be found in P. T,
Geach, op., cit., an attempt which he later claimed to be
mistaken (see his reply to Williams' article, op. cit.,
p. 37=42); P, C, Gibbons, "Imperatives and Indicatives,
The Australasian Journal of Phllosophg, Vol. 38, Nos. 2=3
{19607, p. 107-19, 207-17.

2Ibid,, P. 23. Hare gives an example from
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Hare defines entailment in the following way:

A sentence P entails a sentence Q if and only
if the fact that a person assents to P but
dissents from Q is sufficient c¢riterion for
saying that he hag misunderstood one or other
of the sentences.l

Hare offers as an example of such entailment with regard
to imperatives the following:

Suppose I say to someone, "Use an axe or a
saw," and then, fearing that he may cut off
his leg, say "No, don't use an axe." He
will, without further instruction, infer that
he is to use a saw. This syllogism, trans-
lated, becomes,

Use of axe or ssw by you shortly, please.

No use of axe by you shortly, please.

Use of saw by you shortly, please.<

It was Hare's contention that the.validity of'this»
syllogism is due to the entailment relations between the
phrastics of these commands; the neustic could therefore
be either yes or please without fundamentally altering
the logical relations at all. "Thus most inferences are
inferences from descriptﬁr to descriptor, and we could
add whichever set of dictors we pleasedo"3 The entailment
relation of imperatives may be formally stated as follows:
Let C be a éommand, and let S be a statement
with the same descriptor. Let cjcp... ¢n be

commands which can be inferred from C (i.e.
whose descriptors describe states of affairs

Viscount Cunningham's A Sailor's 0dyssey (p. 162) in which
two commands are given simultaneously: "Hard 'a port" and
"Hard 'a starboard,”" These commands are contradictory in’
the same way as two indicative statements, such as "You
are going to turn hard 'a port" and "You are going to turn
hard 'a starboard." The conjunction of the two commands
is self-contradictory. '

11bid., p. 25. 31bid., p. 33.

2Hare, "Imperative Sentences," p. 31.
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which logically must be the case if the state
of affairs described by the descriptor of C is
the case); analogously for S and 84Sy co. 8,

Then if we command C we command ¢]1€2 c.. Cpj

that is to say, if we command to be the case
what is described by the descriptors of C, we

- command to be the case what is described by the
descriptors of ¢yC5 ... €p.l

The inferences containing mixed premises are the
other form of imperative inference which Hare analysed
and it is from Aristotle's notion of the practical syl-
logism that he derives his understanding of this form of
moral reasoning. Hare suggests in his article on "Impera-
‘tive Sentences" that such a syllogism is possible, but it

is not until The Language of Morals that he offers a com-

plete analysis of this inferenceo2 There are two impera-
tives which wmay serve as the major premise of such a
syllogism: one of them is a universal imperative and the
other is a practical principle. An example of a universal-
imperative is "Take all the boxes to the station" from
which many singular commands may be derived (e.g. "Take
this box to fhe station," "Take that box to the station,"
and so forth), P}actical principles are a form of univer-
sal impérative and often contain the word "ought"; since

they are a form of prescriptive language they are intended

17bid., p. 32. A possible misunderstanding is
here clarified by Hare as he points out that we cannot
deduce some commands, obey them, and assume that we have
fulfilled the original command, any more than we can
verify some of the statements entailed by S and assume
that we have verified § itself. We can, however, infer
"that unless we fulfill at least the deduced commands we
have not done all that we were told to do." Cf. A. Ross,

op. cit., p. L1ff,

2Tbid., p. 3.

aree————
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to guide actions and decisions and can therefore also
be called principles of conduct. Examples might be:
"ﬁever tell lies," or "Love your neighbour as yourself."
'_Hare considered it a matter of definition that universal
imperatives and principles‘entail imperatives or simple
commands; if prescriptive language is to be action-guiding
then by'definition it muét entail imperatives by which
one decides on a course of action. Hare claims:

I propose to saj that the test, whether someone

is using the judgement "I ought to do X" as a

value~judgement or not is, '"Does he or does he

not recognize that if he assents to the judge-

~ment, he must also assent to the command "Let
me do X"?l

The precise way in which such a singular command is
assented to, and thereby a decision rendered regarding‘
some future actionmor attituds, is in Hare's view best
understood with reference to the practical syllogism.

The minor premise of the syllogism can be an

- indicative sentence which describes particular facts and

thersfore furnishes the context for the conclusion which
is drawno This premise together with the principle or |
universal imperative entéii the imperative conclusion.
Such a syllogism would look like:

1) Take all the boxes to the station.

This is one of the boxes.
Take this box to the station.

2) Never tell lies.
This particular statement is a lie.
Do not say this particular statement.

3) Love your neighbour as yourself,
This man is your neighbour,
Love this man as you love yourself.

lHare, Language of Morals, p. 168-9.
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It is possible to see now that Hare considered such
imperative inferences as valid deductions and as being
pﬁrely analytic in character; that is, the validity of
the deduction is dependent upon the meaning of the tefms

involved,1

If we had to find out whether someone knew the
meaning of the word "all" in "Take all the
boxes to the station," we should have to find
out whether he resalized that a person who
assented to this command, and also to the
statement "This is one of the boxes" and yet
refused to assent to the command "Take this to
the station" could only do so if he had mis-
understood one of these three sentences. If
this sort of test were inapplicable the word
- "all" (in imperatives as_in indicatives) would
be entirely meaningless.

Likewise, as we have already mentioned, to understand the
meaning of either of the practical principles in 2) and 3)
above is to understand both that they are prescriptive
(i.e. action-guiding) and that this guidance is in the
form of singular imperatives addressed to oneself or
.. others which are entailed by the principles.

It remains to be stated precisely what the rules
for such practical inferences are. The first is: |

No indicative conclusién can be validly drawn

from o set of premisses which cannot be

validlg drawn from the indicatives among them
alone. ’

The justification of this rule is esgaln the presupposition

that deductive inferences are analytic.

1Ibide’ po 32"39

°Ibid., p. 25.

31bid., p. 28.
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We have, therefore, to say that there must be
nothing said in the conclusion which.is not
said implicitly or explicitly in the premisses,
except what can be added solely on the strength
of definitions of terms.l

This rule would eliminate the possibility of drawing ths
conclusion in example 1) above, "You will take this box
to the station." To draw this conélusion is to add some-=
thing which 1s not implicit or explicit in the premises.
This rule has been criticised by N. Rescher who claims
that some indicative statements can be validly inferred
. from imperatives. From the imperative "Johﬂ, drive your
car home" we might derive the indicative "John owns a car';
from the principle "Never do anything illegal' and the
command "Don't do A" we can validly infer that "A is
illegalo'"2 In both cases, these indicative conclusions
are implicit in the imperatives since they are the pre-
suppositions for these imperatives being given and there-
fore Hare's rule does not exclude their valid inference.,

. It is Hare's sécond rule which "is the logical

mainstay of his moral philosophy"3 and which is indicative

lIbid., P. 33. This again is to revise the notion
that valid inferences are only possible for statements
whose truth~value 1s known or can be discovered, for
clearly this cannot be done with imperatives. Logical
relations among imperatives are based on consistency or
"command coverage.'" See Ed%ley, op. cit., p. 31=33;, and
Rescher, op. cit., Chapter 6.

2Rescher, op. _cit., p. 92-3, 96-7. This second
example wWill only work against Hare if the injunction,
"Don't do A!" carries moral force, for it could be
merely a matter of personal taste or preference.

3Hudson, op. cit., p. 235.
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of his interpretation of Hume's version of the natural-
istic fallacy. This rule is:
No imperative conclusion can be validly drawn

from a set of premisses which does not contain
at least one imperative.l

In this respect, inferences from an indicative statement
of fact which does not have any prescriptive meaning or
which does not contain the neustic peculiar to impera-
tives to an imperative conclusion are invalid logically.
Hare claims:

In this logical rule, again, is to be found

the basis of Hume's celebrated observation

on the impossibility of deducing an "ought"-

proposition from a series of "is"-propositions.

==gn observation which, as he rightly says,

"would subvert all the vulgar systems of

morality, " and not only those which had
already appeared in his dayo2

The justification for this rule is found in the fact that,
again by definition; no indicative statement can answer
the question "What shall:I do?" 1Imperatives perform this
function and Hare 6ffers three reasons "for hoiding that.
by no form of inference, however loose, can we get an
answer to the question 'What shgll I do?' out of a set
of premisses which do not contain, at any Pate'implicitly,
an imperativeo"3

The first position against which Hare argues is
that which would represent as a valid inference the

following:

lare, Language of Morals, p. 28.

2I'bidop P. 29,

31bid., p. L6.

O —
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S is false.

Therefore, do not say S. .
According to this view, we do not need an imperative
premise but only a "speclal rule of inference" by which
a definition of "false" is given. The inference is
represented therefore as a matter of knowing the meaning
of woﬁds alone. -Hare claims, rightly, that this defini-
tion of "false" which could be offered would simply be an
imperative in disguise and his rule would still be valid.t
Secondly, Hare rejects the notion that principles which
"gerve as the major premise in Hare's practical inference
are really "loose" ruies of inference by which the move
from a statement of fact to an imperative can be con-
sidered "generallyﬁ valid., This view would not claim
the strict entailment of imperatives from indicative
premises but would allow exceptions to be made so that
one might contradict oneself to say "This is a false
statement, but say it ahywayo" Hare's argument with thig
vieﬁ is that.it does not take into account the "dynamic
relétionship between the exceétioné and the principle,"
which is effected by the decision of the moral agent to
treat certain classes 6f cases as.belonging to another
principle other than the one in question.2 Finally,
underlying these two objections to any attémpt-to derive
imperatives from indiéative premises alone is Hare's

contention that decisian is of the essence of morality

1 | | - 2
Ibidog po ’.&6""90 Ibido’ po 520



and it 1s decigsion alone which can make use of an
imperative inference to guide action.

When someone says, eilther, "This is false, so
I won't say it," or "This is false, but I'll
say 1t all the same, and make an exception to
my principle," he is doing a lot more than
inferring. A process of inference alone would
not tell him which of these two things he was
to say in any single case falling under the
principle. He has to decide which of them to
say. Inferring consists in saying that if he
tells a falsehood he will be breaking the
principle, whereas if he tells the truth he will
be observing it. This is a perfectly good
deductive inference, and nothing further need
be said about it. The rest of what he does is
not inference at all, but something quite
different, namely, deciding whether to alter
the principle or not.,l

Inferences containing indicative premises alone cannot
account for the factor of decision for which the conclu-
sion to the inference represents a choice made regarding
a future action. Unless a principle for judging the
relevance of the indicative premise to the conclusion
vis present, then the inferencglcannot be drawn at all
and no decision is mads.

Nicholas Reschsr has outlined in his monograph

on The Loglc of Commands the logic of this entailment of

commands as it relates to the pradtice of computer pro-
gramming, and his analysis confirms the rules which Hare -
has described. Rescher bases his notion of inference

upon “"command termination"; a command conclusion may be

lIbid., P. 55. Cf. Rescher's argument that

~assertoric statements cannot provide any of the essential
facets of commands and therefore commands cannot be
entailed by them alone. Op. cit., Chapter 2.
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validly derived from another command premise when the
termination of the covering command necessarily means
fhe termination of the covered commands. Tommand
coverage (i.e. whether a covering command actually
entails its covered commands) is based upon three
requirements: '

1) that those addressed in the first command
include 21l of those addressed in the second,
2) that the first command calls for realizing

everything that the second command calls for,
and

3) that every time at and condition under which
the second command becomes operative is also
the time and condition for the operation of
the first command.
Giving an example from a computer program, Rescher also
argues for the notion of a mixed premise inference.
Command A may be given to be carried out whenever suit-
able conditions B are pfesent; the first premise ig there-=
fore "Do A whenever B." 1In the course of its operations
the computer keeps asking, "Is B present?", letting a
time unit elapse betweon each act of questioning, until
a positive answer is given and the presence of B 1is
affirmed. The second premise then becomes "B is present, "
and the command conclusion "Do A now" is derived. Rescher
states the validity of heterogensous command inferences
thus:
The inference whose conclusion is the command
C and whose premisses include the commands Cj,
Co 000 Cy is valid in the context of (or read:
contextually valid given) the assertoric pre-
misses S15 Sps ceo Sy if the command conclusion

C can be decomposed--either absolutely or in
the context of S1, Sy, .0o S, ==into the set of
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commands Cl#, Cotfy oeo Cp#f in such a way that
each Ci# can be covered by some of the C

either by simple coverage or by contextual

coverage given the assertoric statements

S1s Spy eoe Spye
The necessary, but not suffiéient, condition fob the
validity of these inferences is thus that the command
conclusioﬁ be terminated whenever all command premises
are terminated and all assertoric premises are trueo2

What the prescriptivist account has done is to |

make moral reasoning a matter of deducing imperatives
~which will guide one's actions from either universal
imperatives or principles, in conjunction with a set of
facts, a deduction which is possible on the basis of the
descriptive meaning of moral language. There is a two%way
process 6ccurring-ﬁere: one is a matter of deciding
which principles to adopt as onefs own and the other is
-a matter of deducing particular imperatives from such
princfpies in specific-situations° The first process
Hare describes as the exploratory character of moral
réaéoning, similar to the process in science of reasoning
towards a hypéthesis #hiéh'one is prepared to accept as
true. "What we are doing in moral reasoning is to look
for moral judgements and moral principles which, when we

have considered their logical conéequences and the facts

of the case, we can still accept,"3 Acceptance of such

1Rescheh, op. cit., p. 80,

ZIbido, po 88”90

3Hare, Freedom and Reason, p. 88. ¢Cf., similar
statements on p. 92, 193. . -
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principles means, loglically, that one is prepared to act
consistently upon them, that is, to nse them for making
practical decisionsg‘and to recognise their applicability
to new situations which are covered by the descriptive
content of the principles.

When we are trying, in a concrete case;, to
decide what we ought to do, what we are look-
ing for (as I have already said) is an action
to which we can commit ourselves (prescrip-
tivity) but which we are at the same time
prepared to accept as exemplifying a principle
of action to be prescribed for others in liks
circumstances (universalizability). If, when
we consider some proposed action, we find that,
when universalized, it yields prescriptions
which we cannot accept, we reject this action .
as a solution to our moral problem=-=if we .

cannot universalize the p{escription, it
cannot become an "ought, "t

The search for such principles is a prbcess in which the
mofal agent exercises his freedom to choose the moral
principles that will best serve as a guide to his fiture
action and in which he rétionally considers the reasons
for andAconsequences of principles so that his decision
to accept one over another is not purely arbitrary. To
do this is to play by the "rules of the game," that is,
to‘aﬁidé by the logic of prescriptive lénguage° |

Once a principle pf action is adopted it is»then
axiomatic that épecific singular imperatives can be
deduced from it according to the rﬁles of imperative
inference. A moral agent acts in accordance with his
principles in a kind of "dynamic interaction” of prin-

ciples and decision. Harse claimsé

ltyia,, p. 90.
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All decisions except those, 1if any, that are
completely arbitrary are to some extent deci-
sions of principle . . . . Suppose that we
have a principle to act in a certain way in
certain circumstances. Suppose then that we
find ourselves in circumstances which fall
under the principle, but which have certain -
other pecullar features, not met before, which
make us ask "Is the principle really intended
to cover cases like this, or is it incompletely
specified--1s there here a case belonging to a
class which should be treated as exceptional?"
Our answer to this question will be a decision,
but a decision of principle, as is shown by the
use of the value=word "should."l

Each dilemma which the moral person faces then is charac-
teriéed by the need to dedide which of one's principles
Ais appropriate to the situation at hand and, in deciding,
to act in the fulfillment of that principle. In such a
decision the interplay of the descriptive and evaluative
meaning of moral language is 8lso noticeable. The
descriptive content of the princiﬁle and the statement 6f
fact which serves as the minor premise give us the neces-
~sary reasons for the eValuativé conclusion‘to be drawn,
but it is the decision to acéept-the conclusion énd act
upon it that alone fully justifies the conclusion and
constitutes the sufficient condition for the validity of
the inference. It is the task of>the logician of ethics,
which Hare considers himself to be, to describe precisely
the way in which facts or statements of fact are relevant
to matters df morality, both in making value=judgements
and in giving iMperatives, while avoiding any identifi-

cation of fact and value and any deduction of evaluative

1Hare, Language of Morals, p. 65.

-

‘.



conclusions from purely descriptive premises. We shall
see whether Eare's prescriptivist account is the most
adequate for understanding this complex relationship

of indicative and impere.tive°
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CHAPTER III

THE DESCRIPTIVIST ACCOUNT

OF ETHICAL DECISION

'Hare claims near the end of Freedom and Reason

that his account of the logic of moral language is
morally neutral and that from its description; which is
the task of ethics, no substantive moral prescriptions
'can be derived,

On my view, there is absolutely no content for

a moral prescription that is ruled out by logic

or by the definition of terms. Another feature

of my position, allied to this one, is that

there is no statement of fact that a moral

prescription, taken singly, can be inconsistent

with,1l
It is just this aspect of Hare's prescriptivism which has"
prompted a serious challenge to his work and to his inter-
pretation of Hume's version of the naturalistic fallacy.
This challenge can be labelled the descriptivist account

of mor'etlity.,'2 Hudson defines a descriptivist as follows:

lHare, Freedom and Reason, p. 195,

2Hare, "Descriptivism," Proceedings of the
British Academy (1963), reprinted in Hudson, The 1s/Ought
Question. Hare takes this term from J. L. Austin who
suggested '"the descriptive fallacy" was "supposing that
some utterance is descriptive when it is not . . .
"descriptivism,' then, can perhaps be used as a generic
name for philosophical theories which fall into this
fallacy." (p. 240) The reference from Austin is to be
found in Philosophical Papers (0Oxford, 1961), p. 71.
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o o o Someone who holds at least these two
opinions: (i) that it is not always logically
possible to separate the descriptive and the
evaluative meanings of a moral judgment; and
(ii) that the criteria applied in moral judg-
ment are not in the lagt ana1y91s merely a
matter of free choice.l

It is important for us to éxamine this new account of
moral reasoning since it offers not only the chance for
some critical evaluationvof prescriptivism but also some
suggestions about the relationship of indicative and
imperaﬁive in the logic of moral decision,

A radical criticism of Hare's prescriptivism has
‘come from Philippa Foot who in her writings has taken up
the two challenges mentioned above: that'descriptive and
evaluative meanings cannot be so strictly separated as
Haré had hoped and- that one is not totally free with
regard to the choice of criteria by which one commends
things. In raising both these issues, Foot hopes to
close the gap between fact and-value and to point out a
different kind of relationship between them. Moral
philosophers since Moore haveg in Foqt's opinion, pre-
supposed that there are two distinct categories of fact
and value and correspondingly that there are two distinct
sorts of ways one can talk about things, evaluatively and
descriptively. The accounts of Hare and Stevenson bﬁth
"are governed by the thought that there is no logical
connection between statements of fact and statemehts of

value, so that each man makes his own decision as to the

1Hudson, op. cit., p. 295.
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facts about an action which are relevant to its evalua-
‘tion."l This contrast between fact and value is brought
out by these philosophers, Foot claims, in their con-
siderations of what is to count as evidence for factual ~
and evaluative conclusions. With regard to the former,
it is agsumed that:

The truth or falsity of statements of fact is

shown by means of evidence; and what counts as

evidence 1s laid down in the meaning of the

expressions occurring in the statement of fact

» » o« It follows that no two people can make

the same statement and count completely different

things as evidence; in the end ons at least of
them could be convicted of linguistic ignorancen2

When matters of fact ére concerned there is, on this view,
little freedom of choice with regard to what will count

és evidence since this is determined already by the con-
ventions of linguistic usage. Thus, in Foot's exanple,
"the meaning of 'round! and 'flat' made Magellan's voyages
evidence for the roundness rather than the flatness of thé
Earth; someone who went, on questioning whether the evidencs
was.evidence.could.eventually be shown to have made some
linguistic'mistake°ﬁ3 A dispﬁte aﬁout an empirical matter
can therefore be resolved firstly by seeking to verify the
truth or falsity of thé claim and-secondly,‘if this does
not end the disagreement, by referring to the accepted

criteria for the use of words. To use words descriptively

1Foot "Moral Arguments," Mind, Vol. 67 (1958),
reprinted in Thomson and Dworkin, Ethlcs (Harper and Row,
New York, 1968), p. 10,

eFoot, "Moral Beliefs," Proceedings of the
Aristotelian Society, Vol. LIX (1950), reprinted iIn
Hudson, op. cit., p. 196.

31bia.




75
then, according to Foot, is to use them accordling to
accepted linguistic rules and to be able to give evidence
when required to do so, the criteria for which are laid
down by the meaning of the words used.

It is her claim that Hare and Stevenson in
particular have not taken this to be true of the evalua-
tive use of words. She takes them to be saying:

An evaluation is not connected logically with
the factual statements on which it is based.
One man may say that a thing is good because
of some fact about it, and another may refuse
to take that fact as any evidence at all, for
nothing is laid down in the meaning of "good"

which connects it with one piece of "evidence"
rather than another.l '

Evaluative words in general and moral words in particular
have a kind of autonomy from the facts, an autonomy which
is repreéénted as a function of either the "pro-attitude"
of the user or the "action-guiding" or practiecal chéracter
of evaluatiﬁe words. Theée "non-naturalists" are con-
cerned to define that’gnique duality or character of
evaluative language by which ;t stands apapt from descrip-
tive language and by which,; according to Foot, its logical
relations with descriptive language are éever-ed° Whereas
disputes regarding matters of fact are capable of resolu-
tion, disputes over moral or evaluative matters ultimately
break down and cannot be resolved. There cbmes a point in
a moral argument when'no further appeals to evidence or
reasons can be made and_when the only justification left

for holding the claim in dispute is either that one has a

Ibid,
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"pro-attitude" towards the thing in question or that one
has freely chosen the principles by which to guide
cholces and actions consistently. "In the end everyone
is forced back to some moral principle which he simply
asserts=-and which someone else. may. simply deny. It can
therefore be no reproach to anyone that he gives no
reasons for a statement of moral principle, since any
moral argument must contain some undefended premise of
this kindo"l Evidence for evaluative conclusions is, on
Hare's and Stevenson's accounts, simply a matter of choice
and there is complete freedom here in that there are no
logical 1limits to what can count as evidence.

Foot argues that such a view of descriptive and
evaluative meaning not only allows for and justifieé
moral eccentricity but also seems to contradict some
fairly common observations about our use of words. She
therefore criticises thé non-naturalist position for two
mistaken assumptiohs:

Assumption (1) is that some individual may,
without logical error, base his beliefs about
matters of value entirely on premises which no
one else would recognise as giving any evidence
at all. Assumption (2) is that, given the kind
of statement which other people regard as evi-
dence for an evaluative conclusion, he may
refuse to draw the conclusion because this does

not count as evidence for him.2

In his account of contemporary moral philosophy, G. J.

Warnock has drawn attention to these assumptions as well.

lFoot, "Moral Arguments, " p. 10,

%Foot, "Moral Beliefs," p. 197.
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The "anti-naturalists" maintain "not merely that descrip-

tion and evaluation are different, hut that they are in

an important sense i'ndependento"1 Warnock's interpreta-

tion of this independence has also to do with the freedom
which the anti-naturalists claim for choosing the standards
or criteria for the use of evaluative words. He

describes their position as follows:

e o o No one, it is suggested, is ever logicall
obliged to accept any given feature as a standard

or criterion, or any general proposition as a

rule or principle of judgment . . . There can be
description, but no evaluation, without the adop-
tion or recognition of standards; but if so, since
one cannot be logically obliged to adopt any
particular facts or features, or even any. at all,
as standards for favourable or unfavourable judg-
ment, the specification of facts or features in a
description cannot logically lead to any particular
evaluation,; or even any at all.2 _

These assumptions of non-naturalism are criticised by Foot
and Warnock on the basis of three considerations and it is
important that we éxamine each of these in turn. Théy are:
.(1) that descriptive and evaluative meanings ére in some
instances logically tied to one another, (2) that there is
a limit to the kinds of things which are relevant to
evaluative judgements, and (3) that the criteria for the
use of good and some other evaluative words are determined
by factors other than those established by choice or

preference.

: 1Go J. Warnock, Contemporary Moral Philosophy
(Macmillan and Co,, Ltd., London, 1967), p. bL.

°Tpid., p. 65.



In her argument against such a sharp distinction
between the evaluative and the descripfive meaning of
words, Foot claims to be able to show through some
examples of non-moral evaluation the disappearance of'any
clear boundaries between tﬁem° Non-naturalists, she
claims, have said that "any statement of value always
seems td go beyond any sﬁatehent of fact" and that it is
"one thing to say that a thing is so; and another to have
a particular attitude towards its being so; one thing to

see that certain effects will follow from a given action,

and another to care . . . ."l The conclusion of this view
is that "with an evaluation there was a committal in a new
dimension" and this commitment is evidenced, in the writings
of Hare for example, in that the speaker uses this evalua-
tion to guide his own actions and-decisions. To say "X is
‘a good action" is, as we have seen, to commit oneself
whenever possible to giving oneself an imperative, "Let me
do X," and to so acting.. Fobt presents two arguhents
-against such a view. The first is that in some cases it
does not make sense to descfibe an action fully and Phen
to decide whether or not to commehd that action. As an
example, she offers the descripfive=eva1uative sentence
"X is a courageous man.'" Non-naturalists will argue,
Foot claims, |

that after ﬁhe facts have been accepted--say that

X is the kind of man who will c¢limb a dangerous
mountain, beard an irascible employer for a rise

lpoot, "Moral Beliefs," p. 206,
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in pay, and in general face the fearful for the
sake of something he thinks worth while--there
remains the question of "commendation" or
"evaluation." If the word "courage" is used

they will ask whether or not the man who speaks
of another as having courage 1s supposed to have .
commended him,1 '

Now it is just such a quesfion, the answer to which is
assumed to be independent of the description already
offered; which Foot claims to be inappropriate and mistakenov

What sense can be made, however; of the question
"does he commend?" What is this extra element
which is supposed to be present or absent after
the facts have been settled? It is not a matter
of liking the man who has courage, or of thinking
him altogether good, but of "commending him for

. his courage." How are we supposed to do that?2

Foot would point out that a great number of words in our
language are words like "courageous" in which the descrip-
tive and evaluative meanings are too closely intertwined
to be clearly distinguished., As'Warnock argues,
Since . . . there are in ordinary discourse com=
paratively few regimented distinctions between
one speech-activity and another, one might expect
to find description and evaluation so inextricably
intermingled as to constitute, as it were, a seam-
less garment; and there cannot be logically inde-

pendent parts of a tract of discourse which has,
in the required sense, no distinguishable partsa3

The commendation involved in the statement "X is a
courageous man" is written right into the description of
X and of his activities so that to offer this description

is all that one needs do to commend X. To go further than

1 _
Ibid., p. 208.

Ibid,

3Warnock, op. cit., p. 6l.



this, that is, to say that one cannot commend without
accepting an imperative for one's own action based on

tﬁe same principle, is unnecessary. "I can speak of
someone else as having the virtue of courage, and of '
course recognise it as a virtue in the proper sense,

while knowing that I am a complete coward, and making no
‘resolution to PefOPmo"l VIndéed, evaluation does have an
"action-guiding force" but this has been misunderstood by
the non-naturalists to be a function of the unique element
of evaluative language which is superadded to the descrip-
.tive element.

Foot's argﬁment goes even further than this,
however, and this is her second point against the logical
separation of descriptive and evaluative meaning. Non-
naturalists claim that the conclusion of a syllogism can -
only have evaluative meaning when the premises taken
‘fogether have evaluative meanihg_as well and that "unless
this is so it will always be possible to assert the

n2

premises and yet deny the conclusion . . . . To show

that this claim is false Foot analyses the nature of the

1Foot, "Moral Beliefs," p. 209, Hudson argues
that here Foot's point is trivial if she means to imply
that we suffer "weakness of will" and so may not fulfill
the imperative given to ourselves--indeed Hare himself
allows for this possibility--or else her point is
mistaken since Hudson takes it to be axiomatic that "If T
am (a) sincere and (b) dable, it is to be expected that,
having commended Smith for being courageous, I shall be,
or atéleast try to be courageous myself." Op. cit,,
po 29 °7a .

2Foot9 "Moral Arguments," p. 13.



statement "That behaviour is rude." "Rude," she says,

is an evaluative word which "expresses, fairly mild,

condemnation" and it is used in cases 'where certain

nl

descriptions apply. What she wishes to know is that

not just any evidence will.count as evidence for rude
behaviour, a claim which she accuses the non-naturalists
of makiﬁg, but rather thét in making evaluative state-
ments we must abide by the criteria of rudeness estab-
lished by social convention in defining this word.

Given that this reference to offence is to be
included in any account of the concept of rude-
- ness, we may ask what the relation is between
the assertion that these conditions of offence
are fulfilled=-~let us call it 0--and the state-
ment that a piece of behaviour is rude--=let us
call it R. Can someone who accepts the propo-
sition 0 (that this kind of offence is caused)
deny the proposition R (that the behaviour is
rude)? I should have thought that this was just
what he could not do, for if he says that it is
not rude, we shall stare, and ask him what sort
of behaviour would be rude; and what is he to say?2

Not only do the conditions for offence give evidence for

the conclusionAthat some behéviour is rude, but this con-= -

clusion is entailed by the descriptive premises which
state the offence.

I conclude that whether a man is speaking of
behaviour as rude or not rude, he must use the-
same criteria as anyone else, and that since
the criteria are satisfied if 0 is true, it is
impossible for him to assert 0 while denying R.
It follows that if it is a sufficient condition
of P's entailing Q that the assertion of P is
inconsistent with the denial of Q, we have here
an example of a non<evaluative premise from
which an evaluative conclusion can be deducedo3

1vid., p. 14. 31bid., p. 15-16.

2Ibid.
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Foot concludes therefore that the use of the word '"rude"
and other evaluative words like it is dependent, not upon
one's attitudé towards the behaviour in question nor upon
one's adopting a principlé for one's own future behaviour,
but rather upon the presence or absence of certain condi-
tions, conditions which are explained in the description
of the behaviourAand which, in the end,-are a purely
factual matter. If this view can be shown to be true of
many evaluative words, then the gap between evaluative
and descriptive meaning supposed by non-naturalists can
.be closed, | |

The enalysis which Foot has offefed of descriptive
and evaluative indicative.statements has the consequence
not only of closing this gap between them but_also of
limiting the range of considerations which are relevant
to evaluative and moral statements. The mistaken notion
fhat such a range is unlimited comes és a result of two
erroneous presuppositions made by non-naturalists:
(1) that evaluation bears an external relation to its
objects and (2) that moral judgements in particular are
distinguishable by their form only, not by their content.
With regard to the first point, Foot contends thﬁt such a
hypothesis is untenable; ". . . there is no describing
the evaluative meaning of»'good', evaluation, éommending,
or anything of the sort, without fixing the object to

which they are supposed to be attachedo"l To understand

lFoot, "Moral Beliefs," p. 198.



the nature of evaluation and to understand its action-
guiding character requires a consideration of the object
to which an evaluation refers. Such a consideration will
be descriptive of the object in question but will revéal
that an "internal relstion" exists between the object and
the evaluation of it. Foot offers the examples of rude-
ness (which we have already aiscussed), pride, and danger
to argue that the eyaluation implicit in these words is -a
function of the object itself and therefore is "logically
vulnerable" to the facts.l In considering pride for
-example Foot attempts to show that "there are limits to
the things a man can be proud of, about which indeed he
can feel pride."?® A rough survey of these things will
show us that there are two factors especially which are
common to them. "The characteristic object of pride is
»something seen (a) as in some way a man's own, and (b) as
some sort of achievement or ad?antage; without this object
pride cannot be described."3 The presence of such a
personal achievement is justifiable reason for adopting
the attitude of pride and likewise, the attitude 1is
dependent upon or restricted to the presence of its
peculiar object. In the same wdy, to claim that-something
is dangerous is dependent upon the bresence of an object
which can be described as ihjurious and since, Foot argues,

"the range of things which can be called injuries is quite

lIbido, p. 201, 3Ibido, p. 199.

2
Ibid., p. 198,



narrowly restricted, the word 'dangerous' is restricted

in so far as it is connected with injury."1

These
examples are intended to illustrate the way in which ‘
"mental attitudes" are logically related to their objects
and it 1s assumed that the attitude of commendation which
is of special importance in making moral evaluations is
tied to.its objects 1n the séme way.

The use of moral value words, and in particular’
the use of '"good," is logically tied to those objects or
acti&ns which can be shown to héﬁe "a point" and by show-
ing the rather limited range of those things which can be
considered to have a moral "point" both Foot and Warnock
hope to argue that morality itself is limited to those"
objects. Moral judgements according to this view are thus
to be distinguished by their contént. For the non-
‘naturalists the point of using the word "good" or of
talking about moral virtues is eithef to express one's
pro-attitude (as in the cdse of emotivism) or to commend
something (as in the case of prescriptivism); for the
descriptivisfs the point ofvusing moral language is to
indicate the way in ﬁhich some object or action leads to
human good or avoids harm. "It is surely clear that moral
virtues must be connected with human good and harm," Foot
argues and she claims to show that such reasons as "harm,_
advantage, benefit, importance, etc." can furnish the
necessary and sufficient conditions for any moral judge-

" ment. Warnock argues that the point of morality has to

11pid., p. 203.
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do with "the wslfare of human beings" and that "the
relevance of considerations as to the welfare of human
beings cannot, in the context of moral debate, be deniedo"1
Not only is it the case that moral judgements have this
kind of point but conversely one who asserts such a
judgement must; if he intends his judgements to be taken
seriously or to be understood, be able to describe the
point. .

I do not know what could be meant by saying that
it was someone's duty to do something unless
there was an attempt to show why it mattered if
this sort of thing was not done. How can ques-
tions such as "what does it matter?", "what harm

does it do?", "what advantage is there in , . .?",
"why is it important?", be set aside here?2

While Foot argues that moral language simply cannot be
taken seriously if the importance of the object of action
is not indicated, Warnock claims that this language is not
understood unless we can- understand how it is related.to'a

person's wants .3

- lyarnock, op. cit., p. 67. Cf. G. E. M. Anscombe,
"Modern Moral Philosophy," Philosophy, Vol. 33 (1958),
reprinted in Thomson and Dworkin, op. cit. She suggests
that the point or justification of morality is in "human
flourishing" so that, if anything "needs what makes it
flourish, so a man needs, or ought to perform, only
virtuous actions . . . " .(p. 209).

ZFoot, "Moral Arguments," p. 17.

3Warnock, op. cit., p. 66-7. The precise relation
between needs and wants or desires is not clearly defined
by the descriptivists, as Hare has argued in his defense
of prescriptivism. He attempts to show that logic alone
cannot place limits upon what one desires and, if the
necessary condition for the satisfaction of a desire is
something which is needed, then there are no logical
limits on this either (op. cit., p. 250-7). Warnock
claims, however, that he merely wants to limit the
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The case for the limitation of those things which
are relevant to moral evaluation is cafried further by
Fbot and Warnock in thelr discussion of the criteria for
the use of the word "good." They both argue that chobsing
cannot be either a necessaby or a sufficient condition
for.the application of the word "good" to some object or
action and that, ultimatély,'evaluation does not rest upon
choice at all.  In describing the non-naturalist position
of Hare, Warnock claims that

o o o he is saying, not only that it is for us to
decide what our moral opinions are, but also that
it is for us to decide what to take as grounds
for or against any moral opinion. We are not
.only, as it were, free to decide on the evidence,
but also free to decide what evidence is. I do
not, it seems, decide that flogging is wrong
because T am agalnst cruelty; rather, I decide
that flogging is wrong because I decide to be
against cruelty. And what, if I did make that
decision, would be my ground for making it? That
I am opposed to the deliberate infliction of pain?
No-=rather that I decide to be opposed to it. And
SO onh.

To take this position is to hold that good and other value
words are only contingently related to their objects and
to hold that whatever one chooses to be a reason for the
evaluation of gome object 6r action is aaequate justifica-
tion (or legitimasation, to use Foot's term) for that '
evaluation., Foot and Warnock contend, however, that "If A

man who calls an A a good A has reason, other things being

relevant considerations for something said to be good and
in this sense agrees with the naturalists' position. "If
to be a 'naturalist' 1s to maintain that certain kinds of
facts or features are necessarily relevant criteria of
"moral evaluation, then I would surmise that "naturalism?
is true" (p. 68).

llbid,, p. L7,
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equal, to prefer it to other A's, this is because of the
kind of thing that an A is, and its -connection with his

1 That "the kind of thing that an A is"

wants and needs."
can give a sufficient and a necessary reason for choosing
A or for evaluating it in a particular way can bé shown
by several examples, argues Foot. One class of objects
for which this is so is that group characterised by
having a function. Objects such as knives, pens; and so
forth can be described in functional terms and in this
description the criteria for the goodness of these
objects is determined. Thus,

the primary criterion of goodness in a lnife is

its ability to cut well. If a man goes into a

shop and ssks for a knife, saying that he wants

a good knife, he can be understood as wanting

one that cuts well, and since "knife" is a

functional word in the strong sense '"good knives

cut well" must be held to be some kind of

analytic proposition.2
Indeed the same hoids true of non=functiona1 words such
as "father," "fammer," "pider," "liar," and so forth in
which again the criteria for the goodness of these roles
is determined by and limited to the definition of these
roles in a particular community.

What i1s good farming will naturally vary some=

what from place to place . . . But within such

limits the standards by which farming is judged

depend on the meaning of the word, since what

counts in farming_is only something which has a
particular point.

lFoot "Goodness and Choice, " The Aristotelian
Society, Supplementary Volume XXXV (1961}, reprinted'ln
}udson9 op. cit., p. 227.

21b14., p. 216. 31bid., p. 218.
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The criteria for the goodness of things and the reasons
which would count as evidence for one's evaluation are
thus necessarily entailed by the description either of
the function of some thing or of its characteristics.
To call something "good" is thus the result not of one's
having éhosen it but of one's recognition of the descrip-
tive characteristics of it; in this way value is deter-
mined by facts. The other factor which is determinative
of one's evaluation of'something is the connection between
that object or action and "human needs or wants."
Warnock claims that to evaluate is to inaicate one's
preference for something and this preference is the
result of a need or want. He argues, as we have seen,
that there is a limit to the things.a human being can
understandably be said to want or need and therefore this
also is not the result of choice. Thus, "we do not'chooée
ﬁo want this or that, to'prefgr one thing to another; when
we have choices to'make, we do not in turn choose what are
-to'be reasons for choosing. To take thatlline, as wé sug-
ggsted earlier that prescriptivism does, is to imply that
in the end there are no»beasohs at allo"l Thus with
regard to both reasons which can be given for caliing
something good, namely the descriptive characteristics
of the thing as weli as its connection with needing or

wanting, the descriptivists can claim "that criteria for.

1War'nock, op. cit., p. 67.
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the goodness of each and every kind of thing . . . are
always determined, and not a matter for decision, ™

It is important at this point that we raise two
criticisms which have been made'against the descripti-
vists so that the nature of the'descriptive and evalua-
tive meaning of indicative statements becomes more clear.
In replying to the descriptivists'! challenge, Hare
suggests that the basic fallacy of this account is to
suppose "that some utterance is descriptive when it is
not" and therefore to equivocate on what is meant by

description and evaluation,2

In his essay on descrip-
tivism, Hare maintains that there'are two wayé in ﬁhich
description and evaluation may be interdependent and
that these two ways are conflated in the descriptivists'
account. The first way in which they may be related is_
that the descriptive characteristics bf an object or
‘action furnish the reasoﬁs for an evaluative judgement
and the person who‘makes such a judgement must be able
to know and give those reasons. If a person claims |
"That behaviouriis rude," he must support this evaluation
with reasons whiéh w111 be in the form of indicative
sentences describing the factual characteristics of the

behaviour. Hare offers the following as an example of

the relation betweenAreasons and choices.

1Foot, "Goodness and Choice," p. 216,

2
Hare, op. cit., p. 240. See above, p. 49-=50,
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If I am choosing between an ordinary mushroom
and a poisonous toadstool to put in the dish
that I am making for myself, I naturally choose,
and prefer, and think it best to choose and that
I ought to choose, the mushroom and not the toad-
stool; and I think this because the latter is
poisonous (i.e. such as to cause death if eaten).
That the toadstool is poisonous is wmy reason for
rejecting it.l -
The descriptive characteristics of the object or action
are indeed highly relevant therefore to the choices which
one makes but this does not in any way prove that choices
can be reduced to reasons nor that choices are super-
fluous once the reasons are explained. To maintain that
this is so would be to maintain that describing and
evaluating are in effect the same thing. Indeed this
seems to be what Foot in particular is arguing in her
discussion of the evaluative words like '"courageous" or
"rude" and it is here that, Hare claims, she conflates
the second relation between evaluation and description
with the first. The second way in which these two may
be related is that an evaluation may become logically
tied to a particular description within certain words.
Thus "if I say that a man has acted courageously, it
will be odd for me to add that he did not do the right
thingo"2 However, whereas Hare would agree with the

first way in which descriptions and evaluations are

related;, he 1s not willing to accept the interprestation

l1pia., p. 257.

2
Hudson, Modern Moral Philosophy, p. 297.
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of this second way which is offered by the descriptivists.
Eoot, in particular, claims that the descriptive charac-
teristics of a certain type of offensive behaviour entail
the evaluative conclusion‘that this behaviour is rude and
thus that one cannbt refuse to accept the conclusion once
the description has been pr'oved,1 What she seems to be
arguing, Hare cléimé, is that one cannof say that the

offensive behaviour is the rsason for one's choosing to

call it rude unless one is prepared to argue that the
offensive behaviour entails this particular evaluation.
What is wrong with such an argument is that:

this is to confuse logical entailment . . . with
the relation between choice and reasons for
choice . . . The relation between choice and
reasons for choice is not a logical relation.
There is no logical compulsion on me, or even
any weaker logical constraint, to refrain from
eating what I know will kill me. I refrain
from eating it because I know it will kill me;
but if I did the opposite, and ate it because
I knew it would kill me, I should not be
offending against any logical rule regulating
the uses of words . . . o

Hare arghes that this confusion places non-naturalists in
a false dilemma and that only when the two issues are

separated can any progress in understanding be made.

_lFoot, "Morél Arguments," p. 1ll4-16,

2Hare, op. cit., p. 257-8. Warnock coricedes that
this point is valid. "If the anti-naturalist then main- _
tains that there are no criteria of evaluation which any-
one 138 logically obliged to accept, then I believe that
'anti-naturalism' is also true." 1In this sense he claims
that the naturalist and anti-naturalist positions are not
incompatible with each other. O0p. cit., p. 68-9.
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Now if anybody thinks that one can never say

"q because p" unless there is a logical con-=

nection between "p" and "q," he is likely to

attempt to place opponents of descriptivism

in the following dilemma. Either we have to

admit that there is a loglcal connection

between statements of fact, taken by them-

selves, and evaluative conclu31ons o o o 3

or else we must hold that evaluative judge-

ments are never made because of anything--

i.e. that they are quite irrational.l
To be placed in such a dilemma only can be the result of
accepting this confusion of the boundaries between evalua=
tive and descriptive meaning.

The second argument to be made against descrip-
tivism is one which brings out at once both the best and
" the worst in this account of moral reasoning,' It is to
the credit of the descriptivists that they have called
attention to the great number of words in our lahguage
which are used with both evaluative and descriptive
meanings and that they have urged a much more careful
examination into the nature of the relation between these
meanings. Foot haé attempted to do this, however, by

claiming that what she calls "non-evaluative" or

"descriptive" premises can entail evaluative conclusions,

1Ibid., p. 258. This same kind of dilemma is
described by R. W. Beardsmore, Moral Reasoning (Routledge
and Kegan Paul, London, 1969). He argues against Foot!'s
notion that an evaluative and particularly a moral judge-
ment cannot be considered important unless it can be shown
to be logically (i.e. internally) related to some "point.!
This is to confuse the reasons for one's evaluation, whlch
implicitly show the importance--as opposed to the
triviality--of the evaluation with the meaning of that
evaluation, which Foot claims to be important only if its
logical connection with human good or harm can be shown.
This confusion presents the opposition again with a false
dilemma of either admitting that reasons for a moral judge-
ment are trivial or accepting that moral reasons are
logically entailed by considerations of human good or harm.
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that the meaning of the one is bound up with the meaning
of the othero_ However, as Phillips and Mounce have
afgued, such an inference can ohly make sense or be
cohsiderea'valid given a certaih context of social
practices and behaviour and it is precisely this back-
ground which will reveal the hidden evaluative premise
necessary for the deductive inference. With the state-
ment "That behaviour is rude" for example, it is not
simply a matter of the facts whether such a statement is

~Justified or not.
A person who wishes to say that the offence is
a "pure fact" from which a moral conclusion can
be deduced is simply confused. What are the
"pure facts" relating to the pushing and the
injury it is supposed to cause? A physiological
‘account of the pushing (which might be regarded
as pure enough) would not enable one to say what
was going on, any more than a physiological
account of the injury would tell us anything

about what moral action (if any) is called for
as a result.l

What Foot has failed to recognize is that her account of
such an inference depehds upon the evaluative meaning of
the word "offence" which she claims to be part of her
"non-evaluative" premises and such evaluative meaning is
dependent upon the rules for beha&iour which are agreed

upon by any particular bommunity of people.2 Thus, "the

1Do Z. Phillips and H, 0. Mounce, Morai Practices
(Routledge and Kegan Paul, London, 1969), p. 50. .

2The example used by Phillips and Mounce to argue
this point is from Malcolm's memoirs of Wittgenstein.
Malcolm describes an incident in which G. E. Moore sand
Wittgenstein agreed as to the facts of Wittgenstein's
behaviour but disagreed as to its evaluation, Moore
thinking his behaviour rude and Wittgenstein thinking it
appropriate and not at all rude. See Norman Malcolm,
Ludwig Wittgenstein: A Memoir (Oxford, 1968), p. 33,
and Phillips and Mounce, op. cit., p. 50-1, -
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notion of 'offence' is parasitic on the notion of a
standard or norm, although these need not be formulated";
the description of the word "offence" has, therefore,
"moral import." This particular attack on Hume's
version of the naturalistie fallacy fails thereforeg
because the premises from which, it is claimed, an
evaluative conclusion can be deduced are not purely
descriptive ones; this version of the fallacy has not
therefore been refuted in Foot's account.

The importance of this attempt is, however, that

Hume's account of the naturalistic fallacy is shown to
be in need of some further considéfation and éeverél
possible ways of deducing evaluative conclusions from
non-evaluative premises have been suggested. In parti-
cular new attempts have been made to close the gap between
sentenceé containing "is" and those containing "ought"
éhd to show that imperaﬁives,_both singular and more
general ones, can be deduced from indicatives. An
alternative is thereby offered to Hare's notion of mbral
reasoning in which the practical syllogism is the primary
form of the logic of mofal decision., Two articles
published in 1958 by G. E. M, Anscombé give us oﬁe of the
earliest clues as to the character of this revision of
Hume and indicate that aﬁ important factor in a new account
of moral reasoning will involve a reconsideration of the -

nature of "facts" and thus also of indicative sentences

l1pid,




95
which state facts.,1 To show the inadequacy both of
Hume's understanding of fact and of his notion of the
truth relations which hold between sentences; Anscombe
appeals to .the notion of institutional facts and argues‘
for the validity of the transition from "is" to "owes."

Following Hume I might say to my grocer: "Truth
consists in agreement either to relations of
ideas, as that twenty shillings make a pound, or
to matters of fact, as that you have delivered
me a quarter of potatoes; from this you can see
that the term does not apply to such a proposi-
tion as that I owe you so much for the potatoes,
You really must not jump from an is'==ag, that
it really is the case that I asked for the

potatoes and that you deliversed them and sent
me a bill--to an 'owes,'"2

Given the context of our institutions regarding the buying
of goods from a grocer, Anscombe argues that her owing the
grocer for tﬁe potatoes "consists in" the facts that she
ordered them and he delivered them. Indeed, the conclu-
sion "I owe the grocer'for these_potatoes" is the descrip-
tion of a certain relation between the.grocer and the
shoﬁber which holds true given the institution of buying
and selling and these particular circumstances.

The first important suggestion which is'made by
Anascombe's discussion is that anvimperative such gsv"I

ought to pay the grocer for the potatoes he delivered"

. 1A'nscombe, "Modern Moral Philosophy," and "On
Brute Facts," Analysis, Vol. 18 (1958)é both reprinted
6

in Thomson and Dworkin, op, cit., p. 186=210 and 71-5
respectively. References to these articles will be taken
from Thomson and Dworkin.

2Anscombe, "on Brute Facts," p. 71. Cf. "Modern
Moral Philosophy,™" p. 189,



does not add some non-factual element to the statement
of the facts which are relevant to the transactionol
In this sense,
. o - there is no need to appeal to anything
beyond the facts when considering what is
morally important. No appeals to a mysterious
realm of evaluative meaning are necessary. If
a customer orders potatoss, and the grocer
delivers them to him, the grocer is justified
in saying that the customer owes him for the
potatoes. There is little point in the
philosophers' protest that we cannot derive an
"ought"-=that he owes the grocer for the
potatoes==from an "ig"--that he ordered. the
potatoes and that the grocer deliversed them--

since the examgle illustrates the artificiality.
of the thesis,

The'meaning of the imperative is bound up not only with
the institution of buying and selling which furnishes its
context or background but also with the truth of certain
facts which are reievént to it. PFrom the description of
the transaction between the shopper and the grocer and
‘given the institution of buying and selling the iwmpera-
tive conclusion is "in.normal'circumstances" vali_do3
Secondly, the issue of what constitutes a "brute fact"
is raised by'AnscombeAwho claims that the facts relevant
to the imperative conclusion above are "brute relative to"
this conclusion. Thus, the fact that the grocer carted
the potatoes to ﬁhe buyer's house and left them there is

a brute fact relative to the indicative statement that

l1pid., p. 72.

2Phillips and Mounce, op. ¢it., p. 119.

3Anscombe, "Oon Brute Facts," p. . 74. Cf. "Modern
Moral Philosophy," p. 189-90.
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the grocer "supplied'" the buyer with potatoes; however,
this statement itself becomes a brute fact relative to
the fact that the buyer owes the grocer for the potatoes.

In relation to many descriptions of events or
states of affairs which are asserted to hold,
we can ask what the "brute facts" were: and
this will mean the facts which held, and in
virtue of which, in a proper context, such-and-
such a description is true or false, and which

are more 'brute' than the alleged fact answer-
ing to that description.l

The challenge thus faised is to reconsider the evaluative
and descriptive meaning of both indicative and imperative
sentences and in this way to consider the possibility of
deducing impseratives from indicatives. |

The notion of the relative brutensss of facts has
become the starting point for several attempts to show how
"ought" can be derived from "is"'ana it is important that
we examine several of these for the insight they can offer
regarding the logic of horal decision. Max Black is one
writer who has chailenged the prescriptivists' inter-
pretation of Hume's famous passage and of the autonomou;
character of moral judgements. In light of the tremendous
ihflﬁence of Hume's remarks, Bléck proposes 'to assign to
the principle thatvonly factual statements can follow from
exclugively factual statements the title 'Hume's

Guillotine.'"2 Interpretation of Hume's guillotine and

l1bid., p. 73<h.

2Black, "The Gap Between 'Is' and 'Should,'"
Philosophical Review, Vol. IXXIII (196lL), reprinted in
Hudson, The Is/Ought Question, p. 100.
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in particular Hare's use of it as the foundation for the
autonomy of 'ought" rests, in Black's view, on the
presupposition that "no term may occur in the conclusion
of a valid argument unless.it occurs, or can be made to
occur by suitable definitions, somewhere in the premiseso"l
Now as é rule governing the logic of syllogistic reasoning,
this presupposition is quite correct; however, what is
mistaken is that this rule governs all forms of valid
argument and further that sll moral reasoning is syllo-
gistic. One example which Black offers of such non-
syllogistic reasoning is the following: |

Vivisection causes gratuitous'éuffering to

animals. Therefore, if nothing that causes

gratuitous suffering ought to _be done, vivi-

section ought not to be done. '
This form of apgum;nt is based on tﬁe rule that "If A
then B" entails "If B ought not to be done, A ought not -
to be done," in which‘cléarly the conclusion does not
occur in the pr'emises.,3 However, Ehe type of moral
reasoning which Black considers a real challenge to the
notion of "an unbridgeable logical gap between 'oughtf
and }is'" is that in whiﬁh morai advice is derived from

certain facts being true. The following is an example:

l1pid., p. 100-1.
2
Ibid., p. 101.

3Another' example of this non-syllogistic reason-

ing is offered by A. N. Prior. From the rule of deduction
"P; therefore either P or Q" the following transition from
non-ethical premises to an ethical conclusion is valid:
"Tea-drinking is common in Englend; therefore either
tea-drinking is common in England or all New Zealanders
ought to be shot." "The Autonomy of Ethics," Australasian
Journal of Philosophy, Vol. 38 (1960), p. 201.
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Fischer wants to mate Botwinnik.
The one and only way to mate Botwinnik is for

Fischer to move the Queen. ' 1

Therefore, Fischer should move the Queen.
An observer of this particular chess game between Fischer
and Botwinnik who knows the point and the rules of the
game and who wishes to give Fischer some practical advice
derives that advice, here in the form of a weak impera-
tive, from the facts of the case stated in the two
premises.

The relationship between the premises and the
-conclusion is not, however, one of strict entailment for
the conclusion that Fischer should move the Queen does
not follow by "logical necessity" from the given factual
premises. Black claimssg

. » o I am reluctant to say that the practical
"should"-conclusion is entailed by its factual
premises: the important contrast with straight-
forward cases of entailment might indeed be

marked by using some such label as "latent
necessity" or "virtual necessity."2

Since "giving advice is performing a voluntary action”
one may legitimately refrain from giving this particular
advice or any advice at all on the basis of certain other

facts which one knows to be true°3 However, once a person

lplack, op. cit., p. 102.
°Ibid., p. 111,

3One might not give this particular advice to
Fischer knowing that Botwinnik has a weak heart and
would collapse from the shock of such a move or one might
not give advice at all knowing that Fischer has not asked
for nor does he need any help in choosing his next move.
Ibid., p. 108. For a discussion of the significance of
such alternatives, see Phillips, "The Possibilities of
Moral Advice," Analysis, Vol. 25 (1964), reprinted in

Hudson, op. cit., p. 114-19.
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chooses to give Fischer advice sbout his game the advice
which he gives is restricted to the above conclusion if
the factual premises are true. '"Given that you want to
achieve E and that doing M is the one and only way of

achieving E," that you should do M is the only legitimate

and rational advice which can be givan,l

If a moral conclusion is ever related to non-
moral premises in the fashion I have imagined,
then, given that a moral conclusion is to be
drewn, we have no choice as to which conclusion
it shall be . . . given that the spesaker is
committed to offering some advice or other, the
only advice that he can rationally offer is "You
should do M."2

There is therefore some gap between the premises and-the
conclusion which cannot be closed by claiming that the
conclusion is logically entailed by the factual premises,
as Foot seems to argue. Rather, in Black'!s ?iew:

between the fsctual premises and the practical
conclusion there is a sort of gap, bridgeable.
only by an agent's willingness to engage in the
relevant activity or practice. The truth of
the premises restricts the performance, whether
that of "advising" or something else, to a
single possibility, but there will be no per-
formance at all unless the agent -chooses to
follow the path.3

The same holds true, Black claims, for less trivial
examples of moral feasoning such as:

Doing A will produce pain.

Apart from producing the pain resulting from A,
doing A will have the same consequence that
not doing A would have had.

Therefore, A ought not to be doneah

11bid., p. 109. 31bi4.

°Ipid., p. 111, b1pi4., p. 113.
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Here again one who is willing to give moral advice and
- who knows the factual premises to be trus must by
"virtual necessity" draw the above conclusion; it is the
only possible moral conclusion which can rationally be
drawn from these particular premlises.

A s1milar argunent is presented by J. R, Searls,
who claims that given the existence of an institution or
a game and given the rules which constitute these, moral
conclusions can be derived from factual premises. As an
example, Searle offers the following argument:

(1) Jones uttered the words "I hereby promise
to pay you, Smith, five dollars."
(2) Jones promised to pay Smith five dollars.
(3) Jones placed himself under (undertook) en
obligation to pay Smith five dollars.
(4) Jones is under an obligation to pay Smith
- five dollars. 1
(5) Jones ought to pay Smith five dollars.
Searle argues that:
o o o the relation between any statement and
1ts successor, while not in every case one of
"entailment," is none the less not just a con-
- tingent relatlon, and the additional statements
necessary to make the relationship one of entail-
ment do not need to involve any evaluative

statementg, moral principles, or anything of
the sort.2

What is needed to understand the validity of this moral
argument is a clear notion of the difference between types
of descriptive statements and it is to call attention to

at least two such types that Searle introduces the moral

argument .

qu R. Searle, "How to Derive ‘Ought' from ‘Is,'"
Philosophical Review, Vol. IXXIII (1964), reprinted in
Hudson, op. cit., p. 121.

ZIbido
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As paradigms of these two types Searle suggests

the followings

Type 1: "My car goes eighty miles an hour."
"Jones is six feet tall."
"Smith has brown hair."

Type 2: "Jones got married.”
"Smith made a promise."
"Jackson has five dollars."
"Brown hit a home run."l

All of these statements, Searle claims, state objective
facts which can be judged empirically to be true or false

and thus they all fit the characterisation of descriptive

2 However:

“language which non-naturalists presuppose.
Though both kinds of statements state matters

of objective fact, the statements containing
words such as "married," "promise," '"home run,"
and "five dollars" state facts whose existence
presupposes certaln institutions: a man has

five dollars given the institution of money . . o
We might characterise such facts as institutional
facts, and contrast them with non-institutional,
or brute, facts: that g man has a bit of paper
with green ink on it is a brute fact, that he

has five dollars is an institutional fact.3

The indicative sentences belonging to Type 2 are there-
fore ones which state institutional facts, though they
may become "brute relative to" other statementa.t The

important feature of the institutional facts above which

11bid., p. 130.

ZIbid., P. 129, Searle cites Hare and Nowell-

Smith as examples of contemporary moral philosophers who, .
on the basis of this understanding of descriptive
language, consider evaluative language to be uniqus.

31bid., p. 130. Here Searle acknowledges his
- indebtedness to Anscombe's suggestions in the articles.
discussed earlier.

uThus "Smith made a promise" states a fact which
is brute relative to "Smith undertook an obligation."
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is crucial to Searle's derivation of '"ought" from "ig" is

that they presuppose institutions which are "systems of

1

constitutive rules."" These institutions, i.e. marriage,

prémising;~money, and baseball,‘are constituted by rules
which make up thesé various forms of activity and which
also regulate'thq conduct of one who participates in
them. It is therefére by appealing to the constitutive
rule ofv"the promising game," as Hare has labelled it,
that Searle is able to derive an "ought" from an "is."

It is often a matter of fact that one has cer-
tain obligations, commitments, rights, and
responsibilities, but it is a matter of insti-
tutional, not brute, fact. It is one such
institutionalised form of obligation, promising
which I invoked above to derive an ''ought" from
an "is." I started with a brute fact, that a
men uttered certain words, and then invoked the
institution in such a way as to generate insti-
tutional facts by which we arrived at the
institutional fact that the man ought to pay
another man five dollars. The whole proof
rests on an appeal to the constitutive rule
that to make a promise is to undertaske an
obligation. :

Within this institutio; it therefore becomes a tautology
that "one ought to keep one's promises.” This is not an
evaluative major premise giving a principle by which one
has freely chosen to regulats one;s beshaviour, as Hare
would argue in order to maintain the validity of the

practical syllogismo3 It is precisely because the

ISearle, op, cit,, P. 131,
2 ..
- Ibid., p. 131.

3Hare, "The Promising Game," Revue Internationale
Philosophie, No. 70 (1964), reprinted in Hudson, op.
. Indeed here one point of contention between

d
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argument from an "is" to an "ought™ works in Searle's
view without the introduction of evaluative premises

that he claims we neéd to reconsider the entire distine-

tion between descriptive and evaluative meaning upon

1 For what he claims

which "Hume's guilletine" rests.
to have shown is that there are some facts which can be
described in indicative sentences which are clearly also
evaluative, and often moral, as well. "If you like, then,

we have shown that 'promise' is an evaluative word, but

since it is also purely descriptive, we have really shown
that the whole distinction needs to be re-examined"
(underlines mine).2 |

A reconsideration of this matter is also
encouraged by D. Emmet in her discussion of the ﬁature
of "social facts." After stating her fundamental agree-= -
ment with the logical principle that no statements about

what ought to be done can be derived from purely factual

prescriptivists and descriptivists is stated most clearly.
Hare claims that "the constitutive rules of an institu-
tion may contain some tautologies, but they cannot all be
tautologies, if they are going to prescribe that people
act in certain ways and not in others" (underlines mine;
pP. 147). The dispute between them rests upon whether or
not the constitutive rules of institutions are tautolo-
gous-=as Searls claims==or non-tautologous and prescriptive
-=-gs Hare clains,

lWhether or not these additional statements are
evaluative is the issue discussed by Hare, op. cit.,
McClellan and. Komisar, "On Deriving 'Ought' from 'Is,‘'"
and Thomson and Thomson, "How not to Derive ‘'Ought! from
"Is,'" both reprinted in Hudson, op. cit., p. 157-67.

2Searle, op. cit., p. 133.

el eer—ra— .
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statements, Emmet goes on to challenge whether such a
distinction between purely factual statements and

sfatements which are "valuationally loaded" can prace-
tically be madeol Her description of the two types of

statements of fact is that Type 1 statements are "propo-

sitions giving interpretations of what is or was the case"

and Type 2 statements are those which describe social
relations or situations. Statements of the second type.
are 'usually adduced as reasons supporting moral judg-
ments or decisions," since "they are statements about
people occupying various roles vis-a-vis one another, "2
The following could thus be offered as a valid non-
syllogistic argument in which an "ought" is derived

He 1)

from an Mis, -

" ™ou ought to help her because, after all,
she is your mother." _

'In this argument, "the obligation to help is said to
follow from the fact of parenthood. But the fact 1s

not a mere fact; it is a fact of social relationshipo"u

1Emmet Facts and Obligations (Dr. williams'
Library, Londony 1958), p. O.

ZIbido

3Emmet, Rules, Roles, and Relations (Macmillan,
London, 1966), p. 37. Cf. Facts and Obligations, p. 1ll="
12, in which two other examples are offered: "X is your
son, therefore you ought not to treat him like that,"
and "Since you are a doctor, you ought to respect the
confidences of your patients.” :

brpig.

-~
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The validity of the argument from the statement of some
social fact to an evaluative or moral conclusion is
based on the fact that the notion of role is both
evaluative and descriptive. Emmet defines a role as
"a. relationship of a recognized kind within a given
society, with some notion of the kind of conduct appro-
priate to it built into its description." A full
definition of the role of "mother" therefore includes
not only a factual, physical or biological explanation
of this relationship but also an indication of the
‘behaviour which can within a socliety be reasonably
expected of one who fills that role. |

The notion of role, therefore, I suggest pro-

vides a link between factual descriptions of

social situations and moral pronouncements .

about what ought to be done in them. It has,

so to speak, a foot in both camps, that of

fact and of value; it refers to a relation-

ship with a factual basis, and it has s norm

of behaviour built into it which 1s being

expllcltly or tacitly accepted if the role
is cited as a reason.

This is true, Emmet argues, both in the case of roles.
which are "purposivélyvundertéken">and those which are
"ascribed." As examples of the former kind, she mentions
both the role of "statesman" end that of "doctor," in
which the evaluative and descriptive meanings of thesé

roles are closely interrelated.

1Emmet, Facts and Obligations, p. 8. Cf. Rules,
Roles, and Relations, p. L4O.

2Emmet, Rules, Roles, and Relations, p. L4l1. Cf.

Facts and Obligations, p. 10,
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Role activities purposively undertaken are
likely to have evaluative meaning not only in
that some modicum of efficiency in the role
is presupposed when acocording the name, but
also that . . . the name may be withheld if

certain generally acknowledged obligations
of the role are not observed.l

Therefors, the 2523 that someone i1s a doctor or statesman
not only gives sufficient grounds, -in some circumstances,
for the derivatién of imperatives regarding what one
ought to do as a doctor or statesman; this fact also can
be changed or even denied should one fail to perform at
least minimally the actions appropriate to it. It is
therefore a social fact which requires the fulfillment of
some obligations comprising part of the aefinition of the
role in order to remain true.

The more difficult cases involve the derivation
of imperatives from social facts which state one's
ascribed roles, such as those of father or mother which
are based on natural kinship pelationéo‘ Here the inter-
relation of descriptive and evaluative meaning 1is furthér
confused by the possibility of both natural and social
definitions of this role. Whereas according to a natural
definition of fatherhood, one's father will aiways'be
one's father regardless of his fulfillment or neglect of
the appropriate duties or obligations, according to é
social definition this role takes on distincti?ely evalua-

tive éharacterist1039 and a complete understanding of this .

Limmet, Facts and Oblipations, p. 1l-15.
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role requires a consideration of ths institution of
fatherhood within a given societynl_ The conclusion to
be drawn from this consideration of social relation-

ships is that:

s o« o iln cases where descriptions of facts are
descriptive of social situations in which the
relations are role relations, a rigid distinc-
tion between descriptive and prescriptive
language cannot be maintained. When reasons
for moral decisions are given by citing the
facts of a situation, the situation may already
be seen in terms of certain expectations as to
appropriate conduct in it, if the situation
consigts of people in certain roles vis-a-vis
each other, such as father and child, or debtor
gnd creditor. So an agent in deciding what he
ought to do, when he congsiders the facts, must
associate or dissociate himself from these
general exgectations as to appropriate
behaviour,

Although Emmet, in particular, is not prepared to claim

with Foot that an imperative conclusion is entailed by a

purely factual descriptioniof social roles, she does
argue that such a description may not be posgible or
practical, Descriptions of roles have, in her view, a
dual logical force and can therefore entail evaluative ‘
and imperative conclusions. Such an analysis provides
some insight into the nature of'reIigious ethical deci-

sion as well since the part played by "role" is quite

1rhe complexities of this situation have been
discussed by Emmet in both works cited above and by
A. I. Melden, Rights and Right Conduct (Blackwell, London,
1959), and D+ Z. Phillips, 'God and Ought," Christian
Ethics and Contemporary Philosophy, ed. I. T. Ramsey .
(SCM Press, London; 1966), p. 133=9,

2 )
Emmet, Facts and Obligations, p. 16,




important; particularly in understanding the relation-
ship of God and man., |
The possibility 8f deducing imperatives from

indicative statements of role is also considered by
A. N, Prior who offers the following example of such
an argument:

o « o 8ince the two premisses "All church

officers ought to be reverent" and "Under-

takers are Church officers" jointly imply

that undertakers ought to be reverent, the

single ethical premiss ‘"All Church officers

ought to be reverent" implies that if under-

takers are Church officers they ought to be

reverent; and the single non=ethlcal premiss

"Indertakers are Church officers" implies

that if all Church officers ought to be

reverent undertakers ought to be. In fact

this non=ethlca1 premiss "Undertakers are

Church officers" implies that whatever all

Church officers ought to do, undertakers
ought to do.l -

What Prior attémpts to show in this example is that we
need not arrange this argument in syllogistic form to
understand its logic. The duties of undertakers, since
they are "parasitié duties" based upon the dutiés of
Chﬁrch officers in general, can be deduced from a state
ment of these mbre fundamental dutigso In this sense,
he appeals to propositional (or class) calculus and
quantification theory to claim that what holds of all
Church officers will also hold of undertakers, Prior
concludes

that one 31mp1y can derive conclusions which

are "ethical" in & quite serious sense from

premisses none of which have this charsacter,
The undertaker, for example, who learns that

lprior, op. cit., p. 203.
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he is a Church officer, can learn as a logical
consequence of this something about his duty
that he did not know before., This something
will indeed require supplementation by other
things-<I mean other things of an ethical
sort-=before the undertaker is in possession
of a precise recipe for action or abstention
from action at place P and time T; but in
this it resembles much else ' that nevertheless

constitutes, as far as it goes; significant
information about what one ought to do.

The logic of thistparticular example and others like it,
while not the logic of Hare's practical syllogism, is
nevertheless the valid deduction of an evaluative or
imperative conclusion from a descriptive premise and
offers therefore a reasonable guide for the behaviour
of undertskers. | |

In giving their account of moral reasoning, the
.deSGriptivists have challenged several of the major
presuppositions‘of prescriptivism by insisting that the
relationship both of descriptive and evaluative meaning
and of indicative and imperative is really far wmore
complex than the pfescriptivist account would allow,
This is so not only because indicative sentences are
rarely in ordinéry discourse just pure statements of
brute fact but rather aré sentences which are implicitly
connected with the speaker's wants, needs, or purposes
or which are descriptions of institutionalised or social
roles and relations; it is so also because from such
indicatives with dual logical force it is possible to
deriﬁe imperatives which'prescribe a course Qf.action

or value-judgements as to the nature of the object or |

l1vid., p. 206,
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action described. A strict descriptivist would argue
that such a deduction is based on the fact that certain
aescriptions of facts entail an appropriate evaluation

of those facts; a mild deécriptivist would argue that

the deduction is "virtually necessary" since many
descriptions of fact are "valuationally loaded" and
therefore have tﬁe force of both descriﬁtion and evalua-=
tion. In either case, the challenge to "Hume's guillo-
tine" has been given and a more intimate relation of fact
and value has been explained. In Emmet's words, 'we
‘should be chary of elevéﬁing fhe non=deducibility of
'ought' propositions from fis! propositibns to the status
of a 'law of logic' and still more, of baptizing it into
this status as 'Hume's law, " Furthermore, the preciss
chafacter of the independence of matters of fact from.
matters of value has been re-examined since both Moore's
and Hare's formulation of this autonomj are considered
unsatisfactory. This challenge to both versions of the
naturalistic fallacy can therefore furnish the background
for a discussion of another account of moral reésoning
and decision in which some of théiweaknesses of both

prescriptivism and descriptivism may be resolved.

1Emmet, Rules, Roles, and Relations, p. L5,




CHAPTER 1V
ONLOOKS AND DECISION

In their concern to offer an account of morality
which avoids both the traditional dichotomy between fact
and value and a dissolution of matters of value into

those of fact, both Beardsmore in his Moral Reasoning

and Phillips and Mounce in their Moral Practices provide
some instructive criticisms of prescriptivism and
descriptivism and point the way toward a more'adeqdate

understanding of the nature of moral decision=makingo1

As Beardsmore has stated the problem, both of the
~accounts of moral reasoning which we have just examined
are attempts "to show how it is possible for factual
feasons to provide a fouhdatipn for moral (or, more

generally, evaluative) conclusions o » . "@

and both
these attempts rest on the presupposition that the 1ink
between factual reasons and evaluative conclusions can
only be provided by somé extra, elusive element. 1In
Hare's analysis, this extra element is that of commenda-

tion or evaluation which is.not derived from but added onto

the descriptive meaning of statements in order to give

1Ro W. Beardsmore, op. cit.; D, Z. Phillips and

H, 0. Mounce, op. cit.

2Beardsmore, op. cit., p. 68.
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them prescriptive force. What allows the conclusion of
eyaluative or imperative sentences-froh factual premises
is the presence of this commendatory element expressed
in the neqstic of the evaluative sentences. The |
descriptivist account relies in a similar way upon the
notion of "human good" to facilitate moral reasoning.
Thus an evaluative conclﬁsion is validly drawn from
factual premiseés if the extra element is assumgd to be
present, namely that the facts stated are in some way
conducive to that good,l In the description of moral
‘réasoning which is offered by Beardsmore, Phillips and
Mounce this extra element is no longer necesséry to
understand the logic of the transition from "is" to
"ought." Rather what is needed is a clear understanding
of the context of moral practices which furnish the back-
ground for any particular instance of moral reasoning.
‘As Beardsmore suggeéts: "

I do not think that moral argument can be
explained as a process of linking reason
and conclusion by some elusive extra ele-=
ment. Nor do I see why such an explanation
should be thought to be necessary, why it
should be thought to be the task of moral
philosophy to interpret moral arguments as

disguised syllggisms or as disguised means-
end arguments. )

It is to provide this other kind of explanation that

the notion of moral practices is introduced.

l1bid., p. 70-1. €f. Foot's introduction to
Theories of Ethics (Oxford University Press, Oxford,
- 1967), p. 13-15.

21bid., p. T1-2.
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Phillips and Mounce find the principle weak-
ness of the previous two accounts to be either the over-
statement or the understatement of the rols of decision
in moral reasoning. Accoraing to the prescriptivist, it
is always possible to distinguish between the descriptive
and evaluative elements in statements and it is this
evaluative element alone which is the result of decision°
For example, it is possible according to this view to
separate the descriptive from the eﬁaluative elements in
the statement, "You told a lie." Whether or not one uses
this étatement to express any sort of moral condemnation
against the liar depends upon the speaker's decision to
adopt as a principle the belief that telling lies is
wrong; otherwise the statement simply describes someone's

action and contains by itself no indication of praise or

condemnation. A person may choosé whether or not to
evaluate another's_actidn in telling a lig and may oﬁly
justify the particular evaluafion chosen with reference
to another principle which also is the function of
individual decision. Thus, "a particular prescriptive
judgement can be justified by reference to a 'principle'

that is itself a piece of advocacy, something one has

Hare tried to account for this in his discussion
of words in which the descriptive and evaluative meanings.
have become habitually linked so that it may be rhetorical
to ask, after learning that someone told a lie, '"Yes, but
did he do something wrong?" Hare is still bound, however,
to the belief that description and evaluation are
logically distinguishable and that a clear understanding
of the nature of morality requires that such a distinction
be upheld. Language of Morals, Chapter 7.
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nl

decided for oneself. This overemphasis on the element

qf decision in morals represents moral ressoning as

having no ultimate justification other than the particular
judgement of the moral person and therefore as lacking an
adequate ground on'which to base moral principles.

The lack of an adequate grounding for wmoral
decision is seen esﬁecially in Hare's discussion of the
"way of life" of the moral agent. Hare claims that basic
principles can in the end only be justified with refer-
ence to each other, a whoie matrix of these practical
principles being a "way’of life." There is therefore no
answer to the dilemma of a moral person who wants to know
why a particular set of principles ought to be chosen
over another. -

We can only ask him to make up his own mind

which way he ought to live; for in the end

everything rests upon such a decision of

principle. He has to decide whether to

accept that way of life or not; if he accepts

it, then we can proceed to justify the decisions

. that are based upon it; if he does not accept

it, then let him accept some other, and try to

live by it.2 4
Two important criticisms have been suggested by N. H. Go
Robinson against Hare's assertioﬁfregarding the limits
of rational justification in morals. Hare has maintained
that within a way of life, particular moral decisions are

justified by reference to general principles chosen to

guide one's behaviour. The only possible justification

1Phillips and Mounce, op. cit., p. 6.

2Hare, 62. cit., p. 69.
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for these principles could be in the form of a complete
specification of the way of life to which one is com-
mitted and yet it is just such a total description
which Hare also claims is impossible in practice. He
claims that "if pressed to justify a decision completely,
we have to give a complete specification of the way of
life of which it is a part"; yet "this complete speci-=
fication, it is impossible in practice to give . . » nl
Such an "impossible possibility" is, as Robinson suggests,
difficult to understand., For if one cannot specify
completely the way of 1life which ultimately justifies
one's principles and actions, then what possible role
can such a notion as "way of life" play in decision-
making? = If, on the other hand, the way of life is
"involved in" matters of practical decision, then has
not a sufficient specification been offered?

In short, anything and everything practice

able is prescriptible in theory, or else

nothing is prescriptible in theory until it

is prescribed in practice. Vhat the pre-

scriptive theory needs at this point is a

genuine element of objectivity which might

overflow all our formulations of it, but

that is precisely what it seeks to avoid;

and if there 1s nothing but our formulations

there is nothing to overflow them which might

be the basis of a posgsibility in theory which

is not a possibility in practice.
When it comes to the justification of a way of life, the

moral person can only remain silent; no further

l1pia.

'2N° H. G, Robinson, The Groundwork of Christian
Ethics (Eerdman's, Grand Rapids, Michigan, 1972), p. ol.
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prescription is possible and the way of life rests
fundamentally on the decision of the moral agent to
edopt it,

This is to suggesﬁ an even more radical criti-
cism of the prescfiptive theory of morals, however; and
that is its relianée upon an "ultimate and all-

1 Robinsoﬁ argues that

comprehending arbitrariness."
the ambiguity which is fatal to Hare's account is con-
tained in his demand that the decision with regard to a
way of life be a moral one and at the same time a decision

"wpon which everything moral will resto'_'2 What is lacking

is any explanation of the grounds upon which such a
decision itself might rest, since what would count as a
good reason or as justification for a moral obligation
can only be defined within a way of life.

If we can gather éll prescriptions together

into a complete specification of a total way

of life and still ask significantly "Ought I

to decide for this way of life or not?" then

- morality overflows the sum=total of prescrip-

tions and cannot properlg be explained by
reference to them alone.-

The choice then becomes clear: either this deéision
between two ways of life is an afbitrary one, perhaps
based only upon which way I want to live, since no moral
reasons can be offered for the choice, or Hare's account
of what morality consists in néeds revision in'order to

make the logic of this decision clear. Phillips and

l1bid,, p. 66. 31bid., p. 65.

> : :
Ibidog p° 6h°
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Mounce would suggest that "a moral decision or judgement
is intelligible only where there are‘certain things that
are not open to judgement or decision" and that the lack
of such a non=prescriptive'foundation for decision in
Hare's discussion accouﬁts for our inability to fathom
what such a choice between ways of life might be likaol

The understatement of the role of decision in»
moral reasoning which is to be found in the descriptivist
understanding of morality presents aifficulties which are
equally problematic given the presuppositions of this
account, Two of these especially are relevant to our
considerations here. The first argument presented by
both Beardsmore and Phillips is against the view that
a given set of facts will yield automatically an "ought"
or "should" proposition without the decision of the moral
agent being required at all to expiain the transition
from "is" to "ought." What this analysis cannot accoﬁnt
for is the possibility of "varied moral reactiéns" to the
same set of facts about which those who disagree morally
are in agreement. To complicate the example of the

grocer who delivers potatoes to his customer, suggested

by Anscombe, Phillips introduces a new fact; namely that

1Phi11ips and Mounce, op. cit., p. 12. That
such a decision could not be the result of a practical
syllogism is shown by Beardsmore, op. cit. He says '
that %on Hare's account the only connection which there
can be between facts and decisions is a syllogistic one.
And any syllogism would require a major premise which,
since a way of life is the ultimate major premise, cannot
be supplied here. Such a decision would therefore be a
literally senseless sct." (See p. 33=l.)
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the customer is unemployed, and argues that a move from
this factual premise to the imperative conclusion that
the customer ought to pay the grocer for the potatoes
is not a matter any longeb of simply knowing what the
facts areol 'Indeed the grocer may well know the facts,
including the fact that the institution of buying and
selling provides.a set of social facts Hy which obliga-
tions can be judged, and still say to his customer,

"Forget what you owe me.,"

The stationer, howsver; may
not be so generous in his judgement and may still require
'the customer to pay thé'bill at his shop though he is in
possession of the same facts as the grocéra A further

example is suggested by Beardsmore and is drawn from

Graham Greene's novel, The Heart of the Matter. Two

characters in this novel commit suicide, one a non-
Catholic named Pemberton and the other a Catholic police
commissioner named Scobie.Z Presuming that we could
reach an agreement on the facts of eaéh case and could

be clear about what actually happened, is there any
reason to suppose that we would also égree about the
morality of such an action? Indeed it may be the case
that for Catholics the action of suicide is considered

to be wrong but that for non-Catholics the same action
might be considered courageous or good. Such ai fferences

are significant moral disagreements, but it would appear

1l
Ibid., p. 123.

ZBeardsmore, op, eit., p. 72f,
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that they cannot simply be resolved by an appeal to the
facts of the case; indeed they might pfove to be
irreducible to any set of facts upon which the two
parties might agree.l

The problem which is raised by the possibility

of moral disagreement given the same set of facts cuts
even mofe deeply into the deécriptivist account of moral
reasoning, howéver, since, as Beardsmore and Phillips
interpret it, moral reasoning is not just a matter of
knowing or not knowing the facts but rather a matter of
.interpreting the significance or relevance of those facts.
This is particularly difficult in the analogy offered by
Black, namely that we can understand the logic of decision
in morality by considering the decisions made within a
game such as chess. Once a persoh chooses to be involved
in the game, it is then not only possible for him to
derive. imperative conclusions_from factual premises
regarding the objectives or rules of .the game; it ié also
the case that what moral conclusions one draws are only
a function of certain facts being true.

Just as in chess anyone accepﬁing the facts of

the case is committed to drawing a certain con-

clusion, so in morality anyone accepting the

facts of the case is committed to a particular

moral judgement. On this view, moral disagree-

ment can stem only from ignorance of fact or
lack of understanding.?

What is obscured by this analogy is the role which moral

beliefs or moral practices play in determining which facts

1bid., p. k. | 2Ibid., p. 75.
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are important to the drawing of a moral conclusion, If
the example that Black offers of reasoning within the
context of a game (i.e., Fischer wants to mate Botwinnik.
The one and only way to mate Botwinnik is to move the
Queen, Thehefore; move the Queen) is further complicated
by the introduction of a new fact (such as the fact that
Botwinnik is in poof health and might suffer a severe
shock if he is mated by Fischer), not only are the possi-
bilities of valid moral advice increased but the moral
advice which one does offer will depend upon a judgement
about the importance of'ﬁhe facts which one knows.

The confusions in the above argument [i.e.
Black's] are due in part to a mistaken view
of "facts." True, within a given moral viewpoint,
the facts will bind those who share it to similar
moral conclusions, But, for them, the facts
already have moral import. It is not a case of
moral conclusions being deduced from non-
evalustive factual premisses. Black thinks
that the facts bind one to moral advice which
he regards as '"the single possibility" in the
situation, But . . . the moral advice one
thinks one ought to give will be determined

. by one's moral beliefsgs; it is such beliefs

which give the facts their relevance and
significance.l

The role of moral beliefs is equally important-in the
case regarding suicide alréady mentioned. Whether or not
one regards the fact that Scobie caused his own death by
taking‘an overdose of drugs as sufficient grounds for
condemning his action and whether one claims that this
fact-entails the evaluative conclusion that Scobie did

something wrong is a function of the moral import of

1Phillips and Mounce, op. cit., p. 129-30. Cf,
Beardsmore, op. cit., p. Th.
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this fact which is in turn a function of the differing
moral beliefs of the witnesses to this event.

| Foot would most likely argue that it must be

true for the person who condemns the suicide as wrong'
that this condemnation bear an "internal relation" to

the action itself., It is not the arbitrary decision of

a Cetholic to condemn suicide but rather this condemna-
tion is intimately bound up with the very description of
the deaths of Scobié and Pemberton. As an appéal for the
rational justification of moral beliefs on the basis of
~common evidence, and for the grounding of those beliefs

in matters of fact, this notion of the relationship of
fact and value might be acceptable. What Foot wants to
argue, however, and what the descriptivist account in
general tends to suggest, is that no one could refuse

the verdict given by Scobie's wife and their priest,
‘Father Rank, by claiming that he does not see the facts
that wayul Provided that the'connection can be shown
between the belief thét committing suicide is wrong and
some notion of what is detpimental té the goal of human
flourishing, it should be possible, on the descriptivists’
analysis, for all of us to asgree on the condemnation of
suicide. However, as Beardsmore and Phillips have argued,
this is to beg the questidn, For what is at stake here is

precisely what Catholics and non=Catholics consider to be

1See especially Foot, "Moral Beliefs," p. 8L,
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the value of human life and this is a matter about which
they may never reach agreement,

The conversation at Fellowes' dinner party
shows this. Several guests are discussing
Pemberton's death. Both Scobie and his host
accept just the same facts as evidence for the
claim that Pemberton committed suicide (he
strangled himself with a length of cord
attached to a picture-hanger); nevertheless
they judge his action differently. For
Fellowes it is clear that "a chap's got the
right to take his own life.'" For Scobie
suicide is "the unforgivable sin." But this
is not because they disagree over the facts,

but because the_facts have a different signifi-
cance for them.l

‘What will determine this significance is the beiief which
is held by the participants in the dispute regarding the
nature of human life and the resulting obligations which
are bound up with that 1ife, To claim that the case can
be decided merely 5y knowing the facts is not to offer a
completely satisfactory account of the logic of moral
.decision in cases such as this one.

That an analysis of the role of beliefs or abti-
tudes in moral decisionemaking is crucial should by now
be fairly clear, for the centrality of these in some
moral decisibns must surely suggest to us that an examina-
tion of their logic is necessary. John Lemmon suggested
such an investigation in his esséy on moral dilemmas, foﬁ'
he claimed that the arguments which resélve some dilemmas

facing the moral person cannot be accounted for by the

traditional logical apphoacho2 Perhaps an example will

AY

1Beardsmore, op. cit., P. 9k,

27ohn Lemmon, "Moral Dilemmas,".Christian Ethics
and Contemporary Philosophy, ed. by I. T. Ramsey (SCM
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serve to illustrate this point; it is a well-known and

oft-quoted one from the writings of Sartre.

o o o I will refér to the case of a pupil of
mine, who sought me out in the following
circumstances. His father was quarrelling
with his mother and was also inclined to be

a "collaborator"; his elder brother had been -
killed in the German offensive of 1940 and
this young man, with a sentiment somewhat
primitive but generous, burned to avenge him,
His mother was living alone with him, deeply
afflicted by the semi=treason of his father
and by the death of her oldest son, and her
one consolation was in this young man. But
he, at this moment, had the choice betwseen
going to England to join the Free French Forces
or of staying near his mother and helping her
to live, He fully realized that this woman
lived only for him and that his disappearance
==0r perhaps his death--would plunge her into .
despair. He also realized that, concretely
and in fact, every action he performed on his
mother's behalf would be sure of effect in the
sense of aiding her to live, whereas anything
he did in order to go and fight . would be an
ambiguous action which might vanish like water
into sand and serve no purpose. For instancs,
to set out for England he would have to wait
indefinitely in a Spanish camp on the way
through Spain; or, on arriving in England or
in Algiers he might be put into an office to
£ill up forms. Consequently, he found himself
confronted by two very different modes of
action; the one concrete, immediate, but
directed towards only one individual; the
other an action addressed to an end infinitely
greater, a national collectivity, but for that
reason ambiguous-=and it might be frustrated
on the way. At the same time, he was hesi-
tating between two kinds of morality; on the
one side, the morality of sympathy, of personal
devotion, and, on the other side, a morality of
wider scope but of more debatable validity. He
had to choose betwsen thess two.l

Press, London; 1966), p. 279. By a "traditional logical
approach" Lemmon suggests "the logic of imperatives,
deontic logic, and what not,"

lJ. P. Sartre, Existentialism and Humanism, transl.,
by P. Mairet (Methuen, London, 1948), p. 356,
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The problem which characterises this dilemma and which
makes it interesting for an analysis of attitudes is the
fact that "the arguments which try to establish exactly

what one's moral situation is are not distinguishable

from those which attempt to resolve the dilemma 1tself."l

Indeed, as Lemmon further suggests, "the dilemma is so
grave a one, personally speaking, that either decision

in effect marks the adoption on the part of the agent of

a changed moral outlook."® An even more extreme case of
this type of dilemma is suggested by the example of Chame
berlain's negotiations with Hitler in 1938. 1In this
situation a moral person is called'upon to make a decision

"of a recognizably moral character though he is completely

unprepared for the  situation by his -present moral outlook, "3

The dilemma requires for its satisfactory resolution some
kind of creative extension of the boundaries, or even a
complete reformulation, bf one's moral outlook, .

In both thé dilemmas which Lemmon describes it
would seem that the models of decision we have so faf
discussed are ihadequate for providing a framework within
which to understand the reso1utions required. On the one
hand, decisions of principle do not seem to be required
not simply because a_confliét of principles may be involved,
but more especially becaﬁse "part of the very dilemma is

just one's uncertainty as to one's actual moral situation,

1Lemmon, op, cit., p. 276. Underlines mine.

°Ivid. 3Ibid., p. 277.
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one's situation with regpect to duties, obligations, and

principleso"1

It will not do to say that Sartre's pupil
could resolve his dilemma by choosing a universalisable
principle such as "Always act oﬁt of personal devotion,"2
Not only is it possible that this is a principle which

the young man will not choose to live by in future

dilemmas of this kind, that is, one which he may formu-
late simply to'deal<with this situation and no other; bﬁt
furthermore, as Sartre says, the man is "hesitating between
“two kinds of morality," and it is just at the point of such
a decision regarding one's way of life that the principle=
model is unable to shed light on matters. On the other
hand, the facts upon which a resdlution of these dilemmas
might be based are not altogether clear-cut. What is
interesting about the situations mentioned is not just
-whether one or any moral conclusion will be entailed by

the description of the.case facing the moral person but
precisely how this person can and will come to some
understanding of and decision about the character of his
dilemma., Saftre's pupil'ié faced with two sets of facts,
those regarding his relationship with his mother and those
regarding the Free French Forcesvand their Qtruggle agaiﬁst

an aggressor. What is required on his part is some sort of

1bid., p. 27h.

ZSartre in this particular essay does seem himself
- to fall victim to the same search for a universalisable
moral principle and it could justifiably be argued that
the one he wants to suggest is in the end quite inadequate
itself to deal with this dilemma. Op. eit., p. 50<3.
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choice as to which facts have the most significance for
him and 1t is unlikely that that cholce will be a
straightforward deduction from any new, all-=inclusive
set of facts which might be proposed. Chamberlain's |
situation is even more difficult since precisely what
was needed on his part was a judgement as to the kind
of person he was dealingbwith and the very real possi-
bility of deception as to Hitler's character as well as-
the urgency required make this not simply a matter of
knowing or not knowing all the facts. What the facts
>g£g has to some extent to be decided in this dilemma and,
though there may be a reasonable limit to the number and
types of descriptions which could be offered of the
problems facing Chamberlain in 1938, yet it will not be
helpful to oversimplify the ease with which one might
come to understand these facts and thereby know the
obligation which follows from them. |

A careful analysis of the logic of attitudes and

of their relation to moral decision-making has been

offered by Donald Evans in . his book The Logic of Self-

Involvement.l His work, which is an attempt to provide
a framework within which religious language might be

understood and appraised, suggests also a way in whiéh
statements of fact and moral imperatives are related in

the formation of attitudes. Evans' analysis owes a great

lscm Press, London, 1963,
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deal to the work of J. L. Austin and it is with this
new understanding of language in general proposed by
Austin that we should begin this discussion of atti-
tudes. The importance of Austin's work is both his
questioning of the traditionai divisions of language
accepted'by grammarians and logicians preceding him
and his exploration of the nature and implications of'
the illocutionary force of language. As he interprets
it, the implication of traditional grammar and logic is
that only those sentences actually make sense which
state facts;, refer to facts, or describe some objectsol
Meaning and truth are thus to be determined by reféerence
to the relevant facts being stated or described. Only
statements of fact;, or indicative sentences, are capable
on this account of being considered true or false, and
other statements, havingrno refereht, can have no truth-
value or claim to meaning and are therefore considered
"nonsense." It was just this "nonsense™ which fascinatqd
Austin and which he intended to investigate and clarifyo2

One of the claims he made which is important for
oﬁr analysis here is that not all indicative sentences
are descriptions or statements of fact. The examples
which interested him were those which bear every outward
resemblance to statements of fact, namely those sentences

which have "as it happens, humdrum verbs in the first

1J° L. Austin, How to Do Things with Words (0xford
University Press, London, 1962), p. l=l.

°Ibid., p. k.
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person singular present indicative activeo"l Yet these

utterances "do not 'describe! or 'repoft' or constate
anything at all, are not ‘'true or false'; and the
uttering of the sentence is, or is a part of, the doiﬁg
of an action; which again Qould not normally be
described as saying somethingo"2 These sentences Austin
labelled "performatives"Aand'he hoped that by considering
the logic of pérformatives he would be able to undermine
the assumptions that to say something is always to state
Eggglsomething is so and that doing and saying are two
-entirely different acts. The examples with which Austin
began his exploration were:

"I do." (spoken in a marriage ceremony)

"I bet you sixpence it will rain tomorrow,"
"I name this ship the Queen Elizabeth,"3

In each of these cases the standafd of judgement as to
‘truth or falsity by reference to the facts simply does
not apply, for to utter these sentences is not to
describe or refer to anything, but to do it. |

| The meaning of this type of utterance, Austin
suggested, should be ascertained by reference to the
"illocutionary force" of the 1angﬁage and it is this
which constitutes his second imﬁortant contribution to
our study of attitudes. He makes explicit for'the
philosophical study of language the need for and possi-

bility of outlihingAa type of meaning which does not

l1bid., p. S. 31bia.

2
Ibid,

/‘T N



130
involve merely the traditional notions of "sense and
reference. "l The meaning and validity of performative
utterances is a function not simply of their content
" but of two other major factors which provide them with
illocutionary force: the circumstances in which the
utteranée is made and the conduct, motives and purpdses
of the speakers. In the first example, the utterance
"I do" requires the proper institutional setting for it
to make sense and it will be subject to "infelicities"
if the circumstances under which it is spoken arse not
right. One of the necessary conditions for "the smooth
or 'happy' functioning of a performative" is thus that:

A.1 There must exist an accepted conventional
procedure having a certain conventional
effect, that procedure to include the
uttering of certain words by certain per-

sons in certain circumstances, and further,
the ' ~

A.2 particular persons and circumstances in a
given case must be appropriate for the
invocation of the particular procedure
invoked.2 : -

Secondly, the performative requires that certain conduct
and feelings or thoughts accompany its utterance and the

absence of these could also cause it to be infelicitous.

Thuss

1Ibido; P. 100, - Austin intended to distinguish
the illocutionary force of language from its meaning but
as Evans points out it is more helpful in understanding
self-involving language to say that illocutionary force
is part of meaning. Op. cit.;, p. 71, n. 1. Hare's debt
to Austin's work can surely also not be overlooked since
in many ways Hare is making the same kinds of appeals
with regard to the commendatory or evaluative force of
language.

2Tbid., p. 1L4=15,
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The procedures must be executed by all partici-
pants both correctly and completely,

Where, as often, the procedure is designed
for use by persons having certain thoughts or
feelings, or for the inauguration of certain
consequential conduct on the part of any
participant, then a person participating in
and so invoking the procedure must in fact
have those thoughts or feelings, and the
participants must intend so to conduct them=

selves, and further must_actually so conduct
themselves subsequently.

It was Evans' intention in his work to explain
more fully the implications and commitments of performa-=
tive language and in particular to show the way in which
-one's attitudes, feelings, and practical comﬁitments are
related to the things-one says., For this reason, his
first task was to classify the various types of performa-
tive utterances which there are and then to indicate which
of these are specifically self-involving. What we have
seen in the descriptivist accounf of moral reasoning is
an attempt to point out the essential relatedness of fact
and value such that their arbitrary attachment to each
otﬁer by the decision of a moral agent is precluded. Thé
prescriptivist notibn that any such move from fact to
#alue, or from indicative to imperative; conceals a
hidden evaluative premise, and thus also a decision of
the agent to commend the facts, needs also to be taken
into consideration. The attempt to explore the possi-
bilities of a non=propositiona1 logic may help not only
to clarify the nature of this controversy but also to

indicate the role of reiigious faith in moral decision.

L

l1bid., p.15.
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Only then can such issues as the autonomy of value or
the naturalistic fallacy be judged.with precision and
fairnessa

Evans' classification of performative utterances
depends upon the type of action which is done by the
speaker in speaking. Constatives are those utterances
which use verbs like estimate, guess, warn, report or
argue and by which the speaker refers us to some other .
state of affairs, Eiamples would be:

I guess that there are 394 steps to the top
of the Cathedral tower.,

- I warn you that it will rain this afternoon.
Constatives have an abstractable factual content which
can itself be judged for its truth, accuracy, or correct-
ness independently of the speaker's intentions or feel-=
ings. They differ from mere statements of fact in that
the spesker has actually performed an action by saying
.them;'that is, he has issued g'warning or made a guess,

A full account of their meaning must therefore include a
consideration not only of their content but also of the
speaker's action in uttering them. Commissives are
another type of performative in which the speaker commits
himself to some action and is thereby involved in that
which he says. Examples might be:

I promise to pay you the money I ows.
I intend to finish this dissertation.

Here the content of the utterances cannot be judged in the
same way as constatives for the state of affairs which is

V suggested by the sentences has not yet come about. The

/‘ﬁ}'
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facts, that the money owed is paid and that the disser-
tation is finished, can only be judged as fulfilled or
unfulfilled, and this judggment, along with an under-
standing of the speaker's intentions and conduct involved
in the utterance, would indicate the meaning of commis-
sive per;formatives° A third type of performative is the
exercitive by which the speaker exercises his authority
in such a way that he brings about a new state of
affairs. Thus:

I order you to stop smoking.
I authorise you to act on my behalf.

These performatives do not necessarily have an .sa.bs.tract;-=
able factual content at 81l; thus your acting on the
speaker's behalf is not judged as true or false but as
obédience or cqnfo;mity to the speaker's authority. It
is only after such actions have bseen carried out that we
can state them as constatives which can be judged true or
false; Behabitives are a fourth type of performative
which often do not have a subordinate clause at all..
Examples would be:

Thank you.

I apologise for my behaviour,

We praise thee, 0 Lord.
These utterances do have-faqtual presuppositions regarding
the situation out of which the speaker is thanking, prais-
ing or apologising and they do often have factual contents
The action performed here by the speaker is twofold:

1) these utterances establish a relationship with the

hearer and thus place the speaker into a context of social
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behaviour and 2) they imply the speaker's attitude toward
or Intention with regard to the persoﬁ addressed and are
thus self-=involving. The final class of performétives,
~verdictives, includes utterances in which the speaker
says what is so on the baéis of opinion, judgement, or
appraisal. Thus:

I find you guilty of manslaughter,
In my opinion, she is very beautiful,

The content of the verdictive is not strictly factual as
in the case of the constative but a description of the
. object, person, or event in question is indeed crucial to
the judgement which is made. Opinions and judgements are
not simply private matters but can be assessed as reason-
able, true-to-reality, or adequatee1 |
This rougﬁ sketch of the types of performatiﬁe
utterance has allowed us to isolate the self=involving
- performative language in which attitudes are implied,
namely behabitives, and it is to an analysis of attitudes
specifically which we now turn. By attitudes we mean the
disposition or posture of a person which is expressed or
implied in the statements é person makes and by which
others know that the speaker is for or against something'
and whether it is important or unimportant to him. We
cannot be said to know what someone's attitude is unless
we can roughly classify his relation to that about which -
he speaks into one of fdur categories: against/important,

against/unimportant, for/important, for/unimportante2

e

lovans, op. cit, p. 30-40. 21bid., p. 122-3.
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Attitudes are implied, as we have said, in behabitives
and particularly in explicit behabitives they are most
easily recognised. Expliéit behabitives would be:

I am sorry for offending you.

I welcome this opportunity of speaking to you.

I commend Smith for being so polite on that

‘difficult occasion.

In these utterances, the speaker is taking up a definite
posture towards some person, event, or object and it is
the force of the behabitive to relate the speaker to his
subject in whatever way he'chooses° The act of taking up
a posture towards something is thus performed by the
behabitive through speéch° The utterance also proﬁides a
framework for a relationship with the subject, a relation-
ship which is now to be determined by the type of posture
thé speaker considered appropriate énd adopted., Behébim
tives have factual presuppositions, that the speaker has
indeed offended soméone:or that he has in fact been asked
fo speak, and also factual content, that Smith has on
some occasion been polite. These provide the setting féf
the utterance and are the conditions to which the speaker
ié résponding by the addption of an attitude. In the
case of explicit béhabitives, the implicatiqn of an
attitude is strong and définite'so that it would render
the utterance meaningless if the speaker were to deny
actually holding the attitude. Explicit behabitives thus-
have an indefeasible implication of attitudes and are :
self-stultifying if the speaker were to disclaim what
is impliedol

lIbideg po ,4.6‘:’79
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Other statements in which attitudes are implied
are non-explicit behabitives though in.these the impli-
cation is not so strong or definite., Consider, for
example, the many uttérances made which contain words'
with dual logical force, words which both describe and

1

evaluate, It is Evans' suggestion that the analysis of

such words concentrate on the explicit performatives for
which these words are a sort of shorthand. Attitudes are
contained in utterances making use of these words either
by pfima facie or by contextual implication. The second
‘example of an explicit behabitive given above, "I wel-
come this opportunity of speaking to you,'" would also
imply an attitude if the speaker were to say, "This is.

a truly wonderful occasion at which I speaka"‘ Here the
implication is prima facie, since it is possible for the
speaker to deny having the attitude of gratefulness but
‘he must explicitly disclaim it-if he is not gra_tefuln
This can be a weak prima facie implication, in which the
speaker can deny that he even implies an attitude at all
and in fact must do so if he is to be understood, or a
strong one, in which he can deny having the attitude but
cannot deny that he implied it in what was said. Atti-
tudes might also be implied in utterances for which the
context provides the implication. Our speaker might say,
"This is a distinguished and eminent group which I am

abput to address.” As the opening.remark of an important

lIbid,, P. 58, n. 1. Evans here suggests a pre-
liminary list of such words found under "ca'" in the
Shorter Oxford English Dictionary.
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address, this utterance implies the speaker's gratitude
by virtue of the context in which it is said, and indeed
the speaker can rely on the belief in the appropriatensess
of this attitude withinva ﬁarticular social group to give
his words ths performative force of a behabitive. It
might bé the speaker's intention, however, to use this
sentence only in a descriptive way so that after char;
acterising the group to whom he is speaking he might
well deny that this was an appropriate occasion on which

to feel gratefulol

From an examination of many typés of utterance in
which attitudes are implied or expfessed, Evans was able
to specify four distinct elements involved in attitudes:
feelings, opinion, behaviour, and intention. A person
could give an indication of the attitudes he holds by
expregsing any one of these four elements, thereby hgkiﬁg
éxplicit the posture he has taken with regard to some
subject. In the attitude, sorrow, a person's feelings
are the important element and one might express this
attitude by saying, "I feel sorry for having offended you."
The feelings which are most relevant to attitudes are
those which are associated with or arise out of our rela-
tionships with others or with the world, rather than those
such as pain or illness khich are associated with private
experience, An attiﬁude in which feelings are not '

prominent is one in which one's opinion about something

lrvid., p. 47-50,




138
is crucial. In saying, "I commend Smith for being so
polite on that difficult occasion," what is important
1s not the way the speaker feels about Smith or about
his being polite, but rather his assessment of the
situation in which Smith acted and that action itself.

As an opinion implies a judgement made with regard to
something, whether such an opinion receives the

support of one's feelings or not may be irrelevant.

A statement about one's past, present, or future

behaviour can also be indicative of one's attitude snd,
likewise, there are attitudes in which this behaviour is
the most critical element. The utterance "I always
respect hy gupervisor's directions" indicates that the
speaker's non=verbal behaviour as well as his statements
to other manifest his attitude towgrd another person,

and, in this case, that behaviour in relation to hié_
éupervisor is crucial to the holding of the attitude,
respect. Finally, a statement regarding one's intention.
reveals attitudes as well., Thus, "I plan to be a hard-
working student” not only describes a future course of
action upon which the sbeaker intends to embark but also
lmplies his commitment to bring to fulfillment some atti-
tude he now has toward hard'work and the role of a student.
As a commissive utterance this statement is self=involving
for the speaker's atﬁitude is intrinsic to the behaviour
he intends to perform. Evans claims that although any one
of these elements alone is neither necessary’nor sufficient'

for the presence of an attitude, yet they are each important
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to a greatser or lesser degree in the different kinds of
attitudes one can take upol |

In his description of attitudes, Evans draws a
clear distinction between feelings and attitudes and |
between expressions of aach° In this respect his account
of the meaning of attitude expressions will differ from
that of Stevenson who coﬁsidéred both types of expression
to be instances of emotive meaning. - For Evans, an expres-
sion of feeling is the means by which the speaker gives
another person access to his private, internal mood or
‘affect at any given timé° It is similar to a report and
is therefore dependent upon a given state of affairs for
its accuracy., It is important when one expresses one's
feelings to exhibit some kind of "feeling-revealing
behaviour" such that the expression can be verified, for
one is implying by such expressions that a corresponding
vmental, physical or emotionalAétate is present at the
time of the utteranceo2 The content of an expression of
feeling is not a matter of choice and in this way these
expressions are like descriptive sentences. The sin-
cerity of an expression is a function both of the speaker
"meaning what he says" and also of his having the feeling
which he claims to haveo3 In his analysis of moral
language, Stevenson does not appear to subscribe to the
same understanding of the descriptive nature of expres-

sive language.

l1pid., p. 116-123, 3Tbid., p. 82.

°Tphid., p. 88,
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Broadly speaking, there are two different
B%rgoses which lead us to use language. On
the one hand we use words (as in science) to
record, clarify, and communicate beliefs.,
On the other hand we use words to give vent
to our feelings (interjections), or to create

moods (poetry), or to incite people to actions
or attitudes (oratory).

The first use of words I shall call

"descriptive," the second, "dynamic.'"l
His account does not attempt to analyse the content of
expressions but is concerned with placing into two broad
categories the uses to which all language can be put.
He has therefore thrown together some very different kinds
of expressions into the category "dynamic" or "emotive."

The emotive meaning of a word or phrase is a

strong and persistent tendency . . . to give

direct expression (quasi=interjectionally) to

certain of the speaker's feelings or emotions

or attitudes; and it is also a tendency to

evoke (quasi-imperatively) corresponding

feelings, emotions, or attitudes in those _to
whom the spesaker's remarks are addressed,

An attitude according to Stevenson includes such thingsr
és "purposes, aspiratioﬁs, wants, preferences,'desires
." and it is clear that no attempt to distinguish
between these will be made.3_ '
Attitudes, as distinct from feelings, have other
elements involved in thém, namely opinions, intentions,
and behaviour, and it is the presence of these elements
which gives expressionsg of étfifude their performative

force. Attitude expressions must therefore be judged on

lstevenson, Facts and Values, p. 18<19,

2Ibido’ po 21"20

3Stevenson, Ethics and Language, p. 3.
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the basis of what the speaker does in uttering them; he
dpes not mersely give vent to something inside but rather
appraises, intends, or acts, In this respect, the con-
tent of these expressions cannot be said to be true of
false for no claim is being made regarding an inner
state of affairs; what is crucial in the utterance is
the action of the speakef in saying it. Two of the
elements in attitudes may be expressed in similar ways
to feelings; thus we can express our intentions or our
opinions or we can say that we have each of these. Yet,
'opinions and intentions are matters of decision and imply
that the speaker has "created" them for himself. One
creates the intention "I plan to be a hard-working
student," by saying this in certain appropriate circume
stances (i.e., the spesker must in fact be a student) and
by meaning it.t The sincerity of the expression cannot
be judged in the same way as féelingmexpressions since
the descriptive element has become irrelevant. To express
intention or opinions is to use language in a performative
way and in so far as these.elements are crucial in expres-
sions of attitudes, that 1anguage>is also performative.

Direct expressions of attitude are given in
utterances which Evans terms "onlooks," a word which.he
coined "as a substantive for what it is to 'look on x as

¥-'"2 If one is asked one's attitude towards some thing,

lgvans, op. cit., p. 83,

ZIbido 9 po 125"
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the structure of one's reply would be "I look on x as y."
Examples of onlooks would be the following:
I iook on this task as a waste of time.
I consider Jim to be a close friend.
My life is a pilgrimage toward heaven.
I look on Henry as a brother.
In each of these expressions, theré are two actiohs which
are implied and which give the expressions performative
force., One is a‘judgement as to the nature, character,
function, or importance of the subject and the other is
a commitment to treating or acting toward the subject in
a.certain way. An onlook is therefore "a fusion of a
decision-that x is like y with a decision-to treat x
like yo"l Onlooks are thus composed of two performatives,
verdictives and commissives,
| The verdictive element in onlooks indicates that
the speaker has valued, rated, judged, evaluated, or
formed an opinion about the subject and the onlook
expreéses what he considers to be the case with regard
to that subject. The onlook cannot be judged és a con=
stative by checking the descriptive content of the utter-
ance-with some correspoﬁding stéte of affairs, for the
utterance represents a decision made by the speaker.
The onlook is the result-of,hiSvhaving reached a verdict
with regard to some subject and verdicts are judged by
their appropriateness , reasonableness, or adequacy. Two.

elements are fundamental in this verdict. On the one

hand, to make a judgement about something one must

l1bid., p. 137.
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consider the relevant facts, characteristics, qualities,
or nature of the subject. An adequate verdict is one
which is well=formed, one which is the result of a care-
ful deliberation and a‘reésonable study of the subject
so that the resulting opinion is justifiable and fair.

To a ceftain extent, a verdict can therefore be descrip-
tive of the subject and can convey a certain amount of
information regarding the matter in question. What is
distinctive about onlooks, as opposed to statements ofA
fact or even expressions of feeling, is that this ver- .
dictive element is the_result of a deciéion about the
facts, a decision which is not alﬁogether determined by
the facts but which is not independent of them either.
Logically, the speaker is free in his appraisal of the
subject and it is this choice which gives his onlook its
performative force. On the other hand, the verdicﬁive »
element implies a scheme or structure into which the
speaker places the subject. The subject is ascribed
some status or assigned some role to play within a
particular structure; in doing this the speaker is giving
"a sort of private, unofficial Exercitive."! Again this
distinguishes the verdictive from a constative in which
such a scheme of things is hot'implied. |

The commissive element in onlooks is the per-
formative by which fhe speaker chooses to treat x liké y;

and it is at this point that we begin to see the close

1via., p. 127.
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relationship which exists between verdictives and come
missives in onlooks. ‘For this commitment means first
of all an inifial willingness to look on x as y in order
to reach a decision about.x; indeed the verdict could
not be reached without this openness to seeing x as y
so that it can be carefully considered. The verdict in
an important senée cannot be rendered uﬁless one actually
takes up a position with regard to the subjept and, again,
this taking of a position is not essential to statements
of fact in which one's purpose is just to describe. The
‘commissive element is_ofbgreater consequence than this,
however, for the future behaviour of thelspeaker toward
the subject is implied. The onlook will héve behavioural
consequences in the continuing relationship of the
speaker and the.subject-and for this reason there is a
seriousness associated with the deliberationo1 An onlook
therefore strongly implies that the speaker is committing
himself to some policy of behaviour toward x, behaviour
which is also appropriate to y and,to_which the speaker
may already be committed in relation to y., In many
onlooks the bshaviour implied is non-verbal and indicates
that what the spesaker has undertaken is a whole set of
actions in relation to the subject by which his intention
will be fulfilled. The onlook thus declares that intention
and implies that certain actions are to follow as a resuléo

Indeed the imperatives which the speaker will give himself

1An onlook is thus not a matter of saying, "Let's
pretend that x is like y."
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in the future with regard to his action in relation to
the subject will be derived from this cnlook and will
be indicative of the fulfillment of the speaker’s
intention implied in the onlook, The onlook thus
declares an intention which will direct the course of
the relationship between speaker and subject in the
future. B

The interaction of these two elements, verdic-
tive and commissive, can best be illustrated by an
examination of the differcnt types of onlook which there
‘are. The examples which we have given are of two kinds:
literal and non-literal. In a literal onlook, such as
"I look upon this task as a waste of time," or "I con-.
sider Jim to be a close friend," the comparison which
ths speaker has made bctween x and y is fairly obvious
and the reasons for this judgement can be made explicito1
»It is possible in'each'case_fcf~the speaker to justify
his verdict by giving the qualities or characteristics
of x which have led him to form the opinion that it is
like y. The basis for the.comparison can be shown by
the speaker describing exactly those characteristics of
the task he is now performing which have led him to the
conclusion that it is indeed a waste of time. Not oﬁly
is the verdict fairly straightforward, but the intention
of the speaker is as well., Ceﬁtain actions are appro- -

priately expected of one who considers another person to

l1bid., p. 12930,




be a close friend and those actions will fulfill the
commitment made by the speaker. The cbntent of literal
onlooks ié thus verifiable both by examining the
reasoning by which the speaker reached his judgement‘énd
by observing his behaviour in relation to the subject,
Non=literal onlooks, however; are not able to be

checked in quite the samé way. The basis for the come=
parison between x and y in a non-literal onlook cannot
be shown without referring to the attitude of the speaker
and thus this type of onlook may not be understood by
‘someone who does not share a certain rapport with the
speaker's point of view. What is expressed in the onlook
is the belief that the way of behaving towards x is the
same as the way of behaving towards y.

When we use the formula "look on x as y," we

agsume that there is an appropriate way of

thinking and behaving in relation to y, so

that we are committing ourselves to a similar
way of behaving and thinking in relation to x.1

An analogical onlook, such as "My life is a pilgrimage
‘toward heaven," is a type of non=literal onlook in ﬁhich .
the speaker claims to find similarities between x and y
without actually saying that x is>1iterally Y. There is
an "independent similarity" which the speaker's life and"
a pilgrimage toward heaven bear toward one another so
that it would be odd for the speaker to add after stating
this onlook, "but it really 1s not."2 In a parabolic -

onlook, of which many religious onlooks are examples,

Lrvid., p. 131. 2Ibid,, p. 132.
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the basis for the comparison may not be obvious at all
since there is no abstractable content by which the
éimilarity of x and y could be judged. Thus in "I look
on Henry as a brother," Henry may bear no resemblance
either in character or behaviour to the speaker's brother
or to any kind of é brother at all;. yet the speaker makes
the comparison in a parabolic way by reference to his
attitude. In a parabolic‘onlook, the only similarity
which the speaker is suggesting is that the feelings and
behaviour appropriate in relation to y are in some way
‘1ike those appropriate in relation to xo1 The most that
is said by way of comparing x and y is, hx is such that
the attitude appropriate to y is similar td the attitude
appropriate to x."2 The speaker indicates his judgement
that Henry is a brothervto him but the only way in which
he can explain what he means by this is to make reference
to his attitudes, that is, to»say that.the attitude and
behaviour one would have toward a real brother is the same
as that which the speaker has toward Henry. |

Evans indicates two ways in which the notion of
onlook can be useful for analysing the logic of mofal
decision. There 13 a tendency in explaining decision to
claim that the judgement as to the character of the sube
Ject, x,'can be conducted objectively and that as a result
of this investigation one can commit oneself to a certain.

behaviour toward x. This would represent decision as a

I1bia,, p. 131-2. 2Tbid., p. 133.
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matter of describing x and then, as a result of the
description, choosing to treat it a certain way. Thus

a moral decision would look like this:

x and y are similar in having features a, b,
and ¢c. I am for (against) whatever has
features, a,_b, and ¢. Hence I am for
(against) x.l '

Since the comparison of x and y is, on this model, taken
as a purely descriptive enterprise, so that the state-
ment "x is like y" is a statement of fact, the value-
judgement bears no relation to the comparison at all,
Hére, value appears as a function of likes or preferences
and in this way its aufonomy is maintained. Howevér, as
Evans claims,

This is a distorted account, because the first
premise is overly-simplified. x has features
similar to the features a, b and ¢ which y
possesses; but the decision that features a,

b and ¢ are relsvant and that there is suffi-
cient similarity for me to "look on x as y" is
not entirely independent of the decision to
"look on x as y." That is, such judgements
concerning relevance and similarity depend in
part on a Commissive or intentional element .2

On the other hand, moral decision might be representéd
as having no verdictive element -so that one's intentions
bear no relationship with one's judgements., A decision
would be like this:
I am for (against) x.
I am also for (against) y even more definitely
and clearly.

So I allege that there are some similarities
between x and y.3

livid., p. 136. 31bid.

Ibid., p. 137.




On this account, the judgements of the moral agent are
taken as a function of his commitments.and are thus
"gpiphenomenal," for what is really important is only
that the judgement as to the similarity of x and y lehd
support to the commitments which the person already has,
This account does not take seriously the speaker's attempt
to arrive at a fair and feasbnable appraisal of the
subject and therefore does not consider that the speaker
is in fact claiming something about the reality of x and
y. It therefore also represents a distorted model of
'decisionwmaking,
What 1s clear in expressioné of onlook is that
neither the verdictive nor the commissive element can
be reduced one to the other, for an onlook is "a fusion
of a decisionethat . . . with a decision=to . . . .'l For,
if I do deliberate concerning the formulation
or acceptance of a typical onlook, it is mis-
leading to depict the logical structure of this
deliberation either in terms of a decision-that
and a decision-to which are completely indepen-=

dent, or in terms of a decision=that which is
totally dependent on a decision=to.<

The notion of performative'force can thus help to clarify
the logic of the relationship of fact and value in moral
decision-making since the way in'which value is autonomous
can now be explained as follows:

The particular non-entailment which is empha=

sized by the "autonomy of value" is an instance

of a more general feature of language: If an
utterance does not have performative force Fl,

1Ibi.d. 2Ibide




i1t does not entail an utterance which does
have performative force Fl. Since a flat
Constative, by definition, does not have
Behabitive or Commissive force, it cannot
entail an utterance which does. That is,

in other terminology, "No statement entails

a value=judgement." The non-entailment which
is stressed by thse "autonomy of value' depends
on a difference in performative force between
two utterances.l

Moral reasoning makes use of onlooks which do have per-
formative force. Therefore from indicative sentences
expressive of this 6nlook, imperatives are legitimately
derived for the future behaviour of the speaker since
“his intentions and commitments are bound up in the
clﬁsest way with his beliefs and judgements,

Iris Murdoch has perhaps stated this most clearly
in her essay on "Vision and Choice in Morality."? The
doctrine of the strict separation of fact and value has
led us to assume fhat moral concepts are "commendations
‘of neutral areas.," Wh;t we should consider is "the way
in which a moral outlook is shown in ramificatigns of
more specialized concepts which themselves determine a
vision of the world.”™ A moral argument may proceed from -
stating facts to renderihg value judgements; however,
"such arguments take place within a moral attitude where
some sovereign concept decides the relevance of the facts

and may, indeed, render them observable." Thus,

l1pid., p. 59-60.,

’ 2Christian Ethics and Contempofary Philosophy,
po 195“’218 ° ‘ .




151

There would, indeed, scarcely be an objection
to saying that there were "moral facts" in the
senss of moral interpretations of situations
where the moral concept in question determines
what the situation is, and if the concept is
withdrawn we are not left with the same situa-
tion or the same facts. In short, if moral
concepts are regarded as deep moral configura-
tions of the world, rather than as lines drawn
round separable factual areas, then there will

be no facts "behind them" for them to be erron-
eously defined in terms of.l

If a moral onlook represents the speéker's commitments
and his judgement as to the character of the world, then
fact and value are not strictly separable within that
-onlook., The freedom of the moral person is fhus not his
"being able to lift the concept off. the otherwise
unaltered facts and lay it down elsewhere, but in being
able to 'deepen' or 'réorganize' the concept or change it
for another one."? This analysis by no means cuts the
moral agent off from the world of "brute facts" nor does

it make him peculiarly immune from "the way things really

are."

We cannot legitimately conclude from the.statemént,
"Na flat Constative eﬂfails a value=judgement," that “
therefore "No exterhalbstate of affairs affects a man's
freedom in making a (truly) moral.decision," Nor can we
claim that "A man oughﬁ not to allow any external state

of affairs to affect his freedom in making a moral

decision."3 What this view does allow for is an intimate

lIbide, p. 21L. The preceding quotes are all to
be found on this page. .

2Tbid., p. 215,

'3Evans,,og, cit., p. 65, Cf, Murdoch's analysis
of the logical and moral arguments involved in the notion
of the autonomy of value. Op, cit., p. 212-15,
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relation between a person's judgement as to what is the
case and his commitment to moral action, a relation in
which a transcendent may play a critical part, and which

the exposure of the '"naturalistic fallacy" cannot

destroyol

6506 lMurdoch9 op., cit., p. 215. Cf. Evans, op. cit.,
Po 0o




CHAPTER V

ONTOLOGICAL ETHICS

Paul Tillich is a theologian who has analysed
morality both from within and without the context of the
Christian faith. As a Christian ethicist, he sets out
the nature of morality within a doctrinal system and
aftempts to show the dependence of Christian eﬁhical
demands upon systemati& theological claimso1 As ohe who
is concerned with the nature of morality in genersl,
Tillich describes in an ontological analysis the logic
of ethical decisions sas they derive from metaphysical
statements regarding the nature of man's being and of
being-itself. These desériptions are interesting for
two reasons: first, because the relationship which
Tillich devises between religious assertions and ont6=
logical statements 1is indicative of his unique contribu-
-tionAto the philosophy of religién, and second, because
the philosophical ethic which he does develop indicates
a definite reliance upon religious affirmaﬁions° Qur
study of the relationship of indicative and imperative

in Tillich's thought will centre around three primary

N _ , : A
Tillich, Systematic Theology (the combined
volume edition of James Nisbet & Co., Welwyn, Herts.,

19é§&f Vol. I, p. 35f., hersafter abbreviated ST, I, II,
or 0 4
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areas of concern. We will need to describe in the first
place the confusion between religious and ontological
iﬁdicatives which makes a study of his ethic so diffi-
cult. Secondly, we will analyse the logic of decision
both in Tillich's general understanding of ethics and
in his specificallf theological exposition. Finally we
will examine the transformism of Tillich's ethic by which
it will become clear that religious affirmations which
are not made explicit in his analysis of moral decision
have in fact been presupposed throughout and. thus have a
'transforming effect upon the nature of the moral indica-
tive as Tillich interprets it. |

The nature of the relationship betkeen ontology
and the religion of the Bible 1s the subject of Tillich's

little book, Biblical Religion and the Search for Ultimate

Egglizl,l and it is within this exposition that his
philosophical method for analysing feiigion and the
religious ethic becomes plain. The presupposition of
this work is that biblical religion and the philosophical
study of ontology do confront one anofher on the same
level and are therefore in danger of conflicting or even

2

of becoming incompatible with one another. It is

1Biblical Religion and The Search for Ultimate
Reality (University of Chicago, Chicago, 1955), hereafter
abbreviated BRSUR.

2This must be balanced with Tillich's statement
in ST I, p. 30, that a conflict between theology and
phiTosophy is not necessary, "nor is a synthesis between
them possible. A conflict presupposes a common basis on
which to fight. But there is no common basis between
theology and philosophy." Tillich seems to mean by this
remark that any confrontation of theology and philosophy
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therefore his intention to show that '"they have an ulti-

1

mate unity and a profound interdependehce," Religion as

both "divine revelation and human reception"2

and philoso-
phy as "that cognitive endeavour in which the questioh of
being is asked"3 face one énother on the battle-field of
truth but it is Tillich's contention that both are really
fightiné on the same sidé for the same goal.,h In order
to show this Tillich analyses that aspect of human exist-
ence which both inspires philosophical inquiry and at the
same-time indicates a readiness for the reception of
'religious revelation, namely "the search for ultimate
reality." |
Tillich defines this as the search for the '"really

real." A _

The search for ultimats realify beyond every-

thing that seems to be real is the search for

being-itself, for the power of being in every-

thing that is. It is the ontological %uestion,
the root question of every philosophy.

It is this quest for that which lies beyond our finitude
and all other aspects of the human predicament which
furnishes the existential motive for the pursuit of

philosophical truth., This motive is a longing "for a

takes place within one discipline or the other, for there
are no problems common to both about which each could have
a conflicting view, without entering the other's terri-
tory. See comments by J. Heywood Thomas, Paul Tillich:

An Appraisal (SCM Press, London, 1963), p. LL-5.

lpi11ich, BRSUR, p. 1. o
®Ibid., p. 21. Bypid., p.10. €f. ST I, p. 24.
31vid., p. 5. S5tbid., p. 13.




form of being that prevails against non-being in our-
selves and in our world" and thus it is most deeply a

1

longing for the power of being.® This longing Tillich

finds to be the underlying theme of many different

types of philosophy. In each Tillich describes the
involvement of the philosopher's personal existence in
his task, an involvement in.which the philosopher commits
himself to the'project of discovering the nature of
ultimate reality and in which he must always maintain a
critical and sceptical attitude toward the findings of
lhis search,2 It is this subjective aspect of the philo-
sophical task which Tillich correlates with the subjec-
tive meaning of biblical religion, a confrontation which
he claims "will bring us to the point where the poéitive
relation between biblicai religioﬁ and ontology comes to
‘light for the first time."3 For "the situation of man in
the state of asking for ultimate reality" corresponds to
"the situation of man in the state of faith"; they are
related on the model of question and.atns*wter'.,,4 It is at
this point that one already.has the impression that the
project is contrived by Tiliich, for the questions about
ultimate reality arise from the ﬁuman situation in which'
the longing for the power of being is profoundly exper-

lenced, so that the form of the answer is predetermined

livtd., p. 1l. 31bid., p. L3.

2Ibid.,, p. 19-20. hrpia.



157
by this searchol Tillich's argument is that religious
revelation can and 1ndeed does provide the asnswer to the
problem of man's exiétence_so his analysis of biblical
religion will work towards a definition of faith which
will show this correlation in its simplest form. "Faith
is the state of being grasped by an ultimate concern,"

a grasping which has the consequence of allowing man not
only to make the ultimate ethical decision with regard to
his 1life, namely to determine his own destiny, but also
to participate in a community in which his social nature
will be fulfilled.? Thus defined, faith is shown as the
fulfillment of and the answer to‘the quest fof ultimate
reality which characterises hﬁman existence. |
Tillich concludes as a result of this anélysis
that there is a "structural identity" of ontology and
biblical religion by which the eléments of the philo-
sopher's quest for ultimate reality can be shown to be
analogous to the eiements of religious faith. Both are "
driven by ultimate concern. Both require courage in the
face of nonebeihgo Both involve participation in the
concrate actuglisation éf the power of being over non-being.

Both depend upon trust in this power of being.3 On the basis

lcr. Heywood Thomas, op. cit., in which he
expresses this as a feeling "that the argument moves
inexorably towards its predetermined conclusion" (p. 30).

2Pi111ch, BRSUR, p. 5l. Cf. p. LS-B.

BIbidog po 630
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of this, Tillich claims that
the ultimate concern about truth which drives
toward the search for ultimate reality is
a part of the ultimate concern about one's
existence as a person, as a being who 1ls able

to ask.the_question of his being and of univer-
sal being.l

As a result of this superficial identity Tillich goes on
to say that the ontological meaniné of the biblical faith
reveals it to be the answer to the search for ultimate
reality, and, in all three possible areas of conflict
between the subjective side of biblical religion and
-ontology, faith can be shown to encompass aﬁd perfectv

the passionate quest éharacteristic of each, uniting them
into one movement of the soul from the finite towards the
infinite. Ontology presupposes the possibilitj of a
revelatory experience in which the eyes of the philosopher
will be opened; it is  just this possibility which religious
conversion, experienced as '"being grasped,'" encompasses
and fulfills.? Likewise the philosophical ethic which is
chéracterisea by the polarities of freedom and destiny, h
participation and dbedisnce, éssenfial and existential
being, finds these conflicts resolved and transcended by
the biblical ethic of grace snd love.3 Finally the soli-
tude of the philosopher driven by "eros" towards the true

and the good is not denied but fulfilled by the religious

1Ibid,, p. 64 (underlines minse).

2Ibido 9 po 65“_60
3 .
Ibid., p. 68-9.
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experience of agape 1in which the possibllity of
"participation with ultimate reality, or reunion with
being-itself" is created,1 It is at this polnt already
obvious that there is a great imbalance in Tillich's '
argument cauéed by the hidden presupposition that the
divine is impinging upon the human in biblical religidn
in a way which it dﬁes not do in philosophy, and it is
this which makes the correlation of biblical religion and
ontology so difficult to understand. If Tillich's point
'is simply that religious assertions do contain ontological
ones, and that one cannét discuss or resolve issues in
biblical religion without taking ontology seriously, then
the point is well taken. What is here being claimed,
however, is that the two are able to be correlated, being
resolved by simple equations. Ontological participation
in the ground of being, philosophical ponversion in which
one is "able to see true reélity," and the longing for
truth are all transformed in the light of their religious
counterpart into grace, faith, and love (agape), a trans-
formation which is unsatisfactory because the real differ-
ences between the two are méde totseem insignificant and
superficial,

.This correspondence of ontology and biblical
religion is carried further by Tillich's discussion of
the ob;ect of this ultiﬁate concern. The dqscription
of the object is again'prefigured in Tillich's definition

of the nature of the quest; it is obvious therefore that

1rvid., p. 71-2.




the object of man's unconditional interest is ultimate
reality. The word "ultimate" is well chosen here for
it is descriptive both of the strength of man's lbnging
for the power of being Qr the extent of his concern for
his own existence as well és of the object of man's
search, that which will satisfy the longing and resolve
the problems of existence. Only that which is ultimate
can be the subject of our infinite interest; "only that’
which is the ground of our being and meaning should con-
cern us ultimately."1 The use of the word "should" here
>illustrates ohe of the difficulties pervading Tillich's
ethic; for while it appears to have imperative force and
Tillich himself wants to give it moral meaning, it really
has meaning only as part of the definition of ultimate
concern as that which drives the quest for this reality.
What could be an imperative for religious faith derived
from God's holiness is made hsre to be part of the
definition of some aspect of human existence and thereby
takes on the force of necessity. Tillich thus claims to .
have moved from an understaﬁding of human existence, the
most significant aspect of ﬁhich is'man‘s concern for
ultimate reality manifested in both religious faith and
philosophical inquiry, to statements regarding the nature
of this reality which is being sought.

This existential grounding of religious claims,

by which religious indicatives are shown to be correlated

l1pia., p. 51.
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to indicatives regarding human existence by definition,
is driven further by an analysis of the ontological
méaning implicit in religious claims. What biblical
religion really says about God and what the various |
doctrines of that religion'are intended to symbolise 1is
that God is this ultimate reality, the ground of our
being and meaningal Ontdlogy, as "the word of being, the
word which grasps being, makes its nature manifest, drives

it out of its hiddenness into the light of knowledge, "2

is essential to these affirmations not only because it is
'presupposed by them but also because religious symbols
"demand" an ontological interpretationo3 It then becomes
Tillich's task both in his explication of Christian
doctrines and in his analysis of Christian ethical impera-
tives to bring this ontological méaning to light. _The
4circle is thus completed; what begins from human experience
as a passionate and self=invol§ing quest for ultimate
reality now finds itself resolved in an object whosé nature
and meaning is perfectly correlated to the presuppositions
out of which the quest arose. From this preliminary
analysis of Tillich's methodology-and presuppositions
regarding the nature of religious and ontological state-
ments, it 1s possible to foresee the two parallel lines

of thought which he will take with regard to the charac-

terisation of morality. On the one hand, he will be

1Tillich, ST I, p. 2L BIbido, p. 73.

2Tillich, BRSUR, p. 6.

A b



162
concerned to articulate the significance of moral action
with regard to human life in general and in this respect
his analysis dan be seen as a new version of a natursal
law ethic. . On the other hand, he will argue for the
inclusion of Christian morals in a whole scheme of
doctrinal assertioﬁs which are not superfluous to the
nature of that mdraiity and in this resﬁect he develops
an understanding of theonomous ethics. Both these lines
of thought require careful examination.

Tillich, as Midgley has argused, bases his ethic
Aupon a rational understanaing of the essential nature of
man's being which is also considered the.gglgg of man or
the law of human natureel- It is the presubposition of
just such a possible grounding for ethics that indicates
Tillich's rejection of ﬁhe tenets of positivist ethics,
culminating in the ethical relativism of existentialist
philosophies. In the first place, Tillich rejects the
mistrust of metaphysics which stems from a fundamental
scepticism regarding the ability of man to transcend
himself and to knoﬁ the nature of any reality other than
the finite, empirical one of”whidh'he'is a part. Tillich's
ethic is dependent in its methodology aﬁd its conclusions
upon the ability of man's reason to know the character of
his own essential nature and the structure of feality as

a whole. This can be seen in Tillich's argument that

1, C. Midgley, Beyond Human Nature: The Contem-
porary Debate over Moral Natural Law (Brigham Young Uni-
versity Press, Provo, Utah, 1968), p. 22.




ontology is inescapable for ethics, that the norms upon
which ethics is founded must have ontologlcal standing.
Whenever the ontological foundation of justice
was removed, and a positivistic interpretation

of law was tried, no criteria against arbitrary
tyranny or utilitarian relativism were left.l

All forms of morality, according to Tillich, must be
dependent upon or presuppose an ontology; a picture of
man and his relationship with the world and with his
essential being is the basis upon which ethical impera-=
tives are founded, to which they conform, and which they
“bring to fulfillment or realisation,? The proper way to
begin the development of an ethical theory is thus to
ask the primary question: "Where must we look within
encounﬁered reality to discover the source of the
ought-to=be in being?" The answer to this question can
only be realised in an ontology of values by which Tillich
‘hopes to prove that man's essential nature is the only
suitabie foundation for mofality end in which his meta-
physical realism will be demonstrated.3 |

In the secohd,placQ; Tillich'doesbnot see anj
vélidity in the claim thét it is not possible to derive

sn "ought" from an "is," that is, an ethical imperative

1Tillich, Love, Power and Justice (0xford Univer-
sity Press, New York, 19060), p. 55=6. Hereafter abbre-
viated LPJ. _

2Ibid,,,p° 72=T. See also Tillich, Morality and
Beyond (Fontana Library, London, 1969), Chapter 1 (here-
after abbreviated M&B), and Tillich, "Is a Scisnce of
- Human Values Possible?", New Knowledge in Human Values,
A. H, Maslow (ed.) (Harper, New York, 1959).

3Midgley, op. cit., p. 25f,
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from a statement of the nature of reality or of the
essence of man. He takes his stand firmly on the side
of ethical nafuralism by asserting that an analysis of
the essential nature of mén necessarily entails an
understanding of that which is demanded of man, namely
the fundamental ethical imperative.. Indeed the greatest
danger of the poéitivism he was rejectidg was the
resultant relativism or even nihilism with regard to

1

morality. As opposed to the existentialist assertion

that values are created and given validity by human choice,
4Tillich intends to show that there are pre-existing values
and that ohly these values can do justicé to the contin-
gencies and contradictiong implicit in humén existence.
Tillich insists upon a basis in ontology for the formu-
lation of ethical norms‘and for the making of moral
decisions. Three quesfiohs are therefore primary in his

s tudy and‘illustfate his rejection of.positivism and
existentialism with regard to the nature of value: "Are.
there any absolutely valid values?. How are they related
to reality? What is their ontological standing?"2 It is
here that Tillich's analysis of humsn existence plays a
crucial role; for this analysis has con?inced him that no
valid ethical pfinciples cen be derived from existence in
its distorted and estranged state. He seems here to be

retaining the negative insights of existentialism regarding

1See Hans Jonas, "Gnosticism and Modern Nihilism,"
Social Research, Vol. 19, No. L (1952), p. 430-452.

°Pi11ich, M&B, p. 18. Cf. Midgley, op. cit., p.
11. _ — v
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the dehumanisation of life, the alienation and estrange-
ment of man from man and from the essehce of human life,
in order to prove not only the necessity for but also the
fruth of values founded in ontology.1 The verificatibn
he would offer for such an‘understanding of morality
would be.to say, as Midgley suggests, "if life is mean-
ingful 6n the basis of aﬁ understanding of ontological
concepts, then those concepts are true."?

Tillich develops this ontological ground of

valués in his description of existential and essential
-being and it is here that we begin to see the identity
of "ought" and "is" in his ethic. One of the concerns

of Tillich's Systematic Theology is to analyse the nature

of existence as man actually lives it and to provide the
solution to the quest which charabterises this existence.
As existence is characterised by finitude, self-
contradiction, and ambiguity,_éo essence wWill be
described as that which overbomes finitude, resolves
self-contradiction, and ascribes meaning. Tillich offers
as a prelimihary definition of essence, "the nature of a
thing," or "the quality in which a thing participates,"”
or "a universal,"” but what is more important to his
understanding of morality is that essence is '"that from
which a being has 'fallen,' the true and undistorted

nature of things."™ For by this definition, what is

lMidgley, op. cit., p. 13,

2Ibidog po 310

3riliich, ST I, p. 225.
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essentially is identical with what ought to be existen-
tially.

Man as he exists is not what he essentislly

is and ought to be. He is estranged from his
- true being. The profundity of the term

"estrangement" lies in the implication that

one belongs essentially to that from which
one is estranged.

Corresponding to the nature of estrénged.existence is the
threefold characterisation of man's essence. Firstly, it
is that to which man really belongs; it congtitutes the
structure of his being and is thus the innermost law of
his being. In this sense it judges man and,‘though maﬁ
is alienated from his-essence, he cannot escape this
judgement which stays with him as the commanding law over
against him. Secondly, essence is that which empowers
man's existence, giving it the power which comes with
participation in being. While eiistence is characterised
by its powerlessness to overcome separation and self-
contradiction, essence is potential being which is rooted
in the power of being=itself, God. Thirdly, man's essendé
is that which would fulfill his existential striving for
unambiguous 1life and which would allow the actualisation
of his essential possibilitiesa In'this sense, essence
1s the telos of human existence. |
Morality thus arises out of the relationship of
man with his essence and it is this essence which defines.
the norms man is to obey and creates the conditions for

the fulfillment of them.

1§_LI_: IIp po 51‘:20




This means that for Tillich there is an objec-
tive and absolute moral standard; but, as a
further point, 1t does not mean that there is
an objective set or system or moral laws, known
to man, which man has the unchanging duty to
observe and applyol

'it is for this reason, namely that the content of such
systems is '"historically conditioned," that Tillich "sets
aside the traditional conception of natural law" in
favour of one which is more person-centred. Morality,
for Tillich, is a matter of becoming a centred self, th;t
is, becoming a person.

In man complete centredness is essentially given,
~but it is not actually given until man actualizes
it in freedom and through destiny. The act in
which man actualizes his essential centredness

is the moral act. Morality is the function of
life by which the realm of the spirit comes into
being . . . A moral act, therefore, is not an
act in which some divine or human law is obeyed
but an act in which 1life integrates itself in

the dimension of spirit, and this means as per-=
sonality within a community. Morality is the
function of 1life which the centred self consti-
tutes itself as a person; it is the totality of
those acts in which a potentially personal life
process becomes an actusl person.

To be moral is thus not simply to obey an imperative but
to be true to oneself; to be immoral is to be involved in’
falsehood and self=contradiction._ Morality is thus the
link between the truth of human sténce experienced as
the demand for self-consistency and the power of that
essential being experienced as the demand for the self to

be actualised as a person. The knowledge of this

) | o
N. H. G. Robinson, op. cit. p. 285. c¢f.
Ti1lich, ST III, p. 49=50. ’ |

2Pil1ich, ST III, p. LO. Cf. M&B, p. 12,
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essential being through ontology thus becomes the basis
for the derivation of ethical imperatives which neces-
~ sarily follow from these indicatives of man's own being.

With the basis of morality thus identified with
man's essence, both the autonomy and the unconditionality
of morals can be maintained. In speaking of autonomy,
Tillich shares the concern of Kant that the categorical
ilmperative be self-imposed and this, for him, means not
only that the moral law is known by reason but also that
it is the law of man's own beingol The law of one's
essence is not experienced or known as an imperative
placed upon msn by an alien or fofeign powsr éemanaing
his obedience; rather it comes from within man and belongs
to him. The same holds true of the unconditional nature
of the moral demand. No existing thing, no object or fgct
which is altogether bedingt (conditioned), nothing belong-
ing to existence, could blace,an ultimate demand upoﬁ us,
but only we oursel?es commanding our'selveso2 In this way
mobality is unconditional in the sense of being of uiti=
mate'seriousnesé_because'it is the means of self-realisa-
tion; "it puts our esseﬁtial being as a demand against

us."3 Thus nothing other than man's essential being could

1Tillich, "Is a Science of Human Values Possible?",
p. 195. This is not to speak of logical autonomy, a sub-=-
Ject to be discussed later.

2Pi{llich, Theology of Culture, R. C. Kimball, ed.
(Oxford University Press, New York, 1964), p. 136. Here-
af'ter abbreviated as TC.

Ibid,
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place a demand upon him which requires his unconditional
obedience and nothing else could be of ultimate signifi-
cance to man's existencs.

The law is not strange to man. It is natural
law, It represents his true nature from which
he is estranged. Every valid ethical command-
ment is an expression of man's essential rela-
tion to himself, to others and to the universe.
This alone makes it obligatory and its denial

gelf=destructive., This alone accountsa for the 1
uncondltional form of the moral imperative . . .

Yet this understanding of the unconditional demand has s
hint of inevitability about it, and thus it is robbed of
"its particularly moral character. Tillich asserts that
man's ability to act fesponsibly in his existence also
"enables him to act against the moral demand. He can
surrender to the disintegrating forces which tend to
control the personal cerntre and to}destroy its unityc"2
However, one wonders whether such self-contradiction is
really possible given the definition of the uncondition-
ality of this demand, for "the silent voice of our own
belng - - éenies us ﬁhe right to self-destruction, "

Tillich states his version of a natural law ethic
in such a way thaf morality appears to Be completely
independent of religious claims. .The fundamental mbral
"ought" arises from the nature of man's essence as that
to which he belongs, from which he is estrénged, and

which empowers his existence in the world. Thus, "it is

2 T | | ‘
LPI, p. 76-7. 31bid., p. 17.

ngg, p. 11,
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because the law is of one's esgence that it is impera-
tive, and . . . it 1s in its imperativeness that its
essentinlity 1s experiencedo"l Such an identification
of the moral "ought" with its ontological ground makes
it difficult to understand how religious indicatives
could be related to moral imperatives at all except in
a superficial waj. 'However, Tillich doés not leave the
matter here; he is concerned to develop an understanding
of the theonomous character of morality in which the
fundemental relatedness of religious indicatives and
‘moral imperatives can be demonstrated. His method for
doing so is, as we anticipated earlier, fo maks the
ontological foundation of the moral imperaﬁive synonymous
with the ontologlcal heaning of religious claims. Thus
God's reveiation of himéelf throughout the Bible and
particularly in Christ as the New Being can be expressed
in religious indicatives, the_real meahing of which is to
say. something about man's existence in the world, his
eatrangement from his essence, and his relationship with
Being-itself. This reduction of the ﬁeaning of'religious
claims, while it éupports Tillich's interest in main-
taining the autonomy of a morality derived from religion
in the Kantian sense, nevertheless becomes problematic
since Tillich does not really come to terms with the full

meanihg of the claims which are most necessary to support.

lGeorge A. Lindbeck, "Natural Law in the Thought °
of Paul Tillich," Natural Law Forum, Vol. 7 (1962), p. 86.
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his interpretation of moralityo These two problems, the
nature of a theonomous moralitj and the ihterpretation of
réligious Indicatives; need to be examined carefully
before we.dan evaluats Tillich'é description of the logie
of decision in religious morality.

Tillich's formulation of théohomous morality is
an attempt to avoid the dangers and inadequacies which he
sees implicit in autonomous and heteronomous morality and
to resolve the difficulties accompanying these alterna-
“tive accounts. For Tillich, autonomy could mean three
different things, only one of which need be maintained in
a theonomous account of morality. Firstly, Tillich claims
that the positivist and exisﬁentialist understandings of
morality rest uponwa notion of the autonomy of values and
the fresdom of each individual with regard to such values
which Tillich rejects as having dangerous and unavoidable
consequences. Any attempt to "make ethics independent of
ontology" leads to total ethical relativism in which the
validity of moral values becomes a problem for which there
is no adequate solution. The attempt to claim that there
is no moral law standing over againét man's existence
which bpth compels and empowers his obedience to it ié
untenable; it represents our refusal to'recognise the
unconditional demand which alone can resolve and bring
to fulfillment the dilemﬁas andlambiguities described by
existentialists. This-appears to be for the most part a
moral rather than a logical argument against this version

of the autonomy of morality. The second notion of
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autonomy which is not to be rejected by but rather sub-

sumed under a theonomous morality is what Tillich calls

nl

the "autonomy of ethical research. This geems to be

the attempt to conduct an investigation into the naturse
of values which is fres frém any dependence upon a
particular tradition or any specific cultural and histor-
ical content given to morality. However, as Tillich
argues,

o« o o thls argument disregards the fact that
even the seemingly autonomous research in
philosophy in general and ethics in particular
is dependent on a tradition which expresses an
-ultimate concern, at least indirectly and
unconsciously. Autonomous ethics can be autono-
mous only with respect to scholarly waethod, not
with respect to its religious substance.<

Tillich seems here to argue that the philosophical method,
which he appears to assume is an objective, impersonal
description not unlike a scientific method, cannot find
the resolution to the ultimate concern which motivates its
search-in such a disinterested description of morality.
This claim would of course only hold true given that
Tillich's description of the project’of philosophy is

true and that indeed evefy such philosophical attempt has
a religious substance implicit within it,d The third

sense of autonomy which Tillich uses as the basis for

Lpi11ich, ST IIT, p. 285,
Ibid.; underlines mine.

: 31t appears, however, in this case, as in others,
that this is an unfalsifiable claim,
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theonomous ethics derives from the definition of the

word, autos nomos, the inner law.t

Tillich's argument‘against heteronomous ethics
is that it makes moral decisions subjJect to the laws or
norms or will of a power alien %to man. Not only is
heteronohy unsatisfactory because the fundamental moral
law must be self-imposed, it is also incapable of pro-
viding an adequate reason or motivation for obedience to
it.> 1f motivation for the making of moral decisions 1is
a function either of an uitimate concern‘oﬁ of the project
of the person to become a centred self, then only some-=
thing like "the inner law of one's'being" can fulfill that
motivation or be its adequate object. Any attempt there-
fore to formulate a religious ethic ‘in which a person is
made subject to the will of God external to his own human
nature is an instance of-such>imposition characteristic
of heteronomous ethics. -Presumably this is elso the '
reason for Tillich's polemic against "theological ethics!
as a discipline which is attempting to determine the‘
nature of morality from without or prejudice a reasoned
inquiry into the moral iaw on the basis of a particular,
historical content given to that 1awa3 The presupposition
of this attack on a religiods, heteronomous ethic reveals
again the way in which Tillich treats the meaning of |

religious indicatives. Not all those who claim that

1See above, p.168<9, 3§2 III, po 284 -5.

216, p. 136.
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morality is a matter of obedience to the will of God
would claim that God‘is a stranger to human existence
nor that his will is alien. On the other hand, one
need not necessarily have to say that God is not a
stranger nor his will alien becéusé this will is

identifiable with the law of our own esssential being.l

For Tillich, however, this choice is clear: either one
accepts that the will of God is the law of our essential
being or one adopts the viéw that God’s law is foreign
to us and therefore cannot in a meaningful way command

our obedience,2

Tillich considers the inadequacies of autonomy
and heteronomy gregt enough to develop a new under-
standing of morality as theonomous énd'it is this which
he attempts to describe in philosophical terms in

Morality and Beyond. Here he demonstrates what he calls

the religious dimension, source, and element i'n..moralityo
Religion is defined as "the self=transcendence-of the ’
spirit toward what is ultimate and unconditioned in
being and meaning," and-moraliti, which is obedience to
the unconditional moral imperative,A"gives ultimate
seriousness . . . to religion,"3 As a corfelate to the
seriousness which morality gives to the religious quest,

Tillich defines the religlous dimension of morality as

1Cf° Paul Ramsey, Nine Modern Moralists (Prentice-
Hall, Englewocod Cliffs, New Jersey, 1962), p. 18l4.

2LPg, p. 76,

3Me&B, p. 9-10.
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precisely "its unconditional character.™ Since uncon-
ditionality is "the awareness of our belonging to a
dimension that transcends our own finite freedom," both
religion and morality are constituted by the same aspéct
of human existence, namely the transcendence of a person
toward that which is ultimate.2 Morality is thus religious
in so far as it is charadterised by this quest for an
unconditional demand beyond finite existencs. Religion .
is not only present in the nature of the project of
morality, it is also present in its solution. The
'appropriate unconditional demand for an autonomous
morality is, as we have already seen, '"that man become
actually what he is essentially, a person within a come
minity of persons."> Thus formulated, this demand can
only arise from a religious sourcé, a source which is
itself transcendent or ultimate, which is absolute or
unconditioned and which also ehpowers a person's obed-
ience to it. This religious'source, Tillich ciaims is
agape. It is agape which "transcends the finite possi-
bilities of man" and which . includes within itself the
demands of justice that each person be acknowledged as
a person.u Thus it is agape alone which can provide the -
content in terms of specific moral imperatives by which
the unconditional moral demand can be fulfilled. The

religious element in morality is also constituted by the

11bid., p. 14. 31v1d., p. 30.

> .
Ibid., p. 17 thidog p. 35, 33.

P
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religious source, agape, for it can provide the motiva-
tion needed for moral obedience by creating the condi-
fions for its own fulfillment. Since the unconditional
demand to become actually what we are essentially
"presupposes the contrast between our essential and our

' it alone does not have the power which

actual being,'
can move us to be obedlent to it, namely grace.1 Grace
is constituted both by an objective aspect;, since it
creates "a state of reunion in which the cleavage between
our true and our actual beihg is fragmentarily overcoms,
‘and the rule of the commanding law is broken," and a
subjective aspect which 1s our "acceptanée of the message
that we are accepted,"2 The religious element in morality
thus "fulfills what the méral imperative demands" and
further motivates the actualisation of our true selves
in existencs,

One cannot fail to be impreéséd.again by the ease
with which Tillich correlates>religion and morality on
the basis of definitions. Our dissatisfaction is, however,
not only with the circularity of the argument but with the
real ambiguity which is introduced by this description of
theonomous morality. Firstly one wonders whether there is
any difference in content between theonomous and autonomous
morality. 1Is asutonomous morality as obedience to the inner
law of one's essence implicitly theonomous or does the

theonomous character of morality make a significant

ZIbid., p. 58, L9.

o ————

1., . '
Ib1d°s Po hu=5e
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difference to it? The precise distinction between
theonomy and asutonomy -may be more apparent than real.

On the other hand, however, Tillich has so defined
autonomous morality that it simply cannot be realised
without a feligious source and motivation. The religious
notion éf agape is by definition that which compensates
for the inadequaéies of autonomous morality and it is-
this maneouvre which seems to make ﬁheonomous morality
possible at all. 1Is morality thus dependent by definition
upon religion and unable to be "united with its own depth"
without agage?l If this is the case, thén it is clear
that we need a further explanation.of the basis upon
which such a claim for ggape and for theonomous morality
1s being made. Tillich claims:

In a theonodmous situation reason actualizes

itself in obedience to its structural law and

in the power of its own inexhaustible ground.

Since God (theos) is the law (nomos) for both

the structure and the ground of reason,; they

are united in him; and their unity is manlfest
in a theonomous situation.2 :

Théonomy therefore represents the highest unity to be
achieved in the essential structure of being, thus
requiring that both autonomy and heteronomy be resolved

in the actualisation of theonomya3

st 1, p. 9k

Ibid.

3That this process is somewhat similar to a
dialectic has been suggested by Midgley, "Paul Tillich's
New 3cience of Values," Western P011t10a1 Quarterly,
Vol. 15, No. 2 (1962), p. 250.
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In the Systematic Theology, Tillich claims that

"actual theonomy is autonomous ethics under the Spiritual
_Presence.™ it is by the description of such a "presence"
that Tillich hopes to show the relevance of specifically
Christian cléims fér morality and to strengthen his argu-
ment for the grounding of moral imperatives in the
structure of esséntial bteing. The spirit, Tillich claims,
is a dimension of life in which man experiences "the unity
of power and meaning in himself" and by which he is able
to undersfand the Divine Spirit which appropriates and
‘transcends his own.2 .Likewise, man's spirit is itself a
manifestation of the Divine Spirit experienced by man as

a dimension of life which is ultimate.> The character of
this Spiritual Presence is its ecstatic quality exper-
ienced as a "meaning=beéring power" in which man partici-
pates snd which he can actualise in his own creativit‘,y»,4
The two "creative manifestations” of this Presence are
faith and love, both of thch derive from the "transcendent
union'" experienced by man as a reunion of his existential
and essential being. In his definitions of faith and love,
Tillich succumbs to the circularity we first examined in

Biblical Religion and the Search for Ultimate Reality,

and here agaln the outcome is equally unsatisfying.
Faith is known and experienced by man before the Spiritual

Presence as the striving for a life beyond the ambiguities

st 111, P. 285. 3bid., p. 120-21,

°Ibid., p. 118. b1via., p. 122, 124, 127.
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of this existence and csn thus also be called "ultimate

" However, since this striving is a function of

concern.
man's spirit and since his spirit is a manifestation of
the Divine -Spirit, faith éannot find fulfillment except -
as man is grésped ér opened up by the Spiritual Presence.
Faith thus is "the state of being grasped by the tran-
scendent unity of uﬁambiguous 1ife" which then invades the
conflicts, contradictions; and ambiguities of existence

allowing man to participate in that which is unambiguousol

‘Likewise love can be found "in all the functions of the
mind" and has "roots 1niﬁhe innermost core of life itself."”
As such, love is both a drive of life itself manifested

as the human striving for reuniting that which is separ-
ated and "an imposéibility for the human spirit by itself."

It is faith which "embodies love as the state of being

taken into that transcendent unity" and thus the Spiritual
Presence brings about the unity of being which fulfills
the strivings of human emotion, will and intellect. At -
this point Tillich claims

in relation to God the distinction between-faith

and love disappears. Being grasped by God in

faith and adhering to him in love is one and the

same state of creaturely life. It is participa-

tion in the transcendent unity of unambiguous

life.? :
The question which must now be considered is whether the
content of all religious claims will in the same way be

translated into statements about man himself sand whether

lxbid,,'p° 137, 142, 2Ibido, p. 147,
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such a translation can do jJjustice either to the objective

content of these claims or to their moral implications.

In The Courage to Be, Tillich attempts to describe

the character of the relationship between Cod and man in
terms of man's experience of courageol Courage is defined
as an attitude of self-affirmation in spité of the threat
of non=being and, since it is being alone which can and
does overcome non-being, courage requires by definition.
an ontological foundationa It is this very foﬁndation,
however, which deprives the notion of any ethical conno-
‘tation it might have for courage becomes the manifestation
in man of the overcoming of non-being on the level of
essential being. Courage is thus a necessary part of
human existence in. so far as that existence 1is already
indicative of the overcoming of n0n=being,2 However,
Tillich wants to make courage more than this in that it
'is also defined as an attitude which overcomes all forms
of anxiety and despair. These forms of non-being are the
ones which threaten the very heart and depth of man's
existence, the most difficult being the anxiety of meaning-
lessness and emptiness threatening man's spiritual self-

affirmation.- It is the experience of this anxiety which

1Fontana Library of Theology and Philosophy
(Collins, London, 1969); hereafter abbreviated CTB. -

2How precisely the creation of man can serve
both as an overcoming of non-being and as the actuali-
sation of further separation, since there are now many
- existing beings, is a very difficult issue to understand
in Tillich's thought.

3ri111ch, CTB, p. 169-173.
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Tillich describes as the boundary of the human situation
and it is just here that man can expsrience or be grasped
by absolute faith,! ‘At this point the courage to be
becomes "an expression of faith and what 'faith' means
must be understood through the courage to beo"z

Yet Tillich also claims that this faith and
courage are revelatory and give us some insight into the
character of God. "The courage to be in its radical form
is a key to an idea of God which transcends both mysticism
arid the person-to-person encounter,"3 However, it is -
curious that here where we might expect to find some clue
into the nature of God, we are nof tolad anything oiher
than what we already know, naﬁely that courage "shows us
thé nature of being, it shows that the self-affirmation
of being is an affirmation that overcomes negationo'u
Through deeper penetration into the many symbols used to
speak about God, Tillich removes them one by one as
obstacles to the tfue God who is "God above Goé," and in
exberiencing absolute faith we discover that no reliéious
affirmations about God can be made at all. Absoluts

faith is "the accepting of the acceptance without somebody

libid., p. 183.

°Ibid., p. 167. Cf. p. 166, 182, in which faith -
and courage are synonymous with one another9 and p. 171,
176, in which faith is considered to be the cause of
courage.

31bid., p. 173.

thido
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or something that accepts, and thus it requires the
"God above God" to provide it with the necessary power
of being to overcome -the radical doubt which it must
face. As Tillich describes it:
It is simply faith, undirected, absolute. It
is undefinable, since everything defined is
dissolved by doubt and meaninglessness. Never-
theless,; even absolute faith is not an eruption

of subjective emotions or a mood without objec-
tive foundations.

Its objectivity is provided by the power of being by
which a person is grasped,'which he can directly exper-
iénceg and which he can then only symbolise after its
apprehension. | '
Tillich does claim to be concerned about the
charge that religious symbols or assertions are merely
an‘"illﬁsionary suﬁport of or a desfructive interference
with autonomous morals."3 Yet it is precisely because
he continuously attempts:to g0 behind religious assertions
to find their ontological meaning or ground ﬁhat he seems
to beg this question altogether. Religious cléims are -
made to fit a pre-existing scheme in which assertions
régafding the actions of God and those regarding man's
condition or attitudes are defined in terms'of éach other.

Any significant difference that the one set of assertions

L _
Ibid., p. 179. ©f. J. Heywood Thomas, op. cit.,
P 66=7, where he analyses the nature of Tlllléh's dis-=
cussion of God in CTB and shows the emptlness of Tillich's
claims regardlng tEI— "God above God,"

21bid., p. 171.

3sr 111, P. 269.
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might make to the other 1s thus excluded a priori. This
can be illustrated by reference to those -assertions
which the Christian would claim are the most significant
in terms of the moral life he is to lead, namely claims-
about the Incarnation. 1In the historical existence of
the man, Jesus, Tillich finds the presence of the New
Being. It is this which man in his estranged and power-
less existence has been seeking in order to fulfill the
demand placed upon him that he fulfill what he is in
essence. The incarnation is thus the necessary, though
'paradoxical, correlative to man's search for the power
of being. |

If there were no personal life in which exis-

tential estrangement had been overcome, the

New Being would have remained a quest and an

expectation and would not be a reality in time

and space. Only if the existence is conquered

in one pointe--a personal life, representing

existence as a whole==is it conquered in prin-

ciple, which means "in beginning and in power,™
It is therefore the result of the incarnation that an
individual is able to 6vercome the estrangement in his
own life and his reiationships with others.

Tillich claims that there is an objective and a
subjective side to thié salvation available in éhrist;
it is both a divine action and a human response. The
action of God means that a new state of being has bseen

created which is to be found in the person of Christ and .

which is universal in so far as it is a possibility in

1'§£P= II, po 113=1ho
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which any person can participate. The New Being means
the presence of power to man, a "healing" power which is
able to overcome estrangement in man'’s existence. In
the desgcription of the objéctive action of God in the
bringing of salvation ahd the atoning ectivity, however,
Tillich understands these actions both in terms of their
ontological meaning and in terms of the effects which'
they have upon human existence. With regard to salvation
Tillich claims, |

It corresponds to the state of estrangement as
the main characteristic of existence. In this
sense, healing mesns reuniting that which is
estranged, giving a centre to what is split,
overcoming the split between God and man, man
and his world, man and himself.l

Likewise with reference to the atonement, Tillich relates
lahguagé about God}s action to 1angﬁage about man’'s
existence by ciaiming that the former can be understood as
the cause of some change of affairs in the latter. Thus:

The doctrine of atonement is the description
of the effect of the New Being in Jesus as the
Christ on those who are grasped by it in their
state of estrangement. This definition points
to the two sides of the process of atonement,
to that in the manifestation of the New Being
which has an atoning effect and to that which
happens to man under the atoning effect.?

It is just such a translation of the objective element in
the atonement as the creation of an effect which is

actualised or made effective "only if man reacts and

11pid., p. 192.

ZIbid,, P. 197; underlines mine.
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accepts the removal of guilt," which is suspicious. As
Heywood Thomas suggests,

e o o 1t must be emphasised that the doctrine

of Atonement is not capable of interpretation

as a description of certain psychological pro-
cesses . . » however the first statement is to
be interpreted it must always be a statement
about God and so is not a description of a

state of affairs capable of exhaustive empirical
verification. 1In so far as the doctrine of
Atonement makes reference to God at all it is a
description of transcendent actions and so

incapable of reduction to any set of statements
which contain merely empirical language.l

The result of this translation is, however, that
.Tillich can now move with apparent ease betwéen religious
assertions and their ethical implications. What is neces-
sary for the Christian moral 1ife is that union with God
 be re-established by participation in this New Being and
it is this power f}om which ethical actions will flow,
"only a New Being can produce a hew action," Tillich
claims, and it is because the right conditions are now
produced in man's exiszence that man cah perform effective
moral action within the world and in relation to his "
fellow men. The inéight Christians have gained which
goes beyond autonomous morality is that we are not to seek
our own galvation for this.leads to "hard toil and tragiec

failurao"a Thus the only religious indicative which is of

- 17, Heywood Thomas, op. cit., p. 109. Cf. G. B, .
Martin, Tillich's Doctrine of Man (Nisbet, Welwyn, Herts.,

1966), p. 178=9. Martin raises a similar issue with
regard to the proclamation "Jesus is the Christ." Do we
say this because Jesus has transforming power over us as
we come to know him and is the meaning of our proclamation
that he effects such a change in our existence?

28T 1I, p. 92.
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any consequence to morality is that the New Being which
overcomes the existential estrangement all people face
Eut cannot conquer alone is now available in Christ
through our participation in the Spiritual Presence.

This in itself does not yield any moral imperatives for
man's action but pfesupposes an appraisal of human
existence in which value judgements have already been
made. What ought to be happening in human 1life 1s known
by an investigation of man's nature: existential
estrangement ought to be overcome; man sghould be reunited'
‘with that from which he'is separated; man should become
what in essence he really is. Martin has claimed that
for this reason the religious indicative becomes funda-
mentally unnecessary. .

Those uncommitted to the Christian revelation

as Tillich defines it might find equal saving

power in the contemplation of the life and

death of a Socrates, a Rabbi Akiba, or_a
Mahatma Gandhi-=to mention only a few.l

Would Tillich be willing to say that the power to fulfill
the moral law can be found in other great historicsal
figures and that wherever it is found-it has equal
validity with that found in Christ?

It would seem that hs intends to maintain ths -
uniqueness of Christ and that this is done by finding
the ontological meaning of Jesus' words, deeds, and
suffering, a meaning which is not to be found in other

persons who have spokeﬁ,vacted, or suffered. Tillich

1Martin, op. cit., p. 179.




finds three expressions of the New Being in Jesus and
offers his understanding of the ethic#]. significance of
each expression. The first expression is to be found in
the words of Jesus, his preaching and teaching. Some
might claim that the significance of Jesus for ethical
action is that his teachings can be interpreted as
"doctrihal and ethical laws" to which the Christian
affirms his obédient_:eo Tillich claims, however, that
this is a legalistic interpretation of Jesus, the result
of which will be a form of self-gsalvation in which the
'Christian is bound to do exactly what Jesus told people
to do. We must, however, look not to the content of
Jesus' words but rather to their power, a power which -
they have because he is himgelf the Word or 'the final

ml

self-manifestation of God to huménityo The reasoning

“behind such a clalm on Tillich's part is apparently that,
since .Jesus is himself "more than all the words he has
spoken, " any attempt to coﬂsider him as simély a relige-
-ious and moral teacher is to make him into another person.
However, it is surely not the case that all those who
would take the teachings of Jesus-as a source for moral
imperatives intend to or actualiy do separate what he

said from who he was, for it is precisely because of his
unique person that his words are taken seriously. It is_

therefore not clear that Tillich's alternative is the

lst 11, p. 139-140.

2Ibid,, P. 14O; underlines mine. Is this not an
empty assertion?
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only avallable one to legalism. According to Tillich,
Jesus'! words "have the powsr to create the New Being";
Christians are obedient to those words as they allow

themselves to be grasped by this power. In this way

Jesus' words are "transformed into realityo"l

.Another view of ethical action in response to
Jesus might emphasize the second expression of the Neﬁ
Being, namely Jesus' deeds, and would claim that
Christians are called to follow Jesus' example. This
interpretation of Christian ethics would centre on the
demand to imitate Christ or to make onefs life "into a
copy of the life of Jesus, "2 Agaih, Tillich makes his
point by placing his opponent in a falsely extrems posgi-
tion and he has bought his victqry at the price of insig-

nificance. Imitatio Christi must not contradict the

"meaning" of Jesus' traits which is‘precisely to shbw
ﬁhat he is the New Being; thq only adequate understanding
of imitation is, for Tillich, "that we, in our .concrete-=
ness, are asked to participate in the New Being and to be
transformed by it, not beyond, but within, the co»ntim‘=
gencies of our 1ife."3-'Any form of imitation therefore
which becomes "a new law” is likewise inappropriate to
Christian ethical aqtiono Finaily, the third expression

of the New Being, namelj Jesus' suffering, also has an

Ibid, - ' 3Ibido

,
Ibid., p. 141,
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ontological meaning. Suffering is necessary if separa-
tion is to be overcome and man must participate in the
power brought‘by this suffering in order to be reunited
with his essence.

Only by taking suffering and death upon him-

self could Jesus be the Christ, because only

in this way could he participate completely

in existence and conquer every force of

estrangement which tried to dissolve his

unity with God.l
Here Tillich is concerned to argue with those who would

separate Jesus'! sacrificial death as "the opus suvperero-

gatorium which makes it possible for God to overcome the
conflict between his love and his wrath.”a This view does
not emphasize what for Tillich is the fundamental signifi-

cance of Jesus' person of -which the necessary consequence

is his suffering aﬁd death, namely that he i1s "the
appearance of the eternal God=Mahhood under the conditions
of existence" and as such causes the New Being to be |
present in power to men. | |
Tillich's attempt to maintain the uniqueness of
Christ and to claim that in his person as the New Being
alone is the source of power for the moral life has |
resulted in making clear precisely those religious con-
victions which do have a transforming effect upon the

whole of his ethic, including its foundation upon

Ibid,

5
Ibid., p. 142. Tillich is here discussing
Anselm, _ ' ' , f
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ontologicsal assertions, and it will be best to close

with an analysis of thilis transformism particularly as

it is seen in his work, Love, Power and Justice. As
Paul Ramsey suggests in his essay on Tillich, the whole
of Tillich's ontological analysis is carried out "within

nl

a parenthesis first drawn by Christology. If this is

so then there wmust be at the heart of Tillich's under-=
gtanding of ethics an indicative which cannot be and is
not translated into statements which are by definition
true of our existence nor which can be reduced to state-
ments about man himself. Ramsey is not'unaware of the
difficulties in undertaking such a search for "the
Christian concepts he [Tillich] employs have in fact
themselves already suffered transformation by the general

philosophical insights of a particular school,"2

The
monism which Tillich attempts to develop creates sefioué
broblems for the Christian understanding of the God and
man relationship since, in Tillich's explanation of love
as the estranged seeking reunion, one can see "in the
shadows the idealistic Absolute going through the
undulations of separatibn or estrangement from itself
and then rejoining itself. "3 Yet Ramsey maintains that

in at least two respects Tillich's prior understanding

of the nature of the divine<human relationship derives

1Ramsey, op., cit., p. 183,
°Ibid., p. 184,

BIbido
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from the biblical understanding and these presuppositions
transform his ontological speculations.

| The first area in which this can be seen 1is
Tillich's notion of agape which "'cuts into' the other

qualities of love to purify and elevate them, "L

The
descriptions of justice and power which Tillich offers
both point and indeed drive forward towards agape; each
description is thus affected by Tillich's conviction that
justice and power must; in the end, rely upon the trans-
forming power of love to be fulfilled as justice and powe_r'o2
Ramsey does not wish to'dlaim after this observation that
Tillich attempts to deduce ethical imperatives from a
general prineciple of love which is known or believed
beforehand. Indeed Tillich himself rejects "the theory
that love adds some spscific contents to natural justice"
or even that love transcends justice "by its additional
information about the contents of the moral life."3
Rather, the transformation which Ramsey has in mind is
that in which

love "gives another dimension" to practicai

reason or to natural justice, and it is from

the determinate meaning and quality of this

other Bimension” that there flows the trans-

forming power of love upon justice which

produces creative justice, and the radical

conversion even of the most dynamic propor-

tional justice and its redirection as an act
of self-surrender changing the proportions.l

When we look closely at the analysis of creative justice

libia,, p. 186. 31v1d,

2 L
Ibid., p. 187. Ibid., p. 191.




which Tillich proposes, for example, it 1s possible to
see that love has affected the nature 6f that justics.
It is love that "recognizes what justice dehands"; namely
listening, giving and forgivingol It is particularlyAin
the qualities of giving and forgiving that love has
created a new dimension to justice which is not intrinsic
to justlce itself, yet is crUC1al to the fulfillment of
that justice. 'Again with regard to proportional justice,
love demands a type of selfesurrender not intrinsic to
that.justice but which love alone requireso2 Indeed
‘Tillich's description of the dlfferent forms of love is
also founded upon his conviction that love converts love,
"transforming and redirecting it" towards agape or
"eovenant love."S - ~Agape "purifies" or "elevates" the

other types of love (eros, philia, libido) so that it is

possible for all of them to exist in unity togetheroh

Yet, as Ramsey argues, this égégg simply cannot be assimi-
-~ lated again "to the genseral hotion of love as en inherent

nisus of the soul toward reunion of the separated," for

the claim that each individual should become reunited

with the unity to which he belongé is already a claim

basedbupon forgiving love expressed by Tillich as the

acceptance of the unacceptable,5 This demand for reunion

11p5, p. 8L-6,

ZIbida,'pe 83.

3Ramsey, og, cit,, p. 100,

hres, p. 116=119°

SRamsey, op. cit., P. 193..

I - -
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is thus not a "natural™ claim upon man but a demand of
love=transformed-justice. It is love alone which can
require "that this claim be accepted and that he be
accepted who is unacceptable in terms of proportional

justicea"l

A similar transformation occurs in Tillich's '
discussion of morality as a function of the spirit. The
MOral imperative, Tillich claims, is first known or
experienced in '"the psrson-to-person encounter" and it is
in this encounter that the unconditional validity of this
imperative is recognised.2 Is this not again a biblical
notion of love as personal relatioh establishing itself
right at the heart of morality itself? What before was
an unconditionally valid moral imperative experienced as
"our essential being over against our state of existential
estrangement™ now turns out to be in fact the claim of |
.énother person "to. be a‘person and to be dealt with as a
person,"B Indeed; that a whole community of persons
should be involved in the reunion of the self with its
essence is surely the claim made by agape and not the
discovery of an ontological snalysis. Tt is with the
understahding of love as agape that Tillich can then

claim that "life has love in itself as one of its

1rps, p. 86.
) |
ST III, p. L3, 47.

Ibid., p. 43. Cf. our discussion earlier of
the moral imperative as described in M&B.




194
constitutive elements, From this conviction slone can
Tillich "lay down as the basic formula of love something
which, so farvfrom commanding instant assent, requires
his whole philosophy of béing for the articulation of
its very meaning, hamely, 'Being.taking Non-Being into
1tself.'"2 As love 1s at the beginning of our awareness
of the moral imperative, so it also creates the fulfill-
ment of these demands in the end, for it is the Spirit
which "elevates the person into the transcendent unity
of the divine life and in so doing it reunites the
'estranged existence of the person with his essence."3

There is another religious conviﬁtion with which
Tillich analyses the,natuye of love, power; and justice,
however, and this has to do with his eschatological
vision of the Kingdom of God. Tillich's understanding of
this divine unity in which God and man will be reunited
and which wiil be achieved in the futﬁre kingdom has
also transformed his analysis of human existence itself.-
For he affirms that not only are love, power and justice
one in the divine ground, "they shall become one in human
existence. "t What has transformed Tillich's understanding

of these qualities and attitudes in human existence is his

lLPJ, p. 26,

2Roblnson, op. cit., p. 289. The internal quote
is from LPJ, p. L49. )

st 111, P. 290.

hLPJ, p. 108,




195

understanding of their divine nature which will be made
manifest in the holy community;l Indeed, the transfor-
mation is so complete, Ramsey suggests, that he is moved
to wonder "whether what wé have here is not actually a
phenomenology of tbe kingdom of God and of his Christ,"2
The future is viewed by Tillich as a time of universal
fulfillment in whicﬁ God's redemptive p&wer will overcome
fully the power of non=being, It is fulfillment within
this divine and universal fulfillment which constitutes
‘the ultimate claim of justice, a clalm which it is the
duty of loventransformed;justice (that is, creative
justice) to bring about.> In fact, God himself is one
who deals in creative justice ahd does not bind himself
to proportional justice for the sake of bringing to
fulfillment the lives of those who might be excluded
according to natural jﬁsticeeu A neutral description

of human existence, or even of the structure of reality
as a whole, cannot of itself bear this conclusion
regarding the future because the natural tendency of the
creation, indicated by the notion of natural justice, is
freely altered by God himself andjby others who exercise
this love-transformed-justice. This alteration or trans-

formation, Tillich affirms in hope, will lead to the

11bid., p. 110, 111, 116.

2Ramsey, op. cit., p. 186,
’32'2.-9 P 6&“5@

brbid., p. 66.




196
fulfillment of human existence, a fulfillment which can
now only be "a fragmentary anticipatioh" of the future,
but which is effective now in the loving actions of the
spiritual community.l Tillich's revision of naturalAlaw
ethics, which we suggested.before, is thus that he
identifies "the telos of love, the overcoming of separa-
tion, with the telos of the fundamental dynamism of
being." It is then possible to claim that "All natural:
laws can then be subsumed under the law of love."® As
Robihson has argued, "rigorism, a new naturalism, and
-something 1ike possession by the divine Spirit all hang
together within the texture of Tillich's thought" and
form the basis of his ethic of agape, expressed in

imperatives to reunite that which is separated.3

1pi4., p. 124.

®Lindbeck, op. cit., p. 89.

3Robinson, op. cit., p. 289,



CHAPTER VI
IMPERATIVE ETHICS

It will be instructive at this point to con-
sider the work of Emil Brunner as another example of
theoretical Christian ethics. Brunner's approach is
interesting in contrast to that of Tillich, not the
leasf because he gives a radically different account of
'the relationship of Christian morality with natural or
autonomous morality. His criticisms of moral philosophy
and in particular his attack against Kant have raised a
good deal of discussion regarding both the relevance of
Christian ethics to philosophicallsystems and the nature
of religious epistemology. It will be useful for us to
begin therefore with Brunner's-discussion of moral
philosophy since it furnisheé the background for his
own development of the nature of Christian morality.
These problems are faCed,again in the development of
his actual position on the nature of Christian ethics,
for in the exposition of his "theblogy of crisis"
Brunner makes assertions which are themselves problematic
for the philosopher and which msake the analysis of
ethics in the Christian context even more problematic.
As far as possible in analysing Brunner's exposition,

"~ we will try to view it from the inside and will use the

notion of self-involving language both to come to terms
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with his ethic on its own ground and to indicate its
possible relevance for the philosophical study of ethiecs.
Finally, a critical évaluation of the logic of decision
in Brunner's thought, particularly with reference to the
challenge of the naturalistic fallacy, will be appro-
priate and will make use of some philosophicsal criticisms
of his position.

Brunner begins his analysis of The Divine

Imperative by attempting toc show the contradictions and

limitations involved in establishing an autonomous and
completely rational system of ethics,1 The fundamental
contradiction in what Brunner callé "pational ethics™ is
to be found in the two different views of the relation
between "is" and "ought" represented by two major types
of ethical theory, naturalism and idealism., Natubalism,
Brunner claims, "consists of the more or less 1ogicél |
éttempt to explain the ﬁoral life from natural facts, or
to base 'morality'%=that is, the 'right'! life-=upon such
facts."® Because this ethic is based upon a concept‘of
the good life, a description of the value to be found in
3

1ife itself, Brunner also called it eudaimonism.

Idealism on the other hand is founded upon a moral law

lrransl. 0live Wyon (Lutterworth, London, 19&2),
hereafter abbreviated D. I.

5 .
Ibid., p. 36.

3Br'unner, God and Man: Four Essays on the Nature
of Personality, transl. D. Cairns (SCM Press, London,
1936), p. 72=-6; hereafter abbreviated G&M.
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which is independent of this world or life itself and
which appears to man as a "categorical imperative"
demanding his obedience. The loglcal danger of identi-
fying the "ought" of morality with the "is" of natural
life or value is thereby avoided by the idealist emphasis
on "duty for duty's sake" and by the maintaining of the
autonomy of the moral imperative. However, Brunner finds
difficulties in both systems of ethics. Naturalism, he
claims, "does not give any foundation for a genuine
obligation" and idealism cannot "bring its ethical law
of reason into touch with the material realities of the
world of action.™ The former sysfem identifies what is
with what ought to be with the result that the sense of
obligation is lost; the latter separates the two so
radically that any relationship between them becomes
problematic. Brunner suggests that this contradictiqn
can also be considered és the antithesis of the immanence
or transcendence of "ought," an antithesis which again
leads rational ethics into unavoidable conflicts and
which, for Brunner, can only be:surpassed by the Christian
ethic., If the "ought"}is made completely immanent then
essentially no "ought" is left; if it is made transcendent
then either man cannot knoﬁ it or his reason is capable of
formulating this "oughth in which case its transcendence

is lost.2

l1pid., po 73. Cf. D. I., p. 34-52.

2
D. I., p. 45=7,
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Since Brunner judged idealism to be the most
hopeful philosophical attempt to create a real alterna-
tive to naturélism, though Kant did go too far in his
separation of "is" and "oﬁght," and since, in some
respects, Brunner sees his own exposition of the Chris-
tian ethic as-moti?ated by some of the same concerns, we
should examine cfitically his analysis of the Kantian
systemo1 The importance of Kant's formulation of ethics,
according to Brunner, is that he unites two of the
notions by which the moral good can be determined,

namely "the idea" and "law, "2

Kant does attempt to do
justice both to the autonomy of the morai good and to
man's consciousness of a '"thou shalt"” direéted to his
existence. Brunner calls this idealism since the cate-
gorical imperative to wﬁich man owes obedience is
"exactly the same as the Idea of the Good" and in this
way both its autonomy and its‘relation to man are
expressedo3 . However, as Brunner will attempt to argue,
the contradiction between "is" and."ought," and thereby
also the antithesis between an immanent or a transcendent

1

"ought," is deepened to such an extent in Kantian ethics

1In choosing Kant as his real opponent in the
description of ethics, Brunner "shows true discernment,”
H, D. Lewis, Morals and the New Theology (Victor Gol-
lancz, Ltd., London, 1947), p. 32.

2Brunner finds. three such concepts in moral
philosophy upon which its formulation of morality is
founded: value, the idea, and law. Revelation and
Reason, transl. Olive Wyon (SCM Press, London, 19L7),
P. 32L; hereafter abbreviated as R&R,

3p. 1., p. 39.
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that no resolution of the difficulty ié possible on
Kant's own terms. Brunner suggests two major reasons
for this. In the first place, Brunner interprets Kant
as a Gualist in his view of the world and of the self.
and this is a dualism which is essential to Kant's
understanding of autonomy in morals. In the second
place, Brunner believes Kant's ethic to be a purely
formal one in which no content can be given to the
categorical imperative which bears a significant relation-
ship'to the form of the law. 1In both cases, Brunner finds

the. separation of "is"

and "ought" so radical that another
formulation of ethics altogether is necessary; it is this
which Brunner will offer in his account of Christian
ethics.

Brunner claims to find dualism in the Kantian
ethic, particularly as a result of Kant's arguments for
the autonomy of morality, and»he is concerned to indicate
his disagreement with the fundamental pbesuppositions
under which this autonomy is developed. H. D. Lewis has
suggested three such arguments for autonomy in Xant. The
first argument is Kant's attempt to establish the autonomy
of the moral law itself.

[It] is not to be derived in any way from a
natural impulse or tendency . . . Nor is the
content of obligation to be derived from an

anal{sis of any particular reaction of our
own. : _

_ 1Lewis, op. cit., p. 33. This 'is a claim of Kant's

which Lewis agrees with, finding that it "can be identified,
in essentials, with the claim we have made for ethical
objectivity."
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Brunner recognises this as a legitimate attempt to base
morality in that which transcends the natural and is
therefore independent of man's inclinations or wishes,
but what is necessary in ofder to support such a notion
of autonomy is the development of the autonomy of man's
practicai reasbn as well, It is this reason which can
discover the a priori moral law to which one is then |
obligated and from which imperatives are derived. With
accepting a transcendent source of the moral impserative,
Brunner is in essential agreement; however, he could not
accepﬁ that man himself was capable of discovering_it by
the use of his own rational faculties. To clsaim this
would, according to Brunner's definition of the antithesis
common to rational. ethics, be to hold that the moral law
is indeed immanent in relation t§ man and it is just here
that Brunner claims not to be able-to understand Kant's
intention. For, in attempting to transcend naturalisﬁ,
Kant has yet presupposed "a pﬁint of identity between
divine and human knowledge in reason, without which tran-
scendentalism breaks down, and with which faith in God and
in Revelation cannot be combined."k

Secondlj, Kant argues that morality must be

autonomous with regard to mbtivétion for it is a matﬁer
of doing one's "duty for duty's sake." Thus, as Lewis
suggests, Kant holds "that duty must be freely fulfilled,
it must be accepted because of its obligatory character |

and, therefore, independently of any natural urge to act

1p. 1., p. L6,




203

as it requires°"1

In his description of the idealist
position, Brunner offers his interpretation of this
principle. |
~ An act is not good if I do it because I like
doing it, but only if I do it because I ought
to do it, because I "may" not do otherwise.
Thus the principle of the Good can never be

sought in my own imgulses but only in the law
which confronts me. )

It is at this point Brunner c¢laims the dualistic view of
the self emerges since the "fundamental antithesis . . .
between that which is and that which ought to be" is
-internalised and man is split into two selveé.

The intelligible Self is then the Legislator

of the Good . . . the empirical Self becomes

a sense-bound creature, without freedom, the
intelligible Self becomes a God.3

Brunner rejects such dualism on the grounds that man's
"intelligible Self" is not in fact capable of being a
"Lawgiver" to man, for indeed "the Self which is con-
scious of responsibility and pan‘haveba 'sense of guilt'
does not existe"h The-self which direcﬁs one towards the
‘moral law is the self which is characterised by freedom
and which alone can be aware of and impose a dufy upon the

moral agent. This is the third sense in which Kant

'lLewis, op. cit., p. 34.
°p, 1., p. 38.

31bid., p. 46. ©f. Lewls, op. cit., p. 34. "The
pure self 1S conceived in such a way that it invariably
directs itself to what is obligatory, and the empirical
self follows the course of natural desires.”

thid.
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supported the autonomy of morals for "an agent cannot -
have a duty without being aware of that duty." Thus

I cannot be under any obligation to do what |

I do not perceive to be my duty if the ability

to discharge a duty is essential to its being

a duty. Duty must therefore be "self-imposed"
in the sense that I accept or recognize it.l

Since Brunner has rejected already the notion of a legi-
slative self, it is clear that he could not accept this
notion of the self-imposition of morality, nor does he
accept the principle upon which it is based, namely "I
~ought, therefore I can." It is clear that Brunner is
prepared to draw the most radical consequences from
Kant's interpretation of autonomy for he finds this
dualism dangerous and unavoidable. He claims,

if we take the principle of autonomy, and the

identity of the Law-giver and the Self

seriously, then the inmost part of the will

is indeed not only in harmony with, but is

identical with the Divine Will, thus evil can

only be due to the non-intelligible, empirical,

and causally-determined Self; thus it is not

really an evil will but merely a hindrance.?
One senses here that the real crux of Brunner's disagree-
ment with rational ethics is beginning to show itself in
this hint that idealism is "incapable of knowing evil in
its depths."3 It is only when the gap between "is" and

"ought" is no longer internalised in man himself, as

lLewis,'og. cit., p. 35.

2D. I., p- L7.

3par, p. 327-30.
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Brunner will argue in his description of Christian ethics,
that the real seriousness of evil can be confronted and
c;vercome°
Brunner's second major criticism of Kant has to -
do with the formalism of the moral law since it does not
support any relatién between ?ts obligatoriness and the
nature of things'in'themselves. Since morality must be
freed from the interference of any particular set of
natural desires or inclinations, the result is that what
matters in morality is not what the moral agent does but
-only how he does it. The goodness of one's actions is
recognised not only by the content of the actions them-
selves but by whether or not they conform to the law one
has placgd upon oneself, .In Brunner's eyes this becomes
legalism, for |
It is not the content of the will which makes
it good or bad--the same action can at one
time be good and at another time be bad--but

the "form" of_ the will, that is, its harmony
_with the law.l B

For Brunner the value of formalism in allowing the moral
law to be transcendent and even to be'universally appli-
cable cannot outweigh the problemfof defining the contents
of this moral law which surely must be given with some
reference to statements about the nature of God, man or
the world. Brunner claims that Kant would be ﬁnwilling

to do this,

D. I., P- 39.




The difficulty is due to the fact that the
Kantian philosophy offers no link between
the world of existence--and, indeed, the
concrete world, as it now ig=-and that which
ought to be. The imperative "Thou shalt" is
a stranger in this world, it has nothing to
do with things as they actually are.l

Indeed since Brunner interﬁrets Kant as both a dualist
and a formalist, he can see only two ways in which Kant
might give the moral law content, both of which would

be unacceptable to Kant and to himself. One possibility
would be for Kant to determine the content of moral
impefatives according to that which denies or subdues
.oneﬁs inclinations and in this way the moral law would
be relevant to man's actual situation. This, however,
would reduce the Kantian ethic to "an ascetic ethic of:
absolute renunciatioh of the world" and it is not clear
at all that Kant could agree to sﬁch an ethic,,2 Another
‘possibility would be to determine the content of impera-
tives by reference to an ethic'of culture or an ethic of
values in which case Kant woﬁld have to relinquiéh fhe
éutonomy of morality in favour of a freely chosen heter-
onomy . Either alternative would both weaken the separa-=

e "

tion of "is" and "ought" and corrﬁpt the notion of "duty

for duty's sake" both of which Brunner wishss to retain

for the development of his interpretation of the Christian
ethic.3

l1bid., p. L8,

21pid.

3Br'unner' claims in addition that when Kant did
come to terms with the material content of his ethic,
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In his book, The Categorical Imperative, H. J.

Paton discusses the nature of autonomy and of formalism

in the Kantian ethic 'and comes to very different con-

1 The

clusions regarding thesa notions than Brunner.
first two meanings of autonomy for which Brunner criti-
cises Ként, for example, are discussed by Paton in a
section entitled '"Misunderstandings," and it is clear
that he intends to argue how far removed the implications
which Brunner draws are from Kant's own understanding.
Paton interprets Kant as saying that natural inclination
is not by itself a sufficient motive of ﬁoral action,
particularly if that action is to be considered good.

He did not mean by this that inclination could not moti-

vate a good action at all, but merely that the motive of

duty provided by practical reason must be present at the

gams_zimgoz According to Paton, Kant avoids naturalism-
ﬁot because he held thaﬁ inclination could not motivate
or determine s morél action, but because that inclination
could not by itself determine what one's duty waso3 ’Thus

what is is not the source of what ought to be. One's

his notion of duty was perverted and became "desire or
inclination somewhat glorified." In attempting to give
concrete imperatives to the formal maxim, Kant risks
naturalism and thereby weakens the is-ought antithesis.
Ibid., p. L9.

15, 7. Paton, The Categorical Imperative: A Study
in Kant's Moral Philosophy (Hutchinson's University
Library, London, 194b). ‘

2Ibidog po L|.8'='9.

31bid., p. 49.
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inclination is indeed an irrelevant ground for deciding
both what one's duty is and that it ought to be obeyed,
but this doss not necessarily imply that a moral judge-
ment is being rendered agéinst inclinations as such. For,
as Paton goes on to demonstrate, "moral action is com-
patible'with the presence of inclination" since maxims
themselves arise -as a result of "the cooperation of |

nl

reason and inclination. It is one of the functions of

the practical reason to transform an inclination or an
interest into an action by the creation of a maxim which
will guide this actiong2 Thus, not onlj are actions often
suggested to us by our inclinatidné, our inclinations
themselves could not result in actions without the use
of - the practical reason.> To say therefore that actions
resulting from reason are good, while those resulting
from inclination are bad is to make the matter deceﬁtivély
éimple and a good deal iess complex than Kant's own
writings justify. | -

Paton therefore also opposes the conclusion ﬁhich
Brunner accepts as a logical consequence of his inter-
pretation of asutonomy, ﬁamely the charge of dualism.
Paton argues that freedom is not pecessarily the quality
belonging to one of_man's sélves, the rational one which
is capable of moral action, and that determination by

natural necessity does not belong exclusively to man's

 rpid., p. S6. 31vbid., p. 83, 49.

2Ibid., p. 83.




209
lesser self. The view that "moral action is wholly free
and all other action wholly determined" is simply
"absurd" and cannot be justly attributed to Kant.t Lewis
interprets this distinction betwsen the "pure" and the
"empirical self as Kant's attempt "to fit into his
system . . . the conviction which he considered, and I
think very rightiy considered, to be axiomatic in moral
thinking--namely, that the idea of obligation involves
the freedom of choiceo'-'2 What does need to be maintained
from Kant's argument for the autonomous practical reason
-is that man is faced with the possibility of choosing
either inclination or duty and of being obedient to either,
though one does not need to emphasise quite so radically
the conflict between inclination and dutye3 Indeed, to
read Kant as a radical dualist seems to exclude the
possibility that there could be a significant conflict
between the two selves at all, a confiict which is at least
partially necessary for the notion of duty to be meaningful
at all.u If there is such a gap between the selves, it is
difficult to see how desires could either hindér or help
moral action, or indeed how one'é?reason could affect or

control one's inclinations.5 The real issue therefore is

11bid., p. 215..
2Lewis, op. eit., p. 35.
31bid., p. 34.

brpiag,
5

Paton, op. cit., p. 254,
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whether the laws of freedom, manifest in the exercise of
man's practical reason, and the laws of necessity, mani-
fest in man's natural inclinations, can be meaningfully
combined in man himself, énd it is for just such an
issue that a solution can be found within Kant. Each of
these ndtions regarding freedom and necessity represents
a point of view with regard to man; that is, man can ﬁe

regarded as "a thing as it is in itself" in which case he

considers himself to be "independent of the laws to which

the sams thing is subject as an appearance or as belonging

to the sensible world,fl Freedom and nécessity becomse
therefore two ways of viewing the whole man and are not
qualities which adhere to one aspect of man or another,
and when considered from the point of view of freedom,
the whole person is subject to and can act responsibly
under the demands of the moral law. With this notibn,
fherefore, "the supposed contradiction disappqars,,"2
Likewise the charge of formalism against Kant,
Paton argues, does not really touch on a significanﬁ
issue in his formulation of ethics for it was precisely
Kant's intention to exﬁlain the form af morality and not

to "moralizeo"3 Natural desires, human goals, or personal

11bid., p. 266-7. That Kant involves himself in
further difficulties by attempting to formulate a meta-
physic in which this "double standpoint" plays an essen-
tial role need not concern us here, for, as Paton says,
"Kant's ethics . . . is not based on his metaphysics:
it would be truer to say that his metaphysics . . . is
based primarily on his ethics.'" Ibid., p. 255. :

2
Ibid., p. 267, 3Ibido, p. T4=5.
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values are not irrelevant in the making of actual moral
decisions though they may be irrelevant in the-formula-
tion of our duty and thus giving content to the cate-
gorical imperative is not barticularly problematic. As
Paton explains:

A mén who is guided by the formal maxim of
morality must not be conceived as acting in
a vacuum, In the light of this maxim he

selects and controls his ordinary maxims of
self-love and inclination.l

Kant is therefore, oh this interpretation, not one who

has forgotten that "moral action has a matter as well as
a form, an empirical as well as an a priori element, and
an object as well as a supreme phihciple," but rather one

who "does not forget. He expects his readers to remember ., "2

Kant does not suppose that our practical moral problems
can be solved by consulting the categorical imperative
alone, for this in itself yields no specific demands.

Kant at once makes it clear that there is no
question--a23 is sometimes supposed=-of deducing
particular duties merely from the empty form of
universal law, On the contrary, we have to
consider the matter which has to be fitted

into this empty form. The matter consists of
our ordinary materisl maxims based on inclina-
tion for definite objects; and what we have to
do is to accept or reject these maxims by the
principle of universality,3

It is just this application of the supreme principle which

Kant demonstrates in his Metaphysic of Morals for the form

of this principle alone cannot entail particular imperaa'

tives of action. To accuse Kant, as Brunner does, of being

lipid., p. 77. 31bid., p. 73.

°Ibid., p. 75.




212
able to fill this formal principle only with ascetic
requirements or the demands of an alien source -is thus
not altogether justified.l

Another important ériticism of Brunner's argument
against rational ethies or natural morality has been
brought forth by N. H. G. Robinson who claims that
Brunner's entire argument must be viewed in the light.of
his belief in the inherent sinfulness of natural man.

It is this conviction on Brunner's bart which colours the
whole of his argument with naturalism and idesalism and

turns it logically into an argument ad hbminemo2 As

Brunner himself suggests philosophical ethics "aims to
complete the process of natural moral clarification” and
is . in this sense a.function of man's pride. Thus,

it is the attempt to base morality upon the
human reason itself, without the additional
aid of irrational-religious and irrational-
conventional sanctions. Philosophical ethics
o e« o 13 at the same time a rational ethic,
the erection of a standard for the will and
for conduct which can be established in ‘
accordance with reason . - . A phllosophlcal
ethic is not necessarily an irreligious ethic;
but its distinguishing feature is the fact
that it always categorically rejects the basis
of a transcendent revelation; in this sense it
is always "an immanental idea."

1o, D. M, MacKinnon, A Study in Ethical Theory
(A. & C. Black, London, 1957), p. 115-16. Sure for Kant
"the notion of goodness takes precedence over that of
duty; if moral goodness is the fundamental form of good- .
ness, that very language bears witness to the precedence
of the notions of goodness and value over those of duty
and obligation." Thus in the charge that Kant's ethiec
is "negative" there is less truth or insight than
invective.

2N° H. G, Robinson, The Groundwork of Christian
Ethics, p. Lb.

3Do Iog p_o 350'
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It would seem therefore that the very antitheses which
Brunner claims to be so problematic in philosophical
ethics are themselves the pesult of man's attempt to
impose a moral standard upon himself without any appeal
to a transcendent source of the-moral law. Rational
ethics "has arisen out of the need to give greater
security to ethical thought than it possesses in its
popular form," but since it relies on reason alone, it
cannot resolve ifs inherent contradictions.l Thus,

in reality the ethical inquiry is sustained by

a deep-seated and hidden motive which seeks

for self-dependent and self-sufficient reason,

morality, man, a greater security than other-
wise they possess.?

The result is, in terms of Brunner's thought, that even
though he is prepared to admit that' the starting‘point of
ethics is the "sihple experience of moral responsibility"
common to all men, an experience which gives rise to.
questions concerning the Good; nevertheless what is
essential to morality is the notion of "commanéi"3 Any -
rafional formulation of morality fails to come to terms
with this notion, and it is a failure to admit a transcen=

dent beyond man's reason, and thus is incapable of defining

N

libid., p. L.
2 .
Robinson, op. cit., p. L46.

3D° I., p- 45, 52. Cf. his analysis of ths
'moral rational perception" of man in R&R, p. 321f.
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a "pure" morality which "assumes the form of a command. "t
A theonomous ethic alone can resolve the contradictions
6f rational autonomous ethics and indeed this latter
enterprise must be abandoned altogether in so far as it-
seeks to establish man's authority over against Godfs.

The rationalisﬁ of the philosophical ethic

can never be combined with the recognition

of a divine self-revelation . . . Autonomy
and theonomy cannot be combined.2

It is in coming to terms with the revelation of God that
morality can come to understand itself and it is when
4moraiity is founded upon God's commands that it becomes
"pure" and the separaﬁion of the "is" and the "ought" is
maintained.

God's revelation of Himself and of His will to
man is for Brunner the only foundation upon which a moral
ought can be based and the only source of moral impera-
tives which will inspire ethical obedience. It is this
revelation which provides

an answef in which the conflict between the
empty but pure form of the command and its
concrete but impure ethical content is ended;
an answer in which good and evil are clearly
distinguished from one another, without
merging again into one at an innermost point;
in which the opposition between good and evil
comes out as clearly as possible, yet without

rending humanity into two separate metaphysical
halves . . »

The Christian ethic based upon such a revelation can offer

a transcendent source of good which is relevant to human

1R&Rr, p. 324. | 31vid., p. 51,

2Do Iop Po LI.6° . : -
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life and which does not force the antithesis of "isg"
and "ought" into man himself, nor set it between nature
and man's reason. What becomes clear in Brunner's
thought is that for him‘tﬁe moée fundamental antithesis
in morality is that between holiness and sin; it is sin
which charaoterises the whole of creation and which is
the root of the inadequacy of rational ethics to offef
8 non-natural, and that means a non-sinful, formulation
of the good., The good can only be known to us by the
revelation of God in which the transcendent and holy
"ought" is shown to be God's will itéelf,

What God does and wills is gdod; all that
opposes the will of God is bad. The Good
has its basis and its existencse solely in
the will of God . . . God is not merely the

guardian of the Moral Law and of the moral
ordinances, but their Creator.l

Since "the Good is based solely on God's trsnscendent

revelation, "

it is not ﬁossible, Brunner claims, for man
to discover it within the natural world or ffdm his own
sense of obligation. God reveals himself as tﬁe realiti
of the higheét value whose will is good and man judges
gbodhess in the world bj this nérmo

Cofrespondingly, the content of Christian ethics
is formulated by God's cbmmandS'and moral action is
characterised by obedience to God's will. Here the
essence of "pure" morality is realised, that is when

human goodness is seen as a function of Good itself,

namely the will of God. Thus, "there is no Good save

11vid., p. 53.
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obedient behaviour, save the obedient will . . . The
Good consists in always doing what God wills at any
particular moment."™ Brunner suggests that as a result
of the centrality of obedience in the Christian ethic,
this ethic is basiéally situational. God's will cannot
be formulated in advance of a situation of decision and
can never be stafed.in terms of general.moral principles
to guide one's choices and actions. This again consti-
tutes one of the distinctive features of the Christian
morality as opposed %o philosophical ethics, since "the
-Christian conception of‘the Good differs from every other
conception of the Good at this very poinﬁ: that it cannot
be defined in terms of principle at all."2 Ethical action
is thus conceived as no longer a matter of deducing impera-
tives from general principles of action but rather of being
open to and ready to act upon the will of God in every

moment.

- The scientific presentation of the Christian
ethic can certainly never represent the Good
as a general truth, easy to be perceived, and
based on a universal principle . . . its task
is to work out scientifically the character-
istic element in the Christian knowledge of
the Good, namely that the Good, as faith knows
it, can never be legalistic, or a matter of
abstract principle . . .3

The transcendence of God's will is thus protected due to

the impossibility of formulating any rationallj acceptable

1Ibid°, p. 83, BIbido, p. 89,

21pid., p. 82.

O ——C————
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or universalisable principles, even a principle of agap ,1

This situationalism of Brunner's understanding of ethical
decision is also expressed in his characterisation of
Christian action as determined by the action of God, as
being performed within the activity of God.

The Good is that which God does; the goodness

of man can be no other than letting himself be

placed within the activity of God. This is

what 'believing' means in the New Testament.
And this faith is the principle of ethics.?2

Christian morality is not only set in the sphere of God's
action but is also dependent upon God's active presence
for its power and effic-acy° Thus,_"Human conduct can
only be considered 'good' when, ahd in so farias, God
Himself acts in it, through the Holy Spirit."3

‘ Two issues seem here to be érucial to Brﬁnner's

understanding of ethical decision and a closer examination

1"The Good is simply what God wills that we
should do, not that which we would do on the basis of a
principle of love." 1Ibid., p. 117. This type of analysis
in which Christian decision is interpreted as a matter of
obedience to the principle of love is given in Joseph
Fletcher's Situation Ethics. Although he too is concerned
to avoid legalism as a slavish obedience to laws and to
affirm the nature of Christian ethics as situational, one
cannot escape the intellectualism in his understanding of
this love. 1Indeed Fletcher concedes the rationality of
his analysis of ethics by giving us a formula or calculus
for determining our actions' according to an ideal of love
inspired by God's revelation of himself in Jesus (see
particularly pages 95-99). This seems to be precisely
the kind of rational confinement of God's will which
Brunner would consider undermining to the essence of
Christian decision as pure openness to whatever God
wills., (Westminster Press, Philadelphia, 1966).

2Ibid., p. S5.

e ——r—

31bid., p. 84,
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of them will serve to clarify the nature of decision-
making. The first problem which arises has to-do with
the relationship between statements about the nature of
God ¥nown by his revelat_ioh of himself and those about
human moral agents., What is the logic of this relation-
ship in Brunner's thought? Secondly, a problem related
to this first one has to do with the nature of one's |
acceptance of religious claims such that ethical decision
and action are bound up with them. What is the natupe of
the relationship between the two aspects of the Christian
life as Brunner interppgts it: Dbelief ahd action? Since
Brunner is unwilling to define the will of God in any
terms which man could discover independently of revelation
and since the content oflthat will cgnnot, by definition,
be identical with the demands of man’s essential naturs,
it remains to be seen what relationship this will of God
éan have to human life and decision. ' |

Of central importance to Brunner's expdsition of
the Christian ethic is his understanding of the nature
of faith which alone can recognise the demands made by
God upon human 1ife and can complete the relationship of
fellowship with God which is the ground of the Christian
moral 1ife. Faith for Brunner is an outlook adopted by
one who believes and is constituted by a judgement regard-
ing God's revelation‘of himself in Christ and a commitment
to give oneself in obedience to the way of life so offered
by that action. Faith is "obedience-in-trust" and

expresses most fully "the dependence of the human act
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upon a foregoing divine act. "t It is this faith which
characterises the Christian ethical life as continual
openness to the will of God in every decision and
which is

the personal answer of self-giving to the
Word of God. 1In this response of self-
giving the divine self-communication first

reaches its goal, and actual fellowship
between God and man originates.

Thus Brunner can speak of faith as both "assent" and
"resolve" for,

In pistis is contalned the personal acknowl-

edgement of the Lord as Lord, obedience, and

the personal acceptance of the divine self-

giving love in grateful, responding love.3
As assent, faith involves the recognition both of God's
revelation in the person and action of Jesus Christ and of
the character of the encounter between God and man which |
was enacted in him. As resolve, faith means the commite
ment of one's'behaﬁiour‘and intentions to actions which
are appropriate to that encounter and wﬁich fﬁ};ill the
relationship God offers to man.

For Brunner, tharefofe,hthe centre of the Chris-

tian life is to be found in the revelatory and recon-
ciling action of God in Christ. Since '"we know God's

will only through His revelation, in His own Word,"u'ahd

since "Jesus Christ Himself is the WOrd,,"5 it is that

1Brunner, The Divine-Human Encounter, .transl.
Amandus W. Loos (SCM Press, London, 1GLL), P 4j9; here-
after abbreviated as D-HE.

2

Ibid. by T., po 11k,

3rbid. 5D=HE, p. 77.
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event which becomes the foundation of the new morality.
In the life of Christ, Brunner claims, God was perform-
ing an action of reconciling man to himself both by
disclosing his nature and his intention to man and by
giving of himself in a deeply personal encounter with
his creatures. Christ's life is an event

in which God confronts the human "I" as "Thou,"
in which man does not dispose of the divine
truth, but receives it in an act of self-
communication on the part of God and in which
this act of communication is not the same as
the deepest act of self-reflection but an

event, in which from beyond human possibilities
God Himself discloses Himself to man.

Brunner's intention in The Divine-Human Encounter was to

argue that the revelation cannot be contained in the form
of doctrines, historical truths, or truths of reason
precisely because he considered it to be a deeply per-
sonal action on the part of God himself. Any doctrinal:
or historical statements are derived from or express the
fundamental revelation which is the opening up_of a new
relationship between God and man. |

The self-revelation of God is no object, but

wholly the doing and self-giving of a subject

-=0r, better expressed, a Person. A Person

who is revealing Himself, a Person who demands

and offers Lordship and fellowship with Him-

self, is the most radical antithesis to every-
thing that could be called object or'objectiveoz'

Because of this personal character of revelation, it does
not come in the form of pronouncements which man is to

accept or rejéct° Pittenger has taken this view in his

1
D, I., p. 50. , 2D=-HE2 P. 53.
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criticism of Brunner's christology. He interprets the
'Christ=event in Brunner as an act in which God speaks
only of himself and Christian faith as a "one-sided
conversation piece" in which God announces his salvation
in a great "either-or" and commands a decision to be made,
either acceptance or rejection of what God saysol Such
an interpretation of Brunner emphasises the character of
faith as assent but cannot do justice to the resolve by
which a believer commits himself to a new relationship
with God.

This resolve is a function of one's willingness
to see in the Christ-event an act of reconciliation in
which God himself is involved in his Word.

That God in His Word does not speak "something"
but Himself also changes the way of '"speaking."
God Himself speaks to myself: that is to say,
His speaking is address. Previously we
expressed it in this way: God delivers to us
no course of lectures in dogmatic theology; He
submits and explains to us no confession of
faith. He does say to me, "I am the Lord thy

- God." His Word is- claim and promise, gift and
demand. Likewise "knowing" also acquires a new
meaning. No longer is it.a question of the
insertion of something into the lmowledge I

possess, the expansion of the intellectual
riches at my disposal; but it is answering

‘1Norman Pittenger, The Word Incarnate: A Study
of the Doctrine of the Person of Christ (Nisbet & Co.,
London, 1959), p. 136. Lewis understands this aspect
of Brunner's thought for he points out that the work of
Christ is "the culmination of God's self-communication
in 'saving history'--not to be confused with a mere
progressive initiation into correct ideas about God, for
the prophetic 'word' is at the same time an ‘act,' . , o
God, in His revelation gives us, not 'a word from God!?
but 'God himself,' the 'Person who speaks' and the 'con-
tent of his teaching' being one." Lewis, Morals and
Revelation, The Muirhead Library of Philosophy (Allen
and Unwin, London, 1951), p. 37.
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personally when personally addressed, and_hence
obedient, thankful confession and prayer.

This communication betwsen God and man in the form of
God's address is God's drawing near to man in love and it
involves both God and his creatures in a relation of
"personal correspondence’ in which a loving relationship
can be fulfilled. Thus Brunner interprets the revelation
not merely as the gaining of new knowledge about God. He
does claim that "God reveals His own Nature" and "God
reveals His will" but this is not meant in the sense of
‘content alone. God reveals Himself "where He gives
Himself."> Tt is as a response to this self-giving that
God demands obedience to his will for human life; it is
faith which responds by inward assent to God's action

and by resolve to be reconciled to God,

From the perspective of God's drawing near to man
in Christ, Brunner considers two biblical action-pictures
of priﬁary importance in descfibing the divine and human
relationship and in indicating the moral responsibility
of the Christian. The firgf is the éctioﬁ of creation in.
which God makes himself known as Lord, appoints man as
the creature responsible to him, judges his creation to
be good, and promises continuing providence and care for

it. This entire creative action is taken as a self-

1Brunner, D-HE, p. 62. This is also the meaning
of Brunner's claim that "Faith does not depend on ‘'some-
thing true'--even though this truth were something spoken
- by God==but has to do with God Himself, how He reveals
Himself to us in His Word, is present with us, addresses
us, and furthers in us the response of obedience-=in-
trust." 1Ibid., p. 76,

2y, 1., po 115.
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disclosure of God's claim to be acknowledged as Lord, a
claim which is to be recognised in the various actions
of revealing, appointing, judging, promising, and evalu-
ating. It is the religious claim "This world is God's
creation" which considers the natural world to be evie
dence of God's Lordship and an expression of his omnipo-
tence and supremacy.

As Creator God is our absolute Lord and the

Lord of all existence, In Him alone the

existence of the world, and the manner in

which it exists, is based. This world, as

it is=~in spite of everything--is God's

world. It is_this world which He wills,
. His creation.l

For Brunner, this claim means that "God's will controls
absolutely everything'" and the world not only belongs to
but is totally dependent upon God himself.2 This under-

standing of the created world is'constituted by a judge-

_ment as to the character of creation and a commitment to

a way .of living in which that éharacter is actualised.
The Christian can be described therefore as one who
"looks on Creation as an action which has various per-
formative forces and which is correlated with various
performative replies."3 oOne polafity of Christian
decision-making thus centres on the action and response

pattern of the creation.

l11bid,, p. 123.

2Ibid., p. 119,

3Evans, The Logic of Self-Involvement, p. 160.
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God's claim to Lordship involves first of all

his right to all that he has made and his calling of
man in particular to:play a special role within that
handiwork. Creation has thus an exercitive element
for in the action of making man,God qualifies man's
existencé by its dependence upon him and by his claim
to man as a personal correspondent. Thus Brunner canl
say that "man is only man in virtue of the claim made
on him by God."™ Man's creation is.an act of appoint-
ment in which his existence and its meaning are united.

Mén alone has an "I", or, rather, is‘a Self,

but this Self is not itself ultimate reality;

it is not based upon itself, it does not
possess aseity, but I am "I" only because, and
in so far as, God addresses me as '"thou';
therefore the distinctive quality of my
existence, responsibility, only .consists in
the fact that I am addressed by God.2 '

God's intention with regard to human life is thus made
clear by his exercise of:authority and power in causing
that iife to exist. This creation is also eﬁalgated by
God as being good and is characterised by this ;erdiptivé
element as well. Value is given to what God has made,
value which can be recoghised bj man, not independently
of God, but only as his Lordship is acknowledged. The
goodness of creation is Ehus a function of'God"s having
judged it to be so and this means that its goodness will

not be seen unless God also is seen. God also acts in

1p. 1., p. 66.

2
Ibidog po 1530 Cfo‘D‘=HE9 po 370




the creation by promising his guidance and care for
what he has made and, in so doing, he reveals his inten-
tion for the future relationship between himself and
the world. God as Creator is thus one who "guaranteeé
to maintain and preserve what He creates," and it is
this task which is performed by the "orders" of
creation.t The orders afe the means by which God holds
back "the irruption of the forces of chaos" and protects
the world from destruction.

?rimarily these orders are only of any practi-

cal use when they really do create and main-

. tain order, however primitive or unjust this

ordering may be. Human life cannot exist

without such orders. Therefore, even though

only ?n an indirect fragmenpary wayé they are

the Will of God, they are His gift.
These orders are then to be understood as a sign of the
promise of God and as the means by which he fulfills his
‘intention to ensure the preservation of creation.

Moral action at this pélarity of the Christian

ethic i1s a matter of responding to the action of God,
his exercise of authority, his evaluation, and his commitment.
The first responsibility of the Christian is to recognise
in the creation this three-fold action of God and to
resolve that the only way of 1life worthy of one's commit<
ment is one which appropriates these sctions into moral

decisions and actions. Recognising God's claim on human

life means in the first place looking upon that life as

l1bid., p. 22). 2Ibid., p. 221.
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one of creaturely dependence and renouncing any inde-
pendence from the Giver of life. This attituds to 1ife
is the one which will allow man to find his true self

in response to God's address and in which he becomes

that for which God has created him.1

Similarly men are also considered as those

who are not something in and for themselves,
but only as those who from the first are

placed in a specific relation to God and

then also place themselves in such a rela-
tion: either positive or negative, obedient

or disobedient, true or false, comformable

to God or impious. They too are always consid-
erod as those who act: and the action, whether
expressing sin or faith, is always understood
as action in relation to God.Z2 '

To recognise God's claim on life is to see thét one's
whole 1life ought to be lived in relstionship with God
and that whatever a person doses ought to be done.in the
context of sucﬁ a relationship. Brunner interpreted this
to be a life of obediencg snd of gservice in response to
the call of God so‘that the Christian commits himself in
faith "to do that which honours God and makes ﬁis will
effectiveo"3 Continual openness to God's commands and
willingness to éerve hig intention therefore characterise
Christian decision in response to the claim of the
Creator. |

Moral action must also be characterised by the

acceptance of God's verdict upon the creation and by

'1bid., p. 78. - 3p, 1., p. 188,

°DHE, p. 32.
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sharing the intention of God in preserving the creation
through the natural "orders." Accepting this verdict
means recognising "the existing reality as the sphere
in which the Good is to be realized; that is, this

actual reality defines for us our course of action. "

The Schgpfungsordnung, therefore have a positive role

to play in Christian ethical decision both because they
are the necessary sphere of moral action and because

they are God's means of working within the creation.

Not only does he use them to prevent the destruction of
his wbrk; they are also the 'means by which the divine
wisdom compels men to live in com'm\jnity,"2 In thié sense,
the orders do define to a certain extent what the Christian
is to do for, no matter how imperfect they are, obedience
to God's will implies obedience to these orders. The
difficulty in Brunner's interpretation here is in determ-
ining to what extent such obedience to the orders really
is a matter of doing the willkof God and to what extent .
it is obedience for the sake of these orders themselves.
On the one hand; Brunner does claim that the will of God
cén be obeyed by fulfilling the reqﬁirements of one's
station and role in socisty, that, indeed, the first duty
of the Christian is a consefvative one, namely '"to r'e.cog*=
nize and adjust oursélveé to the orders He has created."3

Thus the natu:al order furnishes the bare minimum

 1pi4., p. 291. 31bid., p. 208.

°Ibid., p. 210.
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requirements of Christian life and only thus far is it
indicative of the will of God.l

Reverence for the Creator, whose work, in
spite of all human perversion, is the one
existing reality, demands as our first
reaction obedience to the existing order,
and grateful acceptance of the goodness of
the Creator in the orders, through which
alone He magkes it possible for us to servs
our neighbour, and indeed, to live at all.?

The orders therefore are a means for obeying the will of
God for fellowship among men, fellowship which would be
destroyed, as would life iﬁself, by the loss of these
orders. The purpose of God's creative work is thus ful-
filled by doing what these orders require and can furnish
us with useful knowledge as to the content of God's will
for human life.

Robinson a;gues that this eﬁphasis on the created
orders reveals s characteristic flay in Brunner's ethic,
for

[his] ethical thought was pervaded by thé o
naturalistic fallacy, the error of deriving
"ought" from "is," the moral from the natural,
the mistake of subordinating the former to

the latter instead of affirming its supremacy
as the true supernatural.3

1Reinhold Niebuhr, "The Concept of 'Order of
Creation' in Emil Brunner's Social Ethic," in The Theology
of Emil Brunner, ed. Chas. W. Kegley, The Library of

gézi$g Theology, Vol. 3 (Macmillan, New York, 1962), p.

2D° I., p. 21k.

3Robinson; op. cit., p. 234,
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He cites as an example of this fallacy Brunner's attempt
to derive an '"ideal of marriage as a lifelong relation-
ship between one man and one woman from the bare natural
facts that every child is the offspring of one man and

one woman."

'Brunnér's interest in such an order as
marriage stems, Robinson argues, not from its moral
character nor from its being commanded by God, but from

1 It seems

the fact that it is natural to human life.
that for Brunner, however, this natural fact takes on
moral significance as a person comes to ses in the
Anatural world the action and involvement of God so that
"marriage is not a natural occurrence, bﬁt a moral act
based upon the foundation of a natural occurrence. "2

To see in this natural fact an action of deeper signifi-
cance is to adopt an oniook which appropriates God's
judgement upon and prohise to his creétion and by which
one therefore can make decisions that will fulfill the
intention of God himself.

The second action-picture which constitutes the

other polarity of Christian ethical decision and action

1The point Robinson intends to make by the use
of this example will be brought out more clearly in our
critique of Brunner's ethic. Robinson does claim that
for Brunner the guidance provided by the orders "does
not contain any ethical sentiment but has rather 'a more
technical function: that of giving the right direction.’.
Time and again Brunner described the orders as providing
no more than a framework for the Christian life and as
‘based upon a standard of law which is totally different
from that which is known by faith.'" These references
show Brunner at his most dualistiec. 1Ibid., p. 196-7.
See D, I., p. 150, 335,

6 2Brunner-, D. I., p. 357. Cf. Niebuhr, op. cit.,
p. 266,
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is that of God's redemptive activity. "As Creator He
is the beginning and the ground of all existence, the
source of allllife; as Redeemer He is the End, the Goal,
towards which all existenée tends."' The end towards
which God wiil briﬁg his creation is characterised by
the fulfillment of the relationship which God originally
intended and Brunnef claims that it is éod alone who can
fulfill his own will. Although "it is His will that God
wills to accomplish in the world" and although "He is not
the servant of some purpose outside Himself," yet "in His
.love o o o He sets up~an.End outside Himself without
ceasing to be His own End."? Bpunner describes this
end as

the communion of the creature with Himself,

the Creator. This Divine will for "community"

is God's Sovereign Will. Therefore salvation,

beatitude, the fulfillment of the purpose of

life, both for humanity as a whole, and for

the individual, is included in God's royal
purpose .3 '

For Brunner, this desf?e of God to fulfill a relationship
with man in which both God and man can be true to them-
selves is an expression of God's love for his creation,
a love which can overcome the resistance of man's selfe
will expressed in sin and which will last when even faith
and hobe have vanished..h The redemptive action of God is
thus his self-involvement in the history of the natural

world to bring his creation towards the goal for which '

vid., p. 122, 3Ibid.

°Ibid., p. 119. b1oia., p. 164.
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it was created, namely the establishment of a loving
community under his kingship.

The orders of creation can then be seén in the
context of the purpose for which God is preserving this’
world from déstruction°

For He wills to lead the Creation out beyond
itself, into the perfecting of all things. God
does not preserve the world simply in order to
preserve it, but in order that He may perfect
it. Therefore His affirmation of the existing
order is only conditional--namely, it is con-

ditioned by this aim, it is the affirmation of
a transitional state.l

"The orders do not represent any form of traditional
natural law precisely-because they are transformed by
God's purpose for them and are allowed to exist only

in so far as they compel man to live in community,2 The
goal for‘which they were created is thus implicit in
their existence and they are to be obeyed for this reason
only. The orders, seen from the perspective of God's
redeeming activity, do;not>reQUire acts of love which
Brunner undefstands_according to the model of personal
I-Thou relationship, and thus'do nét require decisions

which follow the logic of love or of faith,3 They allow

lpia., p. 214,

2Cf° Ramsey, Nine Modern Moralists, p. 202.
These. "orders" are described in a somewhat different way .
in Brunner's Justice and the Social Order, transl. Mary
Hottinger (Harper and Brothers, London, 1945), which is
more dualistic in 4ts characterisation of Christian
ethics and Ramsey claims it is not altogether typical of
Brunner's writing since it more closely resembles a
Catholic natural law theory. See Ramsey, op. cit., p. 201,

3

Brunner, D, I., p. 223.
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sinful men to establish some order of justice in society
by which human relationships are possible, so that
jﬁstice becomes in fact the strange work of love by not
allowing human community to be altogether destroyed.

The second task of the Christian corresponding
to the first conservative one is thus to transform the
social and natural order by redirecting it towards the
coming kingdom of God. 1In this sense the Christian is
to do the works of 1bve, a love which "cannot éxhaust
itself in satisfying the natural demands of 1life" but
'whiph must become/service to one's fellow men in the

light of God's chosen destiny for mankindo1

Ethical
action at this polarity becomes revolutionary and the
Christian is called to maintain a "very critical and
challenging attitude towards the world in its present
state, "2 Responding to the purpose of God to redeem
vthis wprld from sin requires the recognition that "the
will of God does not merely téll us to adapt ourSeIVes,
to accept, but also to resist, to protest,Anot to be
'‘conformed to this world,'?3' In faifh, the Christian
accepts God's verdict upon this sinful world and believes
in hope God's promise to fulfill-his intention for crea- -
tion, an intention which alone is to servé as the basis

for the ethical decisions which a Christian must make in

this world. This is the ethical meaning of conversion

rbid., p. 218. 31bid., p. 217.

2
Ibid., p. 127,
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and redemption for the Christian, that he is to ignore
the existing orders and insugurate a cbmpletely new
1ine of action stemming from and moving towards the
coming Kingdom of God.l Rthical action is transformed
by the certainty of God's decisive action in the future,
a transformation which Raméey describes as a "teleo-
logically dynamic connecﬁionserunning backward, so to
speak, between redemption, preservation and creation."a-
It is because of this hope, which is the acceptance of

God's promise with certainty, that the task of the

'Christian in the world appears paradoxical.

The existing orders, behind which stands the
Divine order, constitutes the framework within
which our service of our neighbour is to be
performed; they form the vessel which we are
to fill with the content of love. We have
just said that the first thing necessary is
not to alter this vessel but to fill it with
the new content. But there are vessels which
are contrary to this content of love, and it
is quite possible that such vessels ought to
be smashed. Where the existing order is no
longer useful but harmful, it is ripe for
destruction.3

Although emphasis on the creative activity of God shows
the natural order to be indicative of God's promise to
his creation, the redemptive actiﬁity causes a "fruitful
tension"” between these orders and the command of God that

life will be fulfilled only in acts of 1ove.h Therefore,

lRamsey, op. cit., p. 204,

°Ipid., p. 205.

3Brunner', D. I., p. 218.

uRamsey, op. cit., p. 202,
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because of sin, the love which is possible in personal
relationships is often "refracted" and one acts in a
way which love alone does not require; yet one is
obligated to act and does so in the convictiop that
God will fulfill his own iﬁtention for this wor'ldol

These two action-pictures have indicated that
for Bruhner the Christian ethic is radically theocentric.
The Christian ethic is characterised by the fact that "a
man cannot begin to live by it except through a radical
reorientation of will whefeby the man's practical outlook
.13~centred in God rather than in himself or in humanity, "2
This reorientation by which faith is constituted requires
that "Every ethical consideration [be] connected with the
whole Idea of God," that the moral decisions of the
Christian flow from the actions of God in which his
‘intention is revealed.3 Indeed, Brunner goes so far as
to claim that "Christian ethics is the science of human
conduct as it is determined 5y Divine conduct"” and it is
just the nature of this determination which causes so
many difficulties for a phiiosophical critique of his
et:hic‘,)4 Brunner's analysis of philosophical ethics led
him to assert that the major antithesis which could not
be resolved by natural morality--namely, the gap between

"is" and "ought,"-=could be overcome by a morality based )

bid,

ZRobinson, op. cit., p. 180.
3Brunner', D, I., p. 85,

b1bid., p. 86.




upon the revealing activity of God.
It is He who unites what is with what ought
to be, He, the Creator of Nature and of the
spirit, of all that exists and of ideas; His

will is the source of that which is and the
basis of that which ought to be.l

What ought to be is known by understanding the action
of God and moral action must be God acting through human
beingsc.

The Good is that which God does; the goodness

of man can be no other than letting himself

be placed within the activity of God. This

is what "believing" means in the New Testa-

ment. And this faith is the principle of
"ethics, "2

Robinson interprets such an emphasis in Brunner's thought
as heteronomous for in this "ethic of redemption" Brunner
only "gave a one-sided version of the truth. He repre;
sénted faith as if it were entirely a matter of standing,
or réther of being placed, in the sun . . . "3 TIndeed
‘this dependence of morality upon the action of God is the
only éiternative for one who has so radically cénceived
the sinfulness and evil which pervades the whole natural
and human realm. Lewis has claimed that this is "a most
important feature of recén£ theological controversy,
namely the assumption that there is no alternative to the

theory of special revelation other than that of making

11pid., p. 114,

2
Ibido 9 ‘Po 550

3Robinson, op. cit., p. 175,
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ethical ideas dependent on the nature of man himself."
This heteronomy can be seen to have two consequences for
ﬁrunner's expiication of Christian morality and they are
ones which constitutes serious objections to his analysis,

On the one hand, Brunner claims that sin and evil
pervade all areas éf human reality except those which are
touched by God or transformed by obedience to him. Sin-
fulness is characterised by bondage in which one's knowle
edge and experience are 1limited to the natural world and
in which one cannot satisfactorily fulfill the moral
‘demands felt by "natural man." This means that for
Brunner man cannot discover what he ought to do by
reason, but only by faith in which the frustrations of
reason's_quest for- the gééd are overcome. Indeed

the nearer anythingvlies to that centre of
existence where we are concerned with the
whole, that is, with man's relation to God

and the being of the person, the greater is
the disturbance of rational knowledge by sin.?2

Faith is able to give ﬁirection to one's actions pre-
cisely because "it is itself controlled from without"

and because faith "can only achieve self-imowledge
because it is known by.God9"3 This lack of the knowledge
of God due to sin is experienced by the moral agent as a

"sense of ought" and morality which flows from such a

lLewis, Morals and Revelation, p. 1ll-=15.

ZBrunner’ R&R, p. 383,

3D0 Iop po 1610
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source is a by=product of sin as well.

Obedience due to a sense of unwilling cone

straint is bondage, and indeed the bondage of

sin. If I feel I ought to do right, it is a

sign that I cannot do it. If I could really

do it, there would be no question of "ought"

about it at all. The sense of "ought'" shows

me the Good at an infinite, impassable dis-
tance from my will.l

What is considered by some forms of natural morality to
be an essential constituent of morality is considered by
Brunner as evidence of the greatest sin, namely man's
pride over against Géd, and it is this rejection of the
-moral which mekes Christian faith as a source of morality
» so.difficﬁlt to understand in Brunner's thought.

Brunner can only speak of faith in paradoxical
terms for it is both a "passive yielding to God," a
"self-determination which springs from the deliberate
acceptance of one's life from the Hand of God," and it
"is God's gift and action upon man by the creation in him
of "the new man."2 "God demands the obedience of faith,
God gives the earnest determination to .do somethihgo"3v
Yot precisely Who‘is the agent who acts here in "pulling
oneself together" and whét.is the relationship between
the old man living under sin and the new man created and

given by God? Robinson suggests that Brunner here posits

lIbid., pP. 74. Here as Robinson suggests Brunner
uses "ought™ in its psychological rather than its logical

meaning. Op. cit., p. 235.
2Ibid., p. 161.

o ——t———

31bid., p. 81.
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whether wittingly or not, what I have called
a sphere, a life, an existence, a nature, a
heart which is on every side and in the most
absolute sense the gift of God. Even for the
Christian, however, there is alongside this
gift another reality, an alter ego, the sinful

ingrown self; and between these two there 1is,
one can only suspect; an unremitting warfare.

If this account is true, then Brunner has himself adopted
an understanding of the self for which he accused Kant of
being guilty, and, unless Brunner is prepared to admit
that for the Christian as for the natural moralist ethics
is characterised by the antithesis of "is" and "ought"
within man's own being, then must he not say that the
"new man" does not exist at all? It would seem that
Brunner must say this new man exists only in the act of
obedience by which God's spiritual power is appropriatéd
and is therefore néver a possession of man or a substance
however '"ghostly" within man.

The deeper question which this raises, howsver,
has to do with what sehse it makes to speak of a Chris-
tian "morality" at all. Brunner himself claims that
certainly any old or untransformed notion of morality is -
not suitable for undérstanding the Christian life at all.

Rather,

This is the new state of life, that man's
life is no more centred in the "ought," but
in the "is"-=in the "is" which God has given.
The word of grace is not an imperative like
that of the law, but an indicative. Not

"Man must be" but "You are with God," through
God's act,.2

1Robinson, op. cit., p. 235,

2Brunner, G&M, p. 81=2.
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Indeed the whole of the Christian ethic would be charac-
terised by indicatives only were it not for thie fact
that sin still pervades man's natural 1life. Since
"round [man's] neck therelstill hangs the old Adam . . »
the indicative of the Divine promise becomes the impera-

"1

tive of the Divine command. Robinson argues therefore

that Brunner's understanding of Christian ethics depends
upon the derivation of an "ought" from an "is" even
though this "is" is supernaturally conceived, in terms
of Divine activity. Thus

he did not just derive the moral from the

natural but allowed the latter to swallow it

up and actually substituted the natural, even

if it was the supernatural naturally conceived,
for the normative.2

This is "the instance par excellence of the naturalistic

fallacy in Brunner."3 Lewis also suggests the loss of

the distinctively moral character of "ought" when it is
ﬁade to be dependent up&n a religious source. . Since our
entire knowledge of the Good is a result of Go&'s revela-
tion of his person and will, there can be no autonomﬁus

or objective inquiry into the nature of Good by which man's
obligation to do it could be known. In Brunner's attempt
to preserve the objectivity of the Good, he has in fact

made it a derivative notion which requires the support of

1p. 1., p. 80.
2Robinson, op. cit., p. 235,

BIbid., p. 234,
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God's will for its character to be known and fulfilledol
The result of this idéntification of God's will and the
Good would mean that in Brunner's analysis of Christian
ethical decision there is a great "either-or."

In itself the outright rejection of natural

morality, lock, stock and barrel, is bound to

issue in the dilemma, either law without con-

tent or else life without law, either formalism

or naturalism. Moreover, in turn, this dilemma

inevitably leads to another, to the unhappy

choice between a sheerly heteronomous authority

on the one side, which will arbitrarily supply

the missing content, and a completely autonomous

way of life on the other, without authorlty,
norm or pr1n01p1602

This interpretation cleéfly hinges upon what Brunner meant
by the claim that "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."

What is suggested by the analysis of Brunner using
the model of self=inv61ving language is that from within
the perspective of faith there can be‘no strict separation
of ‘ethics and epistemology.- What the Christian claims is
. that God reveals himself to man as- the reality of the
highest Good, a reality which can be recognised only by
man's willingness to examine and to live his own life in
relationship to it. The attitude of faith which charac-
teriseé the Christian way of life is for Brunner a judge=-

ment that the whole of 1life is to be seen in its true

lrewis, Morals and the New Theology, p. 25f.

2Robinson, op. eit., p. 194,

3Cf° Lewis, Morals and Revelation, p. 31=3.
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nature by accepting the verdict which God has made upon
it and this means to know reality in its relationship to
a‘holy God., Faith 1s, secondly, a commitment to living
as one determined by the intentions and actions of God
and the adoption of a way of life in which a loving
relationship with God and one's fellowmen can be
realised, It is the claim of faith that goodness is
only known as one is prepared to take up a stance with
regard to God and if is a stance which, Brunnef_claims,
cannot be justified by reference to any natural morality
'or.any arguments of reason, but which is the result of

God's willing and giving it.



CHAPTER VII
DIALECTICAL ETHICS

The work of Reinhold Niebuhr affords us another
unique insight into the relationship of indicative and
imperative in Christian ethical decision-making. 1In his
intellectual autobiography Niebuhr said,

I cannot and do not claim to be a theologian.
I have taught Christian Social Ethics for a
quarter of a century and have also dealt in
the ancillary field of "apologetics." My
avocational interest as a kind of circuit
rider in the colleges and universities has
prompted an interest in the defense and justi-=
fication of the Christian faith in a secular
age, particularly among what Schleiermacher
called Christianity's "intellectual despisers."
I have never been very competent in the nice
points of pure theology; and I must confess
that I have not been sufficiently intirested
hersetofore to acquire the competence.

Niebuhr did not claim to be a theologian in ﬁhg systematic
sense of this task and his work does not_resemgie any kind
of dogmatic account of the relationship of God and man of
the kind we see in either Tilliéh or Brunner. Indeed it
is precisely becauée of his ability as a prophetic voice
in the contempérary world that Niebuhr's understanding of

the morality implicit in the Christian faith is of such

consequence. As Brunner has commented, "With him theology

lReinhold Niebuhr, "Intellectual Autobiography,"”
in Reinhold Niebuhr: His Religious, Social, and Political
Thought, edited by Charles W. Kegley and Robert W. Bretall,
The Library of Living Theology, Vol. 2 (The Macmillan
Company, New York, 1956), p. 3.

22
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broke into the world; theology was no longer quarantined,
and men o f letters, philosophers, sociologists, his=
forians, even statesmen, began to listen. Once more
theology was becoming a spiritual force to be reckoned
with,"l Niebuhr's was a voice that penetrated critically
into the dominant institutions and modes of thought
characteristic of western civilisation with both negative,
harsh judgements and positive moral imperatives directed
towards the actualisation of love in human history.

Niebuhr's critique of culturs and his insistence
>upon the necessity for responsible moral decisions do not
begin from an examination of the nature and content of
God's will, as in Brunner, but rather from his perceptive
insight into the nature of man and of historical existence,
Our analysis of his ethic will begin therefore with
Niebuhr's understanding of man's nature and déstiny from
which he both criticises traditional philosophical and
religious thought and’jeconstfucts his own version of
natural law. From this perspective we will then be able
to show the relevance of love as both.the ground and tha
goal of ethical action. Niebuhr's discussion of love as
the "law of 1life" and as the "impossible possibility" is
important not only for the insight it offers regarding
the relationship of faith and reason but also for the type
of deéision=making which it implies and requires. An )

analysis of the logic 6f decision in Niebuhr's .thought

lgmil Brunner, "Some Remarks on Reinhold Niebuhr's
Work as a Christian Thinker," in Kegley and Bretall,

op. cit., p. 29,



will conclude our study and will indicate the dynamic

and self-renewing quality of Niebuhr's.ethic in which the
creative tension characteristic of human 1ife is con-
trolled and fulfilled in man's encounter with the lové

of God.

Like Brunner, Niebuhr begins his major anthro-
pologicél work, as well as his interpretation of Chris-
tian ethics, with cpiticisms of previous notions of man -
and of the moral imperative to which he owes obedience,
and it is in the context of these negative insights that
-his.own constructive understanding of these issues can
best be interpreted. Niebuhr claims in particular that
two major positions have characterised religious and
philosophical thinking about this subject and that these
are inadequate both for their failure to take the whole
nature of man into account and for their inability to
yield gn ethic in which humsn life may be fulfilled.

The presupposition which gh@sxﬁje to such criticism
is thus Niebuhr's belief that both rationalist and
irrationalist accounts of human existence cannot do
justice to the dual nature of man. Thus an ethic which
will be adequate to man as he is will require a firmer
foundation than has been so far provided.
How difficult it is to do justice to both the
uniqueness of man and his affinities with the
world of nature below him is proved by the
almost unvarying tendency of those philosophies,
which describe and emphasize the rational
faculties of man or his capacity for self-
transcendence to forget his relation to nature

and to identify him, prematurely and unquali-
fiedly, with the divine and the eternal; and



21,5

of naturalistic phjilosophies to obscure the
uniqueness of man.,

Niebuhr's interest in the historical exiétence of man
and his insistence that the realities of experience must
be the tesf of any anthropology or ethics is indicative
of his use of the empirical method in theology and sup-
ports the view of one of his admirérs that

to a mind like that of Niebuhr the empirical

method, when conceived in a properly broad

way, has the great advantage over the ration-

alistlc, that it recognizes the limitations

of man's finite reason and is lesgs llkely to

foster intellectual pretensions.
This method will become clear by examining the nature of
Niebuhr's argument and will show also thé way in which
Niebuhr is able to weave pogether in;ights from biblical
faith and from experience in a very different way from
Tillich.

In opposition to Tillich, Niebuhr's insight into
the nature of man and his appeal to the truth of the
Christian faith do not’ indicate a willingness to accept
sympathetically the dominant trends of thought of his era.
Thus, as Richardson has suggestea, Niebuhr is more
"prophet" than "apologist." |

He is far too critical of the presuppositions

of our age to be a conventional apologist . . .
In an important sense a prophet's function is

1Niebuhr, The Nature and Destiny of Man (Charles
Scribner's Sons, New York, 1941), Vol. I, p. L; hereafter
cited as NDM, I or II.

2George.F. Thomas, "Niebuhr on Reason and Meta-
physics; Reinhold Niebuhr: A Symposium," in Union Semi-
nary Quarterly, Vol. XI, No. L (1956), p. 21; hereafter
cited as "Symposium.,"
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exactly the opposite of an apologist's:

instead of making-sympathetic contact. with

the thought of his age the prophet is com=

pelled by an inner necessity to criticize

and reject it.l _
Niebuhr defined his opponents in the intellectual world
as the rationalists or idealists and the irrationalists
or naturalists each of whom in various ways attempts to
offer an explanation of man and his moral 1life which is
ultimately one-sided and therefore distorted.® On the

one hand, rationsality places the greatest emphasis on

‘man's ability to transcend his physical and historical

existence to enquire into the character of that existence
or to explain the essence of human nature. Man's unique-=
ness, rationality claims, is a function of his rational
faculties, the ability of his nous to think, reflect,
enquire, argue, calculate, reasoﬁ, and it is this capa-
city which 1s allowed to subdue and transform the aspects
of man's existence into some kind of unitary or coherent
syétem of thbught. If was particularly in the classicalh
rationalism of Platb and ArisﬁotleAthat Niebuhr found the
most objectionable tendencies and ones which are still

present in modern versions of rationalism. On the one

1a1lan Richardson, "Reinhold Niebuhr as. Apologlst
in Kegley and Bretall, op. cit., p. 216.

21n choosing these two views Niebuhr shows his
affinity with Brunner who also argued against the moral
philosophy of idealism and naturalism. See above, pages
198 =99, Cf. Brunner, "Some Remarks . . .," in which he
notices the influence of his thought especially in
Niebuhr's NDM, p. 32-3, and Niebuhr's "Reply to Inter-
pretation and Criticism," in Kegley and Bretall, op. cit.,
in which he acknowledges this debt to Brunner (p. 531-25
Hereafter cited as "Reply."
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hand,

-

rationalism practically identifies rational

man (who is essential man) with the divine;

for reason is, as the creative principle,

identical with God.l |
On the other hand, this spérk of the divine in man
results in the dualistic tendency of rationalism,

The dualism has the consequence for the

doctrine of man of identifying the body

with evil and of assuming the essential

goodness of mind or spirit.
Niebuhr is thus opposed to the picture of man which is
.offered by those who would use reason only to account
for the uniqueness of man.

Yet Niebuhr's criticisms of rationality go much ,
deeper than this, for he is also concerned with the met‘:a-=
physical or ontological systems which are created by
reason as explanations of man's existence and history and
‘as the source for moral imperatives by which man is to be
guided. It is this which idealism, in both its subjective
and objective forms, attempts to do and Niebuhr offered |
several reasons for its inadequacy as an interpretation

3

of man.” Rationalism searches for a unitary theory in
which the contradictions and incongruities of life,

history, and even nature can be resolved and, since this

1nom I, p. 7.

ZIbid.s‘cfo p. 112.

_ 3Sometimes Niebuhr speaks as though idealism were

only one form of rationalism, cf. ibid., p. 20, 33; and
other times as though rationality is by definition
i1dealistic since it both emphasises the mind of man and
seeks unitary meaning within a changing reality.
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1s of primary concern to the rationalist, the actual
facts may be misinterpreted to fit the systematic
explanation.

Things and events may be too unique to fit

into any system of meaning; and their unique-=

ness is destroyed by a premature coordination.

to a system of meaning, particularly a system
which identifies meaning with rationality.

This distortion of the uniqueness and the particulariéy
both of the historical moment and of man's concrete self
means, for Niebuhr, that "the whole realm of genuine
selfhood . . . is beyond the comprehension of various
systems of philosophy.-~Neither Aristotlé nor Kant suc-
ceeds in accounting for the concreﬁe human self as free

2 . - P .
Furthermore rationalism in its concern for

agent."
ontology is characterised by a "passion for identifying
'being' with a fixed structure, so that temporal events
are cast into the category of 'appearance' . . . " and
fhis, Niebuhr claims, isva "pgrmanent characteristic of
the metaphysical mind."3 Evidence for ﬁhis can- be -found.
both in the attempt of rationalism to resolve prematﬁrely
"realms of coherence and meaning [which] may stand in |

rational contradiction to each other'; and in its refusal

lyiebuhr, Christian Realism and Political
Problems (Charles Scribner's Sons, New York, 1953), p.
176; hereafter cited‘as CRPP. . .

°Ibid., p. 178.

3Niebuhr,’The Self and the Dramas of History
(Charles Scribner's Sons, New York, 1955), p. 122; here-
after cited as SDH.
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to recognise that "there are configurations and structures
which stand athwart every rationally.conceived system of
meaning and cannot be eppreciated in terms of the alterna-

tive efforts to bring the structure completely into one

1

system or the other."* Thus Niébuhr argues that °

since ontology is the "science of being," it
hag its limitations in describing any being
or being per se which contains mysteries and
meanings which are not within the limits of
reason.,

Among these mysteries are the historical existence of man
which becomes nonsensical when interpreted by those who
seek "to comprehend the patterns of historical destiny

3

within a framework of ontology"” and human freedom which
in the end "does not find its norm in the structures

either of nature or of reasono"u

1erPP, p. 177.

2"Reply," p. h32.

31bid., p. 433. This reply is directed to
Tillich who claimed that Niebuhr "understands ontology -
as a way of reducing the dynamic-dramatic history of
creation, fall, salvation, and consummation into a static
system which is determineé by rational necessity." Til-
lich argues that his own understanding of ontology, which
is not based on a calculating reason but on a "logos-type"
of reason, could accommodate these existential contra-
dictions (being and becoming, freedom and necessity,
individual and universal, etc.) quite nicely and there-
fore that Niebuhr need not and should not have rejected
ontology altogether. "Reinhold Niebuhr's Doctrine of -
Knowledge, " in Kegley and Bretall, op. cit., p. 37-=L40.
Surely, however, it is precisely Tillich's tendency
towards monism which Niebuhr c¢laims will not do and
therefore Tillich's arguments "will hardly allay Nie-
buhr's suspicion of ontology." Thomas, "Niebuhr on
Reason and Metaphysics," p. 17. Cf. Niebuhr, An Inter-
pretation of Christian Ethics (Harper and Brothers, New
York, 1935), p. 23-=Li;hereafter cited as ICE.

Lerpp, p. 182,




At the other extreme of rationalism is the view
of human existence which stresses man's relation to
néture as the most important aspect of man and which
generally appears in the form of a "romantic protest 4
against rationalism." This emphasis on the vitalities
of physical existence is indicative of an interest in
the particular and concrete drives within man and in
man's organic relation to the world of nature as a whole.
The protest is direéted against rationalistic asceticism
in its attempt to divide the self into separate aspects
‘of good and evil for in so doing rationality robs human
nature of its energy and force. Niebuhr described this
as "the romantic fear of the enervation of impulsive
spontaneity and vifality through rational discipl_ineo"1
What is being claimed by this romantic naturalism is not
only that the discipline of reason is "unnatural" and

does not do justice to the whole man but also that reason

" is not "the organizing and forming principle of human

1ife."® Man is most basically a creature subject to the
vicissitudes of nature and.it is that nature which pro-
vides the source of value for human life. Reason is thus
considered to be a harmful capgcity of man which has
"disintegrating and divisive tendencies," the use ofvwhich
can only result in forcing man to bécome what he by nature

is not by some kind of external restraint.3 Rather than .

INnpM I, p. 3k. 31v14.

2Tbid., p. 37.
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emphasising the freedom of man to transcend the limita-
tions of existence through reason's activity, naturalism
tends to streés the necessities of 1life which determine
and shape human beings asvpart of the whole structure of
nature. Yet this bomantic view of man is inadequate,
according to Niebuhr, because it moves too far to the
other extreme. |

If rationalism tends to depreciate the signifi-
cence, power, inherent order and unity of
biological impulse, romanticism tends to appre-
ciate these without recognizing that human 1
nature knows no animal impulse in its pure form.

Thus, Niebuhr claims,»iﬁ will not do justice again to the
whole nature of man to claim that he is nothing but a

creature of nature. Naturalists should recognise;, he

argues, that -

Every biological fact and every animal impulse,
however obvious its relation to the world below
man, is altered because of its incorporation
into the human psyche. The freedom of man cons
sists not only, as it were, of the windows of
mind which look out, from the second story; but

- also of vents on every level which allow every
natural impulse a freedom which animals do not
know. Romanticism is therefore wrong in
ascribing either the unity or the vitality of
animal impulse in man to pure nature.

The way in which reason modifies natural impulses to make
them uniquely human is thus not taken into account by
naturalists and thus an adequate picture of human exist-

ence has not been rendsred.

11bid., p. LO. -

Ibid.
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Again, however, Niebuhr's concern with irrational-
ism is more penetrating than this since he does share
with this view of man a basic mistrust of ontology and
of rational systems of any kind. It would seem then that
he would share with the existentialists an emphasis on
the actual self of man as it is in historical existence,
an eiistence which alwayé eludes systematic formulations
or the discernment of patter'ns.1 However, Niebuhr is not
willing to stress the "stark incoherences" which irra-
'tionélism points out to the exclusion of the 'basic
"coherences" that rationality may discover in existence.
Niebuhr starts not from an assumption but from
real life as he has found it, and there he dis-
covers a paradoxical admixture of rationality
and irrationality. Not only are there coher-
ences in human experience but there are also
non=personal "vitalities" which limit the
rational will which seeks to control them.
Consequently every "turning point" of history
is a point at which rationality and mystery
intersect, and the 1rrat10na11ty, the myster-

ious non=1nte111g1b111ty, is Just as important
as the rationalltyo2

It is by comparison with the "irrationalist existentialism"

of a theologian like Barth that Niebuhr's refusal to rely
solely on the unmitigated hystery_of the meaning of life
becomes clear.‘ For Niebuhr is unwilling to accept the
two alternatives offered by irr;tionélism in its descrip;

tion of the situation of man and particularly of man's

1Indeed Niebuhr quotes the words of Kierkegaard
in opposition to the system=builders who display '"the
idealistic passion for a universal system" (NDM I, p. 81).
See Kierkegaard, Concluding Unscientific Postscrlpt
transl. David E. Swenson (Princeton University Press,
Princeton, 1941), Part II, Chapter 2.

®Richardson, op. cit., p. 221.
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relationship to God: either the individual becomes
"his own creator and end" and, since.there is hothing
beyond man to requiré his conformity, passionate sub=-
jectivity rather than rational analysis determines the
criterion for action;l or one relies, as in the religious
irrationalism of Barth, on the "lightning flash" of
revelation as a result of which "the whole commerce
between the foolishness of the Gospel and the wisdom of
the world . . . is disavowed.™ Niebuhr thus rejects a
too simple irrationalism in which the use of reason is
altogether abrogated. One commentator is led to claim
therefore that:

Niebuhr's appeal as an apologist lies in his

honest refusal either to rationalize the stark

" incoherences of human existence ‘in some academic

theory of metaphysical idealism or on the other

hand to deny the basic cocherences of our exper-

ience in the interest of some irrationalist or

existentialist view of the type which is nowa-
days so fashionable.

We must examine Niébuhr's own insight into the¥nature and
existence of man in which this twofold aspect of life 151
desc:ibed.

The sources for Niebuhr's understanding of man are
to be found both in the biblical revelation of the.
encounter between God and man and in his oﬁn critical

analysis of Western cultural and intellectual history.

lspH, p. 67-8. Cf. CRPP, p. 192-3.

2GRPP, p. 19L.

3Richardson, op. cit., p. 221=2.
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He begins therefore with the understanding that there
can be no presuppositionless inquiry intc this matter
but that, by the same token, one's presuppositions can
be justified empirically by reference to man himself.
Since "expsrience.gnd faith interpenetrate each other

on every level,"

it would be a mistake to represent his
method as a description of man without the insight of
faith to which specifically religious claims can then

be added by way of support or confir'mation,l

Niebuhr's
historical analysis leads him to the conclusion that no
adequate understanding 6f man has yet been offered,
particularly since the rationalists and irrationalists
arrive at contradictory conclusions. What is needed,
Niebuhr claims, is’ "a principle of interpretation which
can do justice to both the height of human self-
transcendence and fhe'organic unity between the spirit
of man and his physical life" and both the one-sided
interpretations fail tsvachleve such a pmnclpleo2 It
is here then that religious claims are important for man
is "unable to comprehend himself in his .full sﬁature of

freedom without a principle of coﬁprehension which is

beyond his comprehensiono"3 From the perspective of the

1w:'.lllam J. Wolf, "Reinhold Niebuhr's Doctrine of
Man, " in Kegley and Bretall, op., cit., p. 232-3. This ’
latter type of ana1y31s is done by Aqulnas and this, in
Niebuhr's view, is why Aqulnas' method is inadequate.

See CRPP, p. 188-9.

°NDM I, p. 123.

3Ibid°, p. 125,
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encounter between God and man, portrayed in the Bible in
dramatic terms, man can be seen as-he truly ig, for here
can be found a principle of interpretation which, though
it transcends the full grasp of man's reason, it illuhi=
nates both the source and the meaning of human life. Thus
Niebuhr can claim that "the Christian view of man is
sharply'distinguished frém all alternative views by the
manner in which it interprets and relates three aspects-
of human existence to each other," and proceed to demon-
strate the way in which this view presents the most
‘adequate account of human existence,1

The truth about man which naturalism emphasises
but cannot satisfactorily explain is man's creaturehood,
and Niebuhr considers it ironic that

a culture, intent upon understanding nature and

boasting of ever more impressive achievements

in the "conquest'" of nature, has become involved

in ever more serious misunderstandings of human

nature, of the self in its uniqueness, and in

its dramatic-historical environment.
Both naturalism and rationalism, however, prove their
inadequate understanding of man's nature in a further
sense, because, as Niebuhr'argues, they offer two alter-
native and mutuallyrexclusive bases for moral decision.
One of these, characteristic of romanticism, claims that
man's unity with nature is a positive good which is to

be enjoyed and fulfilled through "natural," and therefore-

ethical, actions. The other alternative, offered by

1 2

Ibid., p. 150, SDH, p. 1hk.
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mysticism or idealism, stresses the disunity between
man's essential nature and his phyéical nature and
encourages ethical actions in which man can deny and
rise above his creatureliness. The viewpoint on man's
nature which Niebuhr would suggest, based on the
biblical understanding, claims that

the finiteness, dependence and the insuf-

ficiency of man's mortal life are facts

which belong to God's plan of creation and-

must be accepted with reverence and

humility,1
. This means that an emphasis on the goodness of man’s
natural life requires the recognition that this goodness
is based upon God's evaluation of his creation; only
this recognition can save such an emphasis from becoming
distorted, perverted, and ultimately from failing alto-

gether to provide an adequate foundation for moral

~decision. The goodness of man.as a creature is thus

~ his goodness in relation to God and it is this relation

which can prevent the depreciation of man's natural life
into something evil which could stand between man and God.
The biblical view can theréfore insist upon

man's wealkness, dependence, and finiteness, on

his involvement in the necessities and contin-

gencies of the natural world, without, however,

regarding this finiteness as, of itself, a
source of evil in man.

The creatureliness of man can be most realistically

judged from the perspective of God's affirmation

1ypM 1, p. 167, 2Tbid,, p. 150,

P
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of that 1life, an affirmation which also provides the
basis for ethical decisions. |

Likewise, rationalism grasped a truth about man
which it attempted but finally failed to formulate |
adequately., Man is a creafure "in the image of God";
he has a capacity for transcending himself and for using
his rational faculty to intérpret and order his existence
in the world. "Man thus exhibits a freedom from the
necessities of nature and an individuality expressed in
his creative dealings with his own life. Likewise,
4hOWeV6P, even rationalism cannot do justice to this
capacity of man for Niebuhr would claim that an aspect
of this freedom of man is precisely his ability to choose
to stand outside his reason, to take perspectives on his
life which go beyond his rational faculties to create.

This quality of imagining indeterminate per-
spectives is more mysterious than what the

rationalists call his reason because man can
ask whether reason can comprehend the order

of reality and whether such order as it wmay
see comprehends the whole of reality.l

Rationality does not take into account its own limita-
tions, according to Niebﬁhf, and the person who so limits
his life will miss other viewpoints which his capacity
for transcendence may offer and which may prove more true
to human reality as he experiences it. Indeed Niebuhr
considered it part of the generél revelation of God to

man that man could, at the 1limit of his consciousness,

Ywolf, op. cit., p. 236,
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confront an "other" standing over against his rational
abilities. "The soul," he claims, "which reaches the
outermost rims of its own consciousness, must also come
in contact with God, for He impinges upon that conscious-

1
ness."

In that impingement man can find both the
affirmation of his capacity for self-transcendence and
a judgement against its overextension. 1In relation to
God,
the spirit of man finds a home in which it can
understand its stature of freedom., But there
it also finds the limits of its freedom, the
judgment which is spoken against it and, ulti-

mately, the _mercy which makes such a judgment
sufferabls, ' :

This second aspect of man's life is therefore viewed most
clearly also from the viewpoint of revelation.

o It is in his description of the third aspect of
human life, however, that Niebuhr indicates his most
serious concern with the:analysis of the nature and
destiny of man and it is in discussing this éhgnacter=
i1stic that the logic of Niebuhr's argument becd%es clear.
For Niebuhr has been carefully and in great historical
and éultural detail outlining aﬂ onlook regarding man
from which Niebuhr's moral concerns are not, nor can they
be, separated. God's reﬁelation of himself to man not
only provides the foundation for an adequate and realistic .
assessment of the character of human life but also indi-

cates the moral attitude which is appropriate towards that

life. Niebuhr does not describe the nature of human life

INoM 1, p. 127. °Tbid,, p. 126,
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therefore without reference to the attitude which man
ought to adopt towards his own existence. Indeed he
finds attitudes implicit in the other accounts of human
existence and argues that these attitudes are either
naive or pretentious. They are 'naive since "both the
majesty and the tragedy of human life exceed the dimen-
sion withih.which'modern culture seeks to comprehend

nl

human existencs. They are pretentious not only because

they make the relative and particular ingights of men
into absolute truths but also because they do not take
into account the possibility and the presence of radical
evil in human 1life. | » |

The fact that a culture which identifies God
with some level of human consciousness, either
" rational or super-rational, or with some order
of nature, invariably falsifies the human
situation and fails to appreciate either the
total stature of freedom in man or the com-
pPlexity of the problem of evil in him, is the
most telling negatlve proof for the Biblical
faith,?2 .

Thus there is a need for this new perspective dn human -
life which is given to man from beyond his existence to
provide man with an understanding of the moral character
of his life.
The advantage of the biblical perspective is that

It affirms that the evil in man is a conse-

quence of his inevitable though not necessary

unwillingness to acknowledge his dependence,i

to accept his finiteness and to admit his
insecurity, an unwillingness which involves

lIbida, p. 122,

2Ipid., p. 131.
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him in the vicious circle of éccentuating the
insecurity from which he seeks escape.

Niebuhr thus defines the sin of maﬁ as his "willful
refusal to acknowledge the finite and determinate char-
acter of his existence" and it is this moral attitude on
the part of those who would understand that 1life apart
from any religious affirmations which Niebuhr considers
fatal to them. The evil in human existence is not the
result of man's freedom to transcend himself and it is
not caused by the conditions of hisg finitude; evil cannot
-be identified with either aspect of human life. Nor is
evii the result of this dual nature of life, for man was
created both finite and free and was proclaimed good.,
What is evil is man's "will=to-power which overrsaches
the limits of human creatureliness," and it is this
intention to become something other than human which lies

‘at the root of sin.,2 The contradiction of finitude and

- freedom does, however, serve as the "occasion" for sin

since man is insecure in this duality and seeks a resolu-
tion of it. On the one hand, he seeks such a resolution
by emphasising his freedom.

Man is ignorant and involved in the limitations

of a finite mind; but he pretends that he is

not limited. He assumes that he can gradually

transcend finite limitations until his _mind
becomes identical with universal mind.

This sin of pride has a complement in the sin of gensuality

by which man seeks to resolve the duality at the other

1Ibidop P 1500 ' BIbidop po -178396

2
Ibid., p. 178,




extreme.

Sometimes man seeks to solve the problem of
the contradiction of finiteness and freedom,
not by seeking to hide his finiteness and
comprehending the world into himself, but by
seeking to hide his freedom and by losing
himself in gome aspect of the world's
vitalities.t

It is this intention to attempt to escape one's humanity
which Niebuhr describes és sinful and it is an intention
which can only be overcome when one adopts the intention
of God with regard to one's life.

 For Niebuhr therefors, the root of sin is unbe-
'1ief or the refusal to see and acknowledge that one's
life is to be lived in relation to God.2 This is the
reason he can claim that

when life is seen in its total dimension, the
sense of God and the sense of sin are involved
in the same act of self-consciousness; for to
be self-conscious is to see the self as a
finite object separated from essential reality;
but also related to it, or there could be no
knowledge of separation.3

In the notion of sin the religious and moral dimensions
of life come together for it is defined as both a
religious and a moral phenohenon.

The religious dimension of sin is man's rebel-
lion against God, his seffort to usurp the
place of God. The moral and social dimension
of sin is injustice. The ego which falsely
makes itself the centre of existence in its
pride and will-to-power inevitably subordi=-
nates other life to its will and thus does
injustice to other life.

11pid., p. 179. 31cE, p. 67.

2Ibid., p. 182-3. hNDM I, p. 179,
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The vertical dimension of sin is characterised therefore
by man's unwillingness to view his-exiétence as one to
which God is related and in which he became involved;
corresponding to this is the horizontal dimension of Qin
in which man's pride and sélf=love manifest themselves
in unjust and unloving relationships with his neighbours.
Therefore we need to exahiné the way in which man comes
to recognise the essential life from which he is separated,
what relationship God has to 1life as it ought to be, and
how the recognition of the law of life can be effected in
'the moral decisions which are a part of man's social and
political lifse.

Niebuhr claims that "the sense of sin is peculiarly
the product of religious imagination" and "is the conse-
quence of measuring life in its total dimension and dis-
covering the self both related to and separated from life
}in its essence."l From the hpﬁan perspective, it is
possible to find a good deal of evidence for the failures
and wickedness of men and this Niebuhr does throughout his
writings. Thus it is true.to say that he offers the
doctrine of original sin "ot so much as a doctrine of
revelation as a transcript of experience when man looks
at himself with his guards down."? The corollary of this
assessment of the human situation 1s the realisation that

"the human spirit is set in this dimension of depth in

l1ce, p. 65.

2Wolf, op. cit., p. 240.
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such a way that it 1s able to apprehend, but not to
comprehend, the total dimension."l. This recognition,
which man comes to as a result of the free transcendence
of his spirit, has therefore both a positive and a nega-
tive aspect: 1t is positive to the extent that it con-
stitutes the greatness of human life and it is negative
in that it shows man as a prisoner of finitude from which
he continually seeks escape.

The fact that man can transcend himself in

infinite regression and cannot find the end

of 1life except in God is the mark of his

creativity and uniqueness; closely related

. to this capacity is his inclination to trang-

mute his partial and finite self and his

partial and finite values into the infinite

good. Therein lies his sin.
What man can recognise from his perspective is thus that
there is an "other" or a beyond to which he is related,
a recognition whose meaning is to be shown by an encounter

with God in the person of Jesus. This "consciousness and

memory of an original perfection" is, for Niebuhr, the

"locus of original righteousness" in man by which he knows

the demand Qf.essential life requiring obedience in his
moral decisions°3

This recognition from the human perspective by
which man comes to see his greatness and his sin must
itself be balanced with the aiareness that only in God's

revealing of himself has the source, the goal, and the

1 . .
ICEp pe 660 BIbidop po 276:'70

232& I, p. 122,
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meaning of life been demonstrated in its fullness. Man's

spirit

is always capable of envisaging possibilities
of order, unity, and harmony above and beyond
the contingent and arbitrary realities of its
Physical existence; but it is not capable
(because of its finiteness) of incarnating,
all the higher values which it discerns; nor
even of adequately defining, the unconditioned
good which it dimly apprehends as the §round
and goal of all its contingent values.

It is here that, to use Ramsey's phrases, "autonomous
reason" and "Christonomous reason" can be seen in dialogue
with each other, for what is revealed in Christ is what has

been dimly perceived by man in hlS most 1ntense struggles

to come to terms with the meaning of 11f6a2

The ethical norm of history as comprehended by
the "natural" resources of man, by his sober
examination of the facts and requirements of
life in human society, is mutual love. Man
knows both by experience and by the demand for
coherence in his rational nature, that life
ought not to be lived at cross purposes, that
conflict within the self, and between the self
and others;, is an evil. In that sense love is
the law of life according to the insights of
natural religion and morality.

Wﬁat Niebuhr claims is that the life of love which Christ

led and by which God re§eals his intention for human life

has a threefold relation to this natural insight of man.
It (a) completes what is incomplete in their

apprehensions of meaning; (b) it clarifies
obscurities which threaten the sense of

l1cr, p. 66.

2Paul Ramsey, "Reinhold Niebuhr: Christian Love
and Natural Law," in Nine Modern Moralists, p. 141. This
essay was originally published in Kegley and Bretall,

op. cit., p. 80-123.
3NDM 1T, p. 81-2.
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meaning; and (c¢) it finally corrects falsifi=-
cations of meaning which human egoism intro-
duces into the sense of meaning by reason of
its effort to comprehend the whole of 1life
from an inadequate centre of compr'ehensiona1
The full and unambiguous meaning of this law of life is
thus to be found by coming to térms with the 1life and
the teachings of Jesus Christ in whom "transcendent

" is present in history.

agape
It is in Christ that man discovers both the true
nature of human 1ife in its heights and its depths and
the character of God who from beyond history makes
present the ideal possibility for meaningful human life.
In his relation to human existence, Christ is-the ﬁsecond
Adam" for in him "the norm of human nature'"is incarnated.
His life actualizes the fullest possibilities of human
life and at the same time reveals the limitations of that
life in its finiteness and sinfulness. A morality which
would base itself on Jeéus' life and action cannot make
his 1life or the kihgdom of the future about which he
préached into a simple ideal or goal which man is cabable
of achieving by'his own efforts., It was this kind of
morality which was charécteristic of the liberal Chris-
tianity that Niebuhr so radically opposed. A teleological
ethic which encourages man'é fulfillment of some ideal,
in this case the kingdomvof God, by man'’s effort to follow
the exﬁmple of Jesus fails in at least two respects fof

Niebuhr. It is naive in its assessment of man's ability

lrpid., p. 81,
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to overcome sinfulness by his own efforts and thus becomes
guilty of too much pride in human accofnplishmento In this
sénse, Niebuhr claims that liberalism was founded on a
"utopian illusion" which had not accepted the lessons of
history and was unwilling to recognise the thoroughness
of sin's hold upon life.l Its second failufa is its
tendency to make absoluté what is historically and
cultursally relative, thus identifying what ought to be
with some facet of mén's existence in either its personal
or its social form. Liberalism has failed to take account
‘of man's ability always to transcend what he now is and to
assess his historical situation from a new perspective;
thus it becomes complacent and self-satisfied as a way of
life. The type of-ethical decision encouraged by liberal-
ism is a rational ethic of prudence in which the moral
agent calculates his own and others' interests to achieve

some kind of mutually acceptabie solution.2 Against this

lsee Niebunhr's arguments against liberalism in
NDM I, p. 145-6, 279-80, 287-8; NDM II, p. 121-6, 72<l4;
and throughout ICE, Fsith and History (Nisbet and Co.,
London, 1949), and Reflections on the End of an Era
(Charles Scribner's Sons, New York, 1936). See also those
who oppose Niebuhr's understanding of liberalism in
"Symposium," especially Theodore. M. Green, "My Reactions .
to Niebuhr," p. 3-7, and George F. Thomas, op. cit., p. 21,
See also Daniel Day Williams, "Niebuhr and Liberalism," in
Kegley and Bretall, op. cit., in which he says: '"Wherever
we encounter the belief that 'all social relations are
being brought progressively under the law of Christ,' and
wherever we see the Christian Gospel expressed as a moral
pronouncement which can be made intelligible as a purely
rational ethical ideal, there we have encountered the
liberal Christian spirit as Niebuhr sees it" (p. 198).
The quotation is from Niebuhr, Moral Man and Immoral
- Society (Charles Scribner's Sons, New York, 1960), p. xxi.

256e Faith and History, p. 178, hereafter cited
as F&H, Cf., NDM IT, p. Biff., 247.
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interpretation of the significance of Jesus for the moral
-+ life, Niebuhr sets the "impossibility".of Jesus' command

to lovs.

In genuine prophetic Christianity the moral
qualities of the Christ are not only our hope,
but our despair. Out of that despair arises

a new hope centred in the revelation of God

in Christ. In such faith Christ and the Cross
reveal not only the possibilities but the limits
of human finitude in order that a more ultimate
hope may arise from the contrite recognition of
those limits. Christian faith is;, in other
words, a type of optimism which places its ulti-
mate confidence in the love of God and not the
love of man, in the ultimate and transcendent
unity of reality and not in tentative and super-
ficial harmonies of existence which human
~ingenuity may contrive. It insists, quite
logically, that this ultimate hope becomes
possible only to those who no longer place

their confidence in purely human possibilities.
Repentence is thus the gateway into the Kingdom
Of Godol )

To discover in Christ the norm of human life is thus, for
Niebuhr, to acknowledge the gap between life as it is and
Jife as it ought to be, a gap which cannot be bridged by
any form of human self;assertion, |

On the other hand, however, Niebuhr also opposed
any form of mysticism in which man must deny himself as
he is in order to fulfill the demands of the Christian
ethical 1ife. Obedience to Christ according to this
understanding of ethical decision would require that the
soul of mén become freed from natural impulses and drives
and from any distractions or responsibilities so that it

might contemplate the eternal.? Again this view of man's

1 :
ICE, p. 120-1. 2NDM II, p. 9L.
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relationship to Christ errs in its estimate of human life
in that man's creaturehood, his finitude and limitations;
‘are considered obstadles to his perfection, obstacles
which must be denied or overcome if one is to enter the
kingdom. This identification of the sinfulness of human
life with man's historical or natural existence ignores
the character of sin as a function of man's intentions
with regard to that life and thus cannot do justice to
God's own assessment of the life he created. The result
of this misinterpretation-of human existence is, however,
that mysticism, or any other form of world-denying ethic,
ultimately denies the relevance of God's action in Christ
to history. Thus, Niebuhr claims that the ideal of love

is not an ideal magically superimposed upon
life by a revelation which has no relation to
total human experience. The whole conception
of life revealed in the Cross of Christian
faith is not a pure negation of, or irrelevance
toward, the moral ideals of "natural man."
While the final heights of the love ideal con=
demn as wsll as fulfill the moral canons of
common sense, the ideal is involved in every
moral aspiration and achievement. It is the
genius and the task of prophetic religion to
insist on the organic relation between historic
human existence and -that which is both the

ground and the fulfillment of this existencs,
the transcendent.l

Against such a view of God's relation to man's existence
in history, Niebuhr claims that the "God of Christian
revelation is not disengéged from, but engaged in, the
world by His most majestic attributes; it is consequeﬁtly‘

not the highest perfection for man to achieve a unity of

lICE,, p. 1045,
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being from which all natural and historical vitalities

have been subtracted."™ o -

There is a two-=fold aspect to man's encounter
with Christ therefore which leads man to realise both
the extent of his separation from what he ought to be
and the urgency with which he ought to seek its fulfill-
ment in his present situation.

The full cdimension of human life includes not
only an impossible ideal, but realities of sin
and evil which are more than simple imperfece
tions and which prove that the ideal is some-
thing more than the product of a morbidly
sensitive religious fantasy. Anything less
than perfect love in human life is destructive
of 1ife. All human life stands under an

impending doom because it does not live by
the law of love,

Sugh a recognition;that what is necessary is impossible,
that what‘is required of human 1ife is perfect love, that
"the ideal in its perfect form lies beyond the capacities
of human nature,"” is the:paradox_which one who would have
faith in Christ must be prepared to accept. Itﬁis a
paradox which will be manifest in every ethical decisioﬂ 
which would actualise love in the human situation.?

What is revealed»ih the life of Christ, however,
is not just an insight into the nature of man and an under=
standing of the law by which that life is fulfilled but
8lso the nature of God who acts in human history to bring
it towards the fulfillment of his kingdom. It is God who-

comes to man in the incarnation and in this respect

lNDM II, Pe 9'4.-59, BIbido, P 1119

2ICE, p. 60.
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Niebuhr spesks of the paradox of Christ,

The love of Christ, His disinterested and
sacrificial agape, as the highest possibility
of human existence, stands in paradoxical,
rather than contradictory, relation to the
majesty of God . . . what Christian faith

has always apprehended beyond all metaphysical
speculations, [is] the paradoxical relation of
a divine agape, which stoops to conquer, and
the human agape, which rises above hlstory in
a sacrificial act.

The presence of divine love in Christ has, as does
Christ's humanity, a two=fold implication for Christian
ethical decision. In its negative aspect, this presence
"reveals that what is required in ethical decision is the
perfection of man reaiised in acts of sacrificial love.
This is a perfection which cannot be "a sum total of
various virtues or an absence of transgression bf various
1awé," for it is simply "not attainable in histor’yo"2
Here the harshness of Niebuhr's judgement of history can
be seen in all its force directed against the pretentious-
ness of sinful self-assertion. Niebuhr relies on the one
hand upon an.empirical argument which claims that no such
sacrificial love has eﬁer'beeﬁ fuliy agtualised~by man in
history, except in the life of Christ.

There is, in short; no probleh of history and

no point in society from which one may not

observe that the same man who touches the

fringes of the infinite in his moral 1life

remains imbedded in finiteness, that he

increases the evil in his 1life if he tries to
overcome it without regard to his limitations,3

Iyom 11, p. 71, 31¢E, p. 135.

ZIbid,g p. 68.
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Yot, as Ramsey has pointed out, Niebuhr gains a victory
only by saying that what is essential to sacrificial
love is heedlessness of self, willingness to suffer for
another's good, and the ability to sacrifice one's own
well=being fér that of another without the calculation
of benefits, all of these being features which emphasise
the overt character'of that love. Ramsey argues:

The numerical infrequency of self-sacrificial

acts open to external view does not necessarily

indicate the absence, much less the impossibility,

of the motive of self=-giving love in the mundane

lives of ordinary people, who may not have found

in themselves the strength for martyrdom simply

because they have not found reason_for it or a
situation actually calling for it.l

In this sense, the force of Niebuhrfs polemic against any
form of sentimentalism regarding love and sgainst any
form of ethic which relies upon the easy accomplishments
of love has led him to exaggerate the impossibility of
this reconciling love among men,2

Yet, in addition to méasuring "the facts of

history" against the revelation, a comparison which gives

1Ramsey, op. cit,, p. 136.

2Ibld Cf. H, D. Lewis' argument in Freedom and
History, the Muirhead Library of Philosophy (Allen and
Unwin, Ltd., London, 1962), that Niebuhr makes a parody
of human freedom by claiming that man cannot effect the
vision of love which he sees as a result of self-
transcendence (p. 225-6). See also Ramsey's claim that
"Niebuhr's rigid dualism between 'within history' and
'peyond history,' or between what may be true fin prin-
ciple' and 'in fact,' niay prove more disastrous than all
the supposed rigidities of the traditional theory of
natural law, since the former places limits upon God's
agape and providential redemptive power while the latter
only indicates a recalcitrance in the human nature and )
history which are subject to redemption." Ibid.,, p. 1L40.
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rise to a certain pessimism on Niebuhr's part, he also
asserts that the meaning of that history is to be found
in that which transcends it and here the positive effect
of the divine presence is'to be felt. God's action of
love for man in Christ, by which he both reveals the truth
about man in his relation to God and makes available the
resources for man to live and act meaningfully, becomes
the centre of the Christian religious 1ife and the source
of moral motivation.,

Just as the Cross symbolizes the meaning. of
life which stands in contradiction to all
conceptions of the "truth," seeking to com=
plete the meaning of history from the inade=
quate centre of the hopes and ambitions of a
particular nation or culture, so also it
symbolizes the final goodness which stands
in contradiction to all forms of human good-

ness in which self-assertion and love are
compounded.l :

What is important in coming to uﬁderstand Christ and the
cross is thét what is experienced negatively as a judge-
ment against human exiitence is also known positively as
the.opening of a new péssibility for life in relation toh
God. Niebuhr can claim that "the invasion of the selfl
from beyond the self is therefore an invasion of both
'wisdom' and 'power,' of both 'truth' and 'grace,'"?

It is this aspect of Christian ethics which is spécifiém
ally religious and which constitutes for Niebuhr its
superiority over other forms of ethical systems that
become hardened and rigid. At the root of the Christian

experience is the encounter with a loving God who shows

1 2

NDM II, p. 89. Ibid., p. 100,
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man to himself, reveals the meaning of human existence,
and allows the fulfillment of that meaning through con-
tinual relationship with Him. In Christ is both
"eésentiai’humanity undistorted" and "love itself,"
both the pinhacle of human freedom and the epitome of
God's self=giVing,1

In Christ tﬁerefcre man becomes related to what
is beyond human existence and it is the "comprehension
of the dimension of depth in life" which Niebuhr then
~calls "the distinétive contribution of religion to
2

morality."® It is religious faith which perceives this

depth and which at the same time becomes committed to a

newness of life within history.

A religious morality is constrained by its
senss of a dimension of depth to trace every
force with which it deals to some ultimate
origin and to relate every purpose to some
ultimate end. It is concerned not only with
immediate values and disvalues, but with the
problem of good and evil, not only with immed-
~1late objectives, but with ultimate hopes.

Moral decisions which flow from this perception will strive
‘for the fulfillment of that depth which God reveals and
affirms. Indeed one's sense of moral obligation is incor-
porated into this religious insight by Niebuhr. Morality

does not contradict religioﬁs faith nor is it identified

with that faith.

1Ramsey, op. cit., p. 147,
2ICE, p. 5.

3Ibido
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The dimension of depth in the consciousness

of religion creates the tension between what

is and what ought to be. It bends the bow

from which every arrow of moral action flies.
Every truly moral act seeks to establish what
ought to be, becauss the agent feels obligated
to the ideal, though historically unrealized,

as being the order of life in its more essential
reality. Thus the Christian believes that the
ideal of love is real in the will and nature of
God, even though he knows of no place in history
where the ideal has been realized in its pure
form. And it is because it has this reality that
he feels the pull of obligation. The sense of
obligation in morals from which Kant tried to
derive the whole structure of religion is really
derived from the religion itself. The "pull" or
"drive" of moral life is a part of the religious
tension of 1ife. Man seeks to realize in history
what he conceives to be already the truest
reality--that is, its final essence.

The acknowledgement of the transcendent foundation and
meaning of life complements man's recognition of human
sin for both of these imply a depth of understanding
which is beyond what man as a rational or even a moral
being can grasp. Yet this transcendent is implicit in
man's struggle for freedom and for the realisation of the
"ought" in history jué¥ as sinfulness is, and it is only’
on the basis of his knowledge that man, as both finite
'and free, is loved by God, that Niebuhr can say, "The
eternal is involved in'evéry'moréi-judgmento"2

In the moment of transcending himself and the
world towards the vision of an ideal possibility for 1life,

man and God encounter one another and man discovers the

"universe of meaning" to which human life is fundamentally "

-1Ibid°, p. 8=9., Underlines minse.

2Ibidop pc 690
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related. This relation is expressed by the fact that
human life points beyond itself to a fulfillment which
transcends the contingencies of particular historical
or cultural circumstances and by the fact that no wmorality
will be adequate to that life which does not rest upon
such an ultimate s<->ur'ce° What the Christian claims is
that the love of Christ is the final norm of human 1ife;:
agape "is the final norm of a human nature which has no
final norm in history because it is not completely con-

2

tained in history."© It is love alone which can serve

as an adequate law for the freedom which is character-
istic of man; love is thus "the only final structure of

3

freedom." Thus freedom gnd love correspond to one

another as nature and norm, and in this sense Niebuhr
accepts a revised version of a natural law fheory of
ethics.h | _

As we have already éuggested, Niebuhr argued that
mutual love could be j;aged to be an adequate norm of
life according to a rational assessment of the human

situation. Furthermore, evidence of such an assessment,

lNiebuhr, The Children of Light and the Children
of Darkness (Charles Scribner's Sons, New York, 1960),
P. 109; hereafter cited as CLCD,

NDM II, p. 75

3Niebuhr9 "Christian Faith and Natural Law,"
Theology (February 1940}, p. 89.

th, Ramsey, op. cit., p. 117,
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he argued, could be found in the moral codes which are
in fact adopted by individuals and societies. Thus:
In spite of the relativity of morals every
conceivable moral code and every philosophy
of morals enjoins concern for the life and
welfare of the other and seeks to restrain

the unqualified assertion of the interests
of the self against the other.l

A1l forms of morality thus are "groﬁnded in" and "point
towards an ultimate perfection in unity and harmony, not
realizable in any historic situation."® This is more
than a matter of offering a definition of morality which
‘is characterised by a separation between whaf ought to be
and what is the case,- Rather, Niebuhr considers it
evidence for the validity of love as an ethical norm.

Not only is it true that "all human life is informed with
an inchoate sense of responsibility toward the ultimate
law of life--the law of love,"> but this law is also "a

vision of health which even a sick man may envisageo"u

Against tfaditional naﬁural law theories, Niebuhr assertgd
that the 1aw.of lovg is not merely added on to the natural
sense of morality which man has nor does it represent an
accomplishment of man's reason. 'Bather; it is that which
shows the meaning of the moral quést in which man is
naturslly involved. Thus, Niebuhr claims,

men are not completely blinded by self%interest

or lost in this maze of historical relativity.
What always remains with them is not some

11¢e, p. 106. 31bid., p. 112.
,2—- | 221t _
Ibid. | hyow 1, p. 267.
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uncorrupted bit of reason, which gives them
universally valid standards of justice. What
remains with them”is something higher--namely,
the law of love, which they dimly recognize as
the law of their being, as the structure of
human freedom, and which, in Christian faith,

Christ clarifies and redeflnes, which is why
He is called the '"second Adam.

This dim perception can be recognised in.the "proximate
princibles" by which men live and order -their moral
lives. These principles, which Niebuhr calls "schemes"
of justice, justice, equal justice,; equality, freedom and
mutual love, indicate an ascending scale of approximation
"of the law of love, each one of them pointing towards
love as the ideal to ﬁhich they are related as practical

or relative solutionso2

It is, however, in their descending order that
these proximate principles are justified and, as Ramsey
has so clearly shown, this is réally the way in which
Niebuhr has radically revised natural law ethics.> What
is important about theaproximéte principles is not that
they can be justified by reason but that they are grounded
in the law of love and are thus directives which follow
from it. |

In other words, since love requires that human
life be affirmed, positive freedom to possess
the affirmed fruition is the first implication
and==-in a world of competing claims--equality

of opportunity is the second implication drawn
from the law of love itself.lt

liChristian Faith and Natural Law,"” p. 93.
2ICE, p. 106-111.

3Ramsey, op. cit., p. 122-31,

b1via,, p. 124. |




It is here that the dialectic in Niebuhr's thought is
obvious. On the one hand, Niebuhr~insists that reason
continue to perform its duty in moral reasoning by

trying "to establish a system of coherence and consisfency
in conduct as well as in the realm of truth" and further
by seeking to formulate laws by which such a discerned
unity of meaning can be épplied in the world of historical

events.,1

Yet such principles are ultimately grounded in
the law of love as the ideal possibility for mankind so
that, on the other hand, love alone justifies what reason
Aseeks to establish. Niebuhr therefors argues that

the principles of "natural law" by which

justice is defined are, in fact, not so much

fixed standards of reason as they are rational

efforts to apply the moral obligation, implied

in the love commandment, to the complexities
of life and the fact of sin.2

Thus, as Niebuhr himselfbclaims, "there is a dialectical
relation between love and law" such that the precise

- distinétion between them bécohes blurred. "The law,"
Niebuhr claims, "seeks for a tolerable harmony of life

with life, sin presupposed°  It is, therefore, an atpproxif=
mation of the law of lové on the one hand and an instrument

of love on the other hando"3 Niebuhr therefore argues

l1cg, p. 204-S.

°reH, p. 188,

BCRPP, P. 171=2., Cf. Niebuhr's statement in
CLCD that the profoundest principles of. justice "actually
transcend reason and lie rooted in religious conceptions:
of the meaning of existence" (p. 71),
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"the relevance of an impossible ethical ideal" in the
following way:

Love is thus the '‘end term of any system of

morals. It is the moral requirement in which

all schemes of justice are fulfilled and

negated. They are fulfilled because the ~

obligation of 1ife to life is more fully met .

in love than is possible in any scheme of

equity and justice. They are negated because

love makes an end of the nicely calculated

less and more of structures of justice. It

does not carefully arbitrate between the

needs of the self and of the other, since it

meets the needs of the other without concern

for the self.l
Thus prophetic religion transcends rational universalism,
the former being dynamically related to én ultimate
reality which finally transcends ahy of its rational and
moral approximations.

The role of the individual moral'agent is there-
fore to maintain a constant tension between the proximate
moral and political principles enforced by a particﬁlar'
éociety and his freedom to transcend both history and
nature to enquire into the meaning of human life. It is

this necessity for transcendence which Niebuhr urged in

two of his major works on social ethies and it illuminates

in a personal way the rélationship between religious

insight and moral decisions,?

These profound questions about life from the
perspective of the individual who is able to
see the whole history of his nation (and of
all nations for that matter) as a flux in
time, imply eternity. Only a consciousness

1xpM I, p. 295.

2Mor'al Man and Immoral Society and CLCD,




280

which transcends time can define and circum-

scribe the flux of time. The man who searches

after both meaning and fulfillments beyond the
ambiguous fulfillments and frustrations of

history exists in a height of spirit which no
historical process can completely contain,

This height is not irrelevant to the life of

the community, because new richness and a

higher possibility of justice come to the
community from-this height of awareness.l

The reél hope for the renewal of society and of his-
torical actualities which is expressed by this passage
rests on Niebuhr's conviction that '"the divine power
which bears history can complete what even the highest
-human striving must leave incomplete, and can purify the
corruptions which appéar>in even the purest human

aspirations," and it is this hope which Niebuhr claims

to be "an indispensable prerequisite for diligent ful-
fillment of our historic taskso"? The telos of human
existence, expressed in the belief that man is made for
love, is thus fulfilled in and by the divine presence and,
since it has become a geality’within man's own history, it
becémes the éource of éoral imperatives directed towards
its fulfillment in humén 1ife;3 Réligious morality is
therefore characterised by faith and hopé, for, though it
"understands the fragmentary and broken character of all
historic achievements," yet it "has confidence in their

t

meaning." The source of this confidence is the knowledge

lcrep, p. 8u=5{

°Ibid., p. 189,

3¢r. George A Lindbeck, "Revelation, Natural Law,
and the Thought of Reinhold Niebuhr," Natural Law Forum,
Vol, 4, No. 1 (1959), p. 149.
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‘that their completion is "in the hands of a Divine Power,
whose resources are greater than those of men, and whose

suffering love can overcome the corruptions of man's

achievements, without negating the significance of our

striving. "

1CLCD9 p ° 1893900




CHAPTER VIII
EXISTENTIAL ETHIGS

The existentialist ethic of Rudolf Bultmann
represents a very interesting style of thinking about
the relationship between indicative and imperative in
Christian ethical decision, not the least because he
deals with this issue in a‘quite explicit way throughout
his writings. The context of Bultmann's ethic is
provided by an anthropological anélysis in which‘he
uses the categoriss of contemporary existentialist
| philosophy, particularly that of Heidegger. Unlike
Niebuhr, whose‘anthropological assertions are the result
of an extensive analysis and critique of intellectual and
cultural history, Bultmann's understanding is derived

&%

from a Daseinsanalyse for which the most basic Element

is‘manainaparticular or man=in-gituation. The conclu-=
sions of this aﬁalysis,_particuiarly with regard to the
distinction between the ontological structure of human
existence and its ontic situation, will make clear the
first set of indicatives which are important to the
understandiné of ethical decision Bultmann develops.
Secondly, however, Bultmann's ethic is set in the context
of a disciplined and thobough biblical exegesié and this
further distinguishes his thought from that of the othérs
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we have so far examined. It is in the context of the
biblical kerygma and in the struggle to understand this
witness in the conteﬁporany world thaﬁ Bultmann analyses
the character of religious claims regarding the action
of God in the world. A study of his demythologiéing
project will be important in determining what role
historical indicétives Play in his understanding of
ethical imperatives. Finally an examination of ethical
decision-making both as "radical obedience" and as the
abpropriation of a "new self-understanding” will be
important since the relationship between God and man
implied by Bultmann's analysis continues to be one of
the more problematic elements in his theology.
Bultmann'évanthropolqu-conéists of a twaold
observation reéarding the nature of man and these obser-
vations furnish the background and the fundamental cate-
gorieé for his despription of ethical decisibn:rflaking°
On the one hand, man can be undserstood as havisg an
onfological structure which defines his possibilities
for being in thé world gnd thus which characterises the
particularly human way of being. Fundamentally the
ontological structure ofbhuman existence is defined as
possibility; man's being is a possibility of being. As
such, Bultmann claims that there are basically two ways
of choosing with regard to one's existence 1n the world,
and man is a creaturs whb stands before these two alteréf
natives. It is only by decision that his being in the

world will be determined. Thus, Bultmann claims that



man's existence

is never to be found in the present as a ful-

filled reality, but always lies shead of him..

In other words, his existence 1s always an

intention and a quest, and in it he may find

himself or lose his grip ugon himself, gain

his self or fail to do so.
Because human existence 1s never a fully present reality,
man lives by projecting himself into the future towards
his existence.. "Living is always a ‘walking'" in which
man lives "for" or "to" something, the content of which

2 Here also we find

is determined by concrete decisions.
"the initial clue to Bultmann's understanding of authentiec
existence in which man intends and acts so as to keep his
- possibilities for existence open and thus maintain his
genuine selfhood. The character of 1life as openness
towards an as yet undetermined future can either be
appropriated or be denied in man's choosing and these
‘two possibilities are thé background against which man's
concréte, hisforiéal decisions are set.

The presence of these possibilities'to man can
be seen by an examination of three Pauline terms which
are used to characterise»mén's existence. The most com-
prehensive of these, Bultmann claims, is goma, indicativg

of man's being in the world as a body. Man's body belongs

to his very essence so that man himself can be denoted as

1Bultmann, Theology of the New Testament, transl.
by Kendrick Grobel, Vol. I (Charles Scribner's Sons, New
York, 1951; Vol. II, 1955), p. 227; hereafter cited as
- INT I or II.

2Ibid., p. 210,
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a whole person by the term soma. What man's bodily
existence signifies in terms of his ontological structure
is that man is a being who is "able to make himsélf the
bbject of his own action or to.experience himself as the
subject to whom something happens."! This experience of
knowing oneself as both the subject and object of action
implies for Bultmann that man is capable of having a
relationship t§ himself, a relationship which it is the.
unique contribution of his bodily existence to make
~present to him.

" He can be called soma, that is, as having a
relationship to himself-<as being able in a
certain sense to distinguish himself from
himself. Or, morse exactly, he is so called
as that self from whom he, as subject, dis-
tinguishes himself, the self with whom he can
deal as the object of his own conduct; and
also the self whom he can perceive as sub-
Jected to an occurrence that springs from a
will other than his own. It is as such a
self that man is called soma.Z

As sona therefore man faces different alternatives with
respect to knowing himself as subject or object and these
alternatives are realised in concrete decisions. Man can

also be characterised as pneuma or psyche, both of which

signify the presence to man of an inner self, a self which
knows 1tself to be the subject of its own willing and
doingo3 These phenomena of spirit and soul do not, for
Bultmann, indicate the presence in man of "some'higher

principle . . . or some'special intellectual or spiritual

1

Tbid., p. 195. 3Ibid., p. 203.

zIbidn 9 po 1960
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faculty of his" but rather specify another way in which

1

man knows himself as a particular being. Man can bse

described therefore as "a stbiving, willing, purposing
self," a self which has-intentibns and commitments and
which can decide courses of action and thus engags in
goal-directed activity. These three anthropological
terms signify for Bultmann what is "the specifically
human state of being alive" and through each of them,
man experiences the alternatives with respect to which
his particular and unique self will be defined,2 Thus,

The various possibilities of regarding man,

or the self, come to light in the use of the
anthropological terms soma, psyche, and

pneuma. Man does not consist of two parts,
much less of three; nor are psyche and pneuma
special faculties or principles.iwithin the
soma) of a mental life higher than his animal
life. Rather, man is a living unity. He is a
person who can become an object to himself,

- He is a person having a relationship to himself
(soma). He is a person who lives in his inten-
tlonality, his pursuit of some purpose, his
willing and know1ng (psyche, pneuma) .3

Bultmann claims that the fact of having'certain"
onfological possibilities is itself ethically neutral;
it is simply thé case that man's existence is so charac-
terised. Thus, "the fact that he is soma is in itself
neither good nor bad“;h ﬁeither'is the fact that man is an
intentional or willing self good or bad. These charac-

teristics of man's existence merely indicate the formal

11b1d., p. 206, 31bid., p. 209,

2Ibid°, p. 205. thid,, p. 198,
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possibilities of human life.

This state of living toward some goal, having

some attitude, willing something and knowing

something, belongs to man's very nature and

in itself is neither good nor bad. The goal

toward which one's 1life is oriented is left

still undetermined in the mere ontological

structure of having some orientation or other;

but this structure (which for Paul is, of

course, the gift of the life-giving Creator)

offers the possibility of choosing one's goal,

of deciding for good or evil, for or against

God.l
What Bultmann claims to be doing therefore is simply
indicating the '"horizons" of human possibilities, or, as
"Macquarrie has put it, Bultmann 1s describing the "limits
within which every individual existence must fall."? Man
1s a being who, in terms of ontological structure at
least, is basically undetermined and to examine this
atructure is merely to show the "formal, neutral possi-
bilities" which man is capable of taking in any direction
he chooses.3

Yet the content of these alternatives is clearly

not neutral for Bultmann, for one of them is considered good
and the other evil. 1In considering the ontological
structure of human existence,‘therefOPe; the choicse

between good and evil is the choiée between alternative

ways of being in the world and, further, of alternative

l1bid., p. 209.-

2John Macquarrie, An Existentialist Theology: A
Comparison of Heidegger and Bultmann (Harper and Row, New
York, 1965), p. 3L.

eyt 1, p. 212,
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ways of relating oneself with God. Thus Bultmann can
claim with regard to man's bodily existence that "Since
if belongs to man's nature to have such a relationship
to himseif; a double possibiliﬁy exists: to be at one
with himself or at odds (estranged from himself)."1
Man's relationship to himself can either be "an appropriate
one" in which he is in control of his own intentions and
actions or it can be a "perverted one" in which man loses
his free possibilities, or loses "his grip on himself" by
~being mastered by.anothep power. What characterises
man's existence as a neutral fact, namely his responsi-
bility for his own cholces and his determination of the
way he will walk ihto the. future, yet implies that one
way of walking will clearly maintain man's ability to
direct his own 1life and the other will take that freedom
and responsibility away. Indged it is, for Bultmann,
man's ability to judge or tb understand the character of
his life which determfﬂes these alternatives as good or
evil. As the term nous makes clear, man's self is also
a conscious volition,

(an] understanding'wilitwith the alternative
of being for God or against Him. Man's voli-
tion is not an instinctive striving but is an
understanding act of will which is always an
"evaluating" act and therefore necessarily

moves in the sphere of decisions between good
and evil.

It would seem therefore that the result of such an agassess-

ment of the possibilities preseht to man in his ontological

l1vbid., p. 196. °Ibid., p. 213.
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structure which is carried out by man's mind is that
these possibilities are considered to be authentic or
ihauthentic, good or evil, Yet; Bultmann claims that
the aim of’the nous, or man's éelf which 1s the subject-
of his willing, is innately to do what is right. Thus,
"It belongs to the nature of man ({.e. to his ontological
structure) to desire 'what is good,' inasmuch as this
good is nothing other than 'life'! itself."l Character-
istic of man's ontological structure is therefore not
~only the presence fo him»of alternatives, but furthermores
the natural fact, or even natural necessity, that man
fundamentally intends to find life, to affirm himself,
to do that which is good.. Since he wants to maintain
the importance of these possibilities and of man's
responsibility for taking up one or the other of them,
Bultmann speaks of thig desire for the good as a hidden
tendency, or an innate desire, expressed as the inner-
most desires of the héhrt. "The willing of the 'good’

« o o 138 the self's innermost tendency which is covered
up and hidden by the conscious desires which bring-forth
deeds"; or again, "what he wills At heart, an intention
which can be perverted in his concrete will . . ." is to
find aﬁthentic existence.> Thus, "because [man] must
first find his life (that which is 'good'==meanihg the
existence that at heart-he wants), this existence comes

to have for him the character of the 'good'-=-in the

11bid., p. 212, °Tbid., p. 224.
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sense of that which is required of him, "t

On the other hand, man can be deséribed as he
really is 1n the world, that is,vin terms of his ontilc
sifuation,'as one who has alreaay decided, already
chosen; and has thus determined his 1life according to
one of the possibilities originally'open to him. Again,
Bultmann uses Pauline terms to indicate the nature of
man's ontic situation and these attest to the fact that
"Man has always already missed the existence that at
‘heart he seeks . . . "2, Sarx, in addition to being a
neutral term designating 'man's material corporeality,"
signifies the sphere in which a man moves or the stAn-
derds by which he makes decisions in the world. To be
"in the flesh" is %hus natural to human life, but to act
"according to the flesh" is to walk in a way which isg
inauthentic and which ultimately will lead to one's loss
of power over 6neself°_‘The man who is characterised
ontblogically as being#a soma and therefore as having a
relationship to himself is known ontically as one who
continually allows that somatic existence to be ruled by
sarx and who thus can ﬁo longer get hold of his original
possibili_ties° To live saccording to the flesh, kata |

sarka, is to adopt an attitude towards one's existence

1Ibid,, p. 227. This is expressed in the

Johannine literature also in the assumption that "man's
life is pervaded by the quest for reality (aletheia),
the quest for 1ife." Thus "it is presupposed [by John]
that man does know of light (in general) and is in quest
of it." TNT II, p. 26.

21bid.
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in which the standard of judgement is that which is
external,'earthly, and transitbry.l For Bultmann, this
attitude results in self-delusion since it is based
upon an erroneous judgement as to the character of 1life.
Whereas the judgemént which is appropriate is that the
flesh denotes'thg sphere of-man's natural earthly life
and as such indicatés the realm in which man's decisions
are to be made, the judgement which is in fact made by
man‘is that this sphere should become "the determinative
norm" for his 1ife.® To put one's confidence in the
flesh as a principle uponnwhich to act rgsults for Bult-
mann in boasting and pride in man's own external deeds
or accomplishments and in fear or anxiety. It is fear or
care which motivates man to run from the possibilities open
to him and to protect himself against a future which is
ﬁnknown and undeterminéd, and, once one chooses to let
sarx become the deciding factor in one's decisions, this
anxiety continues to cﬂéracterise man's ontic situation
as a viclous circle from which there is no escape. What
begins therefore as a genuine willing to lay hoid of life
bécomes perverted and, instead of:being directed outward
towards others asnd towards his own genuine future, man's
will turns inward upon himself and his need to secure the

foundation for his own life.

11bid., p. 237-8. Cf. Macquarrie, op. cit.,
"The flesh is to be understood as a way of being, not
a substance" (p. 106).

27bid., p. 239.
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Bultmenn can then describe man's ontic existence
as an alienation or an estrangement in which man is not
.only separated from his original possibilities but has
also become the victim of external powers which, though
they were dependent originally upon man's choosing them
for their power, have now passed out of his control

altogether. Thus sarx and hamartia become "powers to

which man has fallen victim and against which he is

powerless. The personification of these powers expresses
the fact that man has lost to them the capacity to .be the

"1

subject of his own action. Man becomes unable to make

his original and natural intention to do good effective
in his actual situation, even though this inclination
stays with him as the only remainder of his authentic
life. Thus man is divided against himself; he is inwardly
split.

Man fails to achieve [his selfhood] by .

attempting self-reliantly to realize it in -

"desire." In this false will toward self- *

- hood man's destination to be a self--=his
will toward "life'"--is pervertedly preserved;
that is just the reason why it is possible to

describe human existence as the struggle
between "self" and "self" within a man.2

This split is also signified by the distinction between
willing and doing, between the #ay a man intends to live

his 1life and the deeds which he pefforms to bring about

1Ibld°, p. 245. This is the real significance
for Bultmann of Paul's claim in Romans 7.17 that " ., .
it is no longer I that do it, but sin which dwells within
me." Quotations are from the Revised Standard Version,
Bible, ed. by H. G. May and B. M, Metzger (Oxford Univer-
sity Press, New York, 1962).

2Tbid., p. 24b.
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that intention. Whereas man "in all his doing . . .
acts because in all his doing he intends to achieve his
guthenticity" and thus to lay hold of the object of his
willing, 1ife, the result of his doing is not life but a
loss of'selfhood,1 Therefors,

It is precisely through his willing to be

himself that man fails to find the authen-

ticity that he wills to achieve . . . But

just because the will to be authentic is

preserved in the false will to be onself,

even if only disguisedly and distortedly,

it is possible so to speak of the split in

man's existence that the authentic I is set
over against the factual ons.

Man's actual condition in the world can thus be described
as one of aelienation or of fallenﬁess in whicﬁ man has
not retained his ability to choose between alternative
ways of being and can no longer effect his desire for
authentic life;

It is necessary, however, to speak of God when
speaking of man for, according to Christian éff%rmations
about human life, it is God who is the Creatorraf thgt
life, who gives it the possibilities for authentic and
inauthentic modés of existence,'and who affirms the
authentic as his own true intention for human life.

Thus, Bultmann says that the choice between good and evil

lBultmann, "Romans 7 and the Anthropology of
Paul," Existence and Faith: Shorter Writings of Rudolf
Bultmann, selected and translated by Schubert Ogden
(World Publishing Co., New York, 1960), p. 152; here-
after cited as E&F.

2Ibide, p. 156,
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1 Man 1is

is also the choice to be for or against God.
constantly one who is "placed before God. The ontologi-

cal possibility of being good or evil is simultaneously

the ontic possibility of having'a relationship to God
. « . " fmis relationship to God is expressed in the
term anthropos, which means "man in his creaturely
humanity, and that means also man in his relation to
God."3 As the Creastor of life, God both affirms and
demands life and, for Bultmann, it is God's claim upon
man that requires of him that he also choose life. This
means, in terms of the ontological structure of human
1ife, that man ought to choose authentic selfhood, which
is at the same time a selfhood that can remain open to
its own future since it is open to God; and it means; in
terms of the ontic situation of human existence, that man,
in choosing to secure himself against his own future, has
missed authentic life, and that is at the same time to
have sinned against God's intention.

Because man'is a self who is concerned with

his authenticity and can find it (as that of

a creature) only when he surrenders himself

to the claim of God, there is the possibility

of sin. Because from the beginning the claim

of God has to do with man's authentic exist-

ence, there is the possibility of misunder-

standing: the man who is called to authen-
ticity falsely wills to be himself.h

oyt 1, p. 209.

2Ipid., p. 228.

3Ibid., P. 231. Underlines mine.
L

E&F, p. 157.
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To talk of man as a creature before de is to talk of
man faced with two alternative ways of life, ohé of which
would fulfill man's own real intention which is God's
will for human life, and the other of which would be
falsehood as well as disobedience.:

It is important at this point to examine care-
fully the nature of this relationship between.the under-

standing of man derived from Daseinsanalyse and that

which involves specifically religious claimg, for it is
here that the special features of Bultmann's understanding
of Christian ethical decision become clear. On the one
hand, Bultmann believed in ths uséfulness of é philosophy
of existence in so far as it illuminated the possibilities
and the limits of human 1ife. It is by an ontological
analysis that the two fundamental alternatives become
clear and man can be seen as one who lives within these
choices by decision. Thus the philosophical analysis
precedes the work §f exegesis and the one who éets out
terxplain the meaning of religious claims ought first

to make clear the presuppositions from thch he inter-
prets these claims.l It is existentialist philosophy
which Bultmann believed could offer the most adequate

framework for such interpretation,

1Jesus Christ and Mytholo (Charles Scribner's
Sons, New York, 1950), p. L&, 5h- hereafter cited as
JC&M. Cf. Essays Philosophical and Theological, transl.
by J. C. G. Greig (SCM Press, London, 1955), p. 23Lf.
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Existentialist philosophy tries to show what

it means to exist by distinguishing betwesn
men's being as "existence" and the being of

all worldly beings which are not "existing"

but only "extant" (vorhanden) . . . It may

be enough to say that existentialist philosophy
shows human existence to be true only in the
act of existing. Existentialist philosophy is
far from pretending that it secures for man a
self-understanding of his own personal existence
« +« « [for it] makes personal_existence my own
personal responsibility . . .1

Yet Bultmann on the other hand acknowledges the limits

of such an understanding of human éxistence and thus only
accepts such an analysis for its formal description of
the structures of that,existence.2 Thus existentialist
philosophy doeé not fufnish us with "an i{deal pattern of
human existence" but merely describes the phenomenon of
existencee3

Existentialist philosophy does not say to me

"{n such and such a way you must exist"; it

says only '"you must exist"; or, since even

this c¢laim may be too large, it shows me what

it means to exist.4
Bultmann claims therefore that a philosophy of éxistence,
while furnishing a framework within which to discuss the
meaning and implications of religious claims, does not
entail any set of cohcréte demands upon the one who

engages in an analysis of that existence, either in terms

11p1d., p. 56.

2Macquarrie, "Philosophy and Theology in Bult-
mann's Thought," in Charles W. Kegley, ed., The Theology
of Rudolf Bultmann (SCM Press, London, 1966), p. 129-30.

3

JC&M, p. 55, 57.

Lipia., p. 58.
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of specific beliefs sbout the quality of that existence or
in terms of actions which might realise or fulfill that
existence. Thus he élaims, A

that there will never be a right philosophy in
the sense of an absolutely perfect system; a
philosophy which could give answers to all
questions and clear up all riddles of human
existence. Our question is simply which
philosophy today offers the most adequate

perspective and conceptions for understanding
human existence.l

Here Bultmann reveals himsglf as thé theologian whose
major concern is an understanding of the biblical reve-
lation of God and its claims regarding the nature of
human existence and it is for just this reason that a
philosopher like Jaspers can argue that Bultmann only
uses philosophy as. propaedeutic to theology,2

Behind Bultmann's use of philosophy seems to be
the presupposition that it is the task of philosophy to
énalyse or to describe and that any decisions regarding
a personal way of 1life cannot be given or entailed by
such g description. One therefore does not make choices

on the basis of Daseinsanalyse for it "does not claim to

ingtruct me about my pefsonal se1f=understanding,"3 It
i1s just here that religious claims are of significande

for it is Bultmenn's contention that religious statements

Ibid.

2Macquarrie, "Philosophy and Theology in Bult-
mann's Thought," p. 139. <See also Karl Jaspers, The
Perennial Scope of Philosophy, transl. by Ralph Manheim
(Philosophical Library, New York, 1949).

37c&M, p. 58.
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are kerygma, by which he means personal address or chal-
lenge, and it is kerygma which makes plain one's relation-
_ship to God and the demands which such a relationship
involves. Therefore, he argues:

The purely formal analysis of existence does

not take into account the relation between man

and God, because it does not take into account

the concrete events of the personal life, the

concrete encounters which constitute personal

existence . . . this analysis unveils a sphers

which faith alone can understand as the sphere

of the relation between man and God.l
For Bultmann, as Macquarrie has argued, "Theology cannot
bs absorbed into philosophy because it knows and proclaims
what God has done about that human situation which
philosophy can only analyze."2 The philosophical descrip-
tion of existence is therefore neutral since this relation-
ship with God has been eliminated, the result of the
elimination being that "My personal relation with God
can be made real by God only, by the acting God who heets
me in His Word."> Bultmann's description of thé ontologi-
cal structure and the ontic situation of man is important
since it shows us the meaning of religious proclamations
thereby indicating that the real source of moral impera-
tives is not to be found in an analysis of human existence

alone but in God's affirmations.and intentions regarding

that existence.

lpid.

2Macquarrie, op. eit., p. 131,

3JC&Mz pP. 59,
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That religious claims require such an interpre-
tation in terms of personal existence is the major
premise upon which Bultmenn's demythologising program
is bullt and it is by this method that he intends to
examine the character of the divine-human relationship
upon which ethical decisions in human 1ife are to be
founded. Demythologising makes two important presup-
positions regarding the actions of God which are to
serve as the basis for moral decision, one of them nega-
~tive and the other positive, and it is important that we
examine each of these as they pose special problems to
Bultmann's assertions regarding the nature of those
decisions. Negatively, demythologisation presupposes
that to speak of God and his action in objective, mytho-
logical terms can lead to a real misunderstanding of the
meaning of those actions and can put a stumbling block
in the way of any modern-day understanding and acceptance
of the reality and sighificance of these actions. Mytho-
logical language, much of which is used in the biblical
witness to the activity of God, speaks about divine
actions as objective phenomena in this world.

It speaks of gods who‘represent the power
beyond the visible, comprehensible world.

It speaks of gods as if they were men and of
their actions as human actions, although it~
conceives of the gods as endowed with super-
human power and of their actions as incalcul-
able, as capable of breaking the normal,
ordinary order of events. It may be said
that myths give to the transcendent reality
an immanent, this-worldly objectivity. Myths

give worldly objectivity to that which is
unworldlyel'

l11bid., p. 19.
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The problem with myth is not only its attempt to compre-
hend divine action in terms of human reality but more
specifically its failure to offer any kind of reasonable
éxplanation of this activity inbthe modern world. In so
far as the natural world is concerned, Bultmann considers
the victory of scientific thinking to be so complete that
we cannot make sense of any kind of break in the causal
nexus. Thus, he claims, "In this modern conception of
the World the cause-and-effect nexus is fundamental . . .
‘modern science does not beliéve that the course of nature
can be interrupted or, so to épeak, perforated, by super-
natural powers."l The same is true apparently for our
understanding of history in which, Bultmann claims,
"nothing happens without rational.motivationso"2 For the
modern Christian therefore there must be another way in
‘which to understand the action of God in the histofical
figure’; Jesus Christ, and his promise to bring ip the
Kingdom of God. This new way will hopefully not offend
the rational mind of modern man but will open up the
deeper meaniﬁg of mytholbgical religious claims.

The positive presupposition of demythologising
is therefore that behind these ofjective descriptions of'
God's activity is an understanding of human 1life in
relation to God_which the writer 1s attempting to express.

by using mythologiecal lénguagea

11bid., p. 15. Cf. p. 60-1,

2Ibid,, p. 16,
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Myths express the knowledge that man 1s not

master of the world and of his 1life, that the

world within which he lives is full of riddles

and mysteries and that human 1l1ife also 1s full

of riddles and mysteries. Mythology expresses

a certain understanding of human existence.

It beliseves that the world and human life have

their ground and their limits in a power which

is beyond all that we can calculate or control .t
The deeper meaning of language which describes God's
action in objective terms is thus to express what is
really a subjective phenomenon, namely man's dependence.
upon God. To demythologise therefore means to strip
~away the ancient view of the world which is presupposed
by the biblical witness to God's activity and to under-
stand these claims as personal address intended not only
to challenge one's understanding of oneself in relation
to God but also to demand a response to God's will.

| It is Bultmann's intention therefore to make clear

the existential meaning of religious claims and in this
way to understand the haturevof religious belief and
religious mdrality. Bultmann maintains that statements
gbout God's action must be understood analogically on the:-
basis of our understanding of interpersonal relationships
between human beings.

How, then, must we speak of God asvacting ir

our speech is not to be understood as mytho-

logical speech? God as acting does not refer

to an event which can be perceived by me with-

out myself being drawn into the event as into

God's action, without myself taking part in it
as being acted upon. In other words, to speak

Ibid., p. 19.
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of God as acting involves the events of per-
sonal existence . . . When we speak of Gogd
as acting, we mean that we are confronted
with God, addressed, asked, judged, or
blessed by God.l

In one sense therefore we do not understand God at all
unless we understand his relationship to us or what he
means for our lives and there seem to be at least two.
reasons for this in Bultmann's thought. On the one hand,
religious language cannot be an impersonal or objective
reporting of events which the hearer can treat in a
neutral fashion without involving his own beliefs and
commitments. Thus,

The affirmation that God is creator cannot be

a theoretical statement about God as creator

mundi in a general sense. The affirmation can

only be a personal confession that I understand

myself to be a creature which owes its existence

to God., It cannot be made as a neutral stats-
ment, but only as thanksgiving and surrender.2

This is true also of the words of Jesus which Bultmann
claims must be understood as full of existenﬁia} meaning.

When we encounter the words of Jesus in history,
we do not judge them by a philosophical system
with reference to their rational validity; the
meet us with the question of how we are to inter-
pret our own existence.3

Language about God and his action is therefore, for Bult-
mann, self-involving sinée it both expresses the self-
understanding of the speaker in his relation to God and
demands of the hearer a response involving his intentions.

and opinions.’

11b1d., p. 68. Underlines mine.
2Ibid., p. 69.

3Jesus and the Word, transl. by L. P. Smith and
E. H. Lantero (Charles Scribner's Sons, New York, 1958),
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However, the second reason goes even further than
this, for Bultmann goes on to maintain that we can only
speak of God in terms of his significance for us. We

cannot deal with God "as He is in Himself but only with

God as He 1s significant for man, for man's responsi-

1

bility and man's salvation."" Thus Bultmann can claim

in his interpretation of Pauline theology that we can

understand this theology best if 1t is treated as 'his

doctrine of man , "2

Every assertion about God is simultaneously
an assertion about man and vice versa. For
this reason and in this sense Paul's theology
is, at the same time, anthropology°3'

This seems also to be the presupposition of Bultmann's
understanding of natural knowledge of God and of the
moral demand and it is here that the question of the
autonomous character of his ethic arises. He claims that
"Man does have in advance a relation to God," and quotes
Augustine in support oﬁ this Elaima

Man has a knowledge of God in advance, though
not of the revelation of God, that is, of His
action in Christ. He has a relation to God in
his search for God, conscious or unconscious.
‘Man's 1ife is moved by the search for God
because it is always moved, consciously or
unconsciously, by the question about his own
personal existence. The question of God and
the question of myself are identical.

P. 11; hereafter cited as J&W.

loyr 1, p. 191 31bid.

5
Ibid, ' hJc&M, p. 53.
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This preunderstanding of God, which is independent of the
Christian faith specifically, seems to be present to man
in his own struggle to find himself, to find authentic

life. That each man knows himself to be separated from

what he ought to be is the purpose of Daseinsanalyse to

show. However, is that knowledge of one's ontic situation
in contrast to the dntological structuré of human 1life the
same as or identical with knowledge of God's demand?
Bultmann here seems to be caught on his own presuppositions
for there is simply no way to spesk about God's demand
except in terms of its éiistential meaning and it is thus
difficult 1f not impossible to explain h§w an understanding
of oneself is different from an understanding of God. As
Oden has suggested, Bultmann makes two assertions which
must be held in contrast with his claim above: "(a) the
object of man's self~knowledge is not God and (b) . . .
such seif=knowledge leads to an impasée which only the

1

revelation of God can illumine." It is Oden's belief,

after a perceptive analysis of this relationship in Bult-
mann's thought, that this is a paradoxical though not a
self-contradictory relationship.

As the ontology of man may be existentially
analyzed by adequate philosophy, it may be
seen that every man knows himself to be under
requirement: to be who he ought to be, to-
become an authentic self. The theologian
sees the demand of God as none other than
authentic selfhood. Thus man as such has a

lThomas G, Oden, Radical Obedience: The Ethics
of Rudolf Bultmann (Westminster Press, Philadelphia,
196L ), p. 62,
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certain kind of knowledge of God in that he

knows himself to be under this requirement.

But in his ontic situation, he has always

already lost the possibility of becoming who

he ought to be. The ontic possibllity for

authentic life is given only in the address

of the Christian proclamation.
In attempting to understand human life we are therefore
involved in understanding God at the same time; yet there
are specific historical events in which God reveals him-
self to man by showing man to himself and by giving him
the power to become what he truly is.

It 1s time therefore to examine those historical
events which for Bultmann are s1gn1flcant in that God
makes himself present to man and acts in his behalf and
in that they furnish indicatives upon which ethical
imperatives regarding the actions of the believef are
based. Since it is the case that we cennot speak of thQ
action of God in any objective sense but only in terms of
his relation to human existence, Bultmann holds “the same
to be true of historical indicatives in which God’
action 1s described. Bultmann's understanding of history
has been anothef verj p#oblematic aspect of his thought
and it is important to his characterisation of ethical

decision in so far as it shows us what he considered to

11bid., p. 6. Cf. H. P. Owen, "Revelation," in
Kegley, op. cit. "[Bultmann] certainly does not wish to ~
identify revelation with self-awareness. Rather he says
that self-awareness is the human element in revelation.
In this he is surely right. The believer cannot regard
God with the detached, theoretical, interest with which
the physicist regards an atom. To know God is to know
onself as the object of his providential and redemptive
care" (p. L9).
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be the essentlial elements of God's revelation of himself
in the Christ-event. ‘The view of history which is deci-
sive for Bultmann's interpretation of the New Testament
is; as Maéquarrie has argued; a view in which the possi;
bilities of human existence for authentic or inauthentic
life are crucial. Therefore, for Bultmann,

historical study is concerned not so much with
facts as with possibility, for man himself is
the primary historical, and his existence 1s
constituted by possibility. We study man as
he has been in order to know what the possi-
bilities of his Being are. But we can study
man as he has been only because wWe ourselves
are men and are historical in our Being. To
understand the possibilities of history is at

the same time to_have our own possibilities
disclosed to us.l

What is important as the Christian seeks to understand
events of the pastmin which God has revealed himself 1is
that he becdme engaged? not as an observer who can remain
neutral to the facts he uncovers, but_as one whose own
possibilities and self=understanding are'at stake. We
could perhaps fix the dates and places of historical
events and in this sense history maintains some kind of
objectivity (Historie); but the meaning of historical

events i1s what is important (Geschichte), and this can

only be known by one who is prepared to engage in a kind
of dialogue with itoz The events of Jesus! life, in
which Bultmann took little factual interest; are really

understood when we encounter them with our own

1Macquarrie, op. cit., p. 135.

278W, po b



existential problems and find in them both demands and

solutions by which our own historical existence can

become meaningful,l

We do not stand outside historical forces as
neutral observers; we are ourselves moved by
them; and only when we are ready to listen to
the demand which history makes on us do we
understand at all what history is about. This
dialogue 1is no clever exercise of subjectivity
on the observer's part, but a real interrogating
of history, in the course of which the historian
puts this subjectivity of his in question, and
1s ready to listen to history as an authority.

In this sense, it is correct to say that Bultmann some-
what "brackets" the quesfion of historical factuality and
makes the threat of subjectivity more likelyo3

What is crucial about God's revelation of himself
in Christ and what is important for anyone who examines
the 1life of Chriét to understand, is that what occurs here
is the restoration of the possibility for authentic life

‘which man in his ontic. situation has lost.

1In this respect Bultmann followed the conclusions
of A. Schweitzer that nothing could be known of the bio-
graphy of Jesus except his preaching of the coming escha~
ton. See The Quest of the.Historical Jesus (Macmillan,
New York, 1960), especially Chapters 19 and 20. Cf. also
the introduction to J&W. For this reason, Paul's preaching
is considered by Bultmann to hold the real clues as to the
nature of Christian life and ethics, particularly since
his self-understanding before and after faith is expressed
8o vividly in his letters.

21bid., p. L.

3See Owen, Op. cit., p. 50. Against Bultmann'®s
understanding of history he writes: "The historiecal

nature of [God's] revelation demands that we accept
historical knowledge (with all its particular uncertain-

- ties) as one among the many elements that constitute the
total evidence for faith." Cf. Macquarrie, op. cit.,

P. 141. "But can the question of historical factuality
be simply bracketed, so that the theological question and
the questions of historical research have nothing what-
ever to do with each other?"
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This, then, is the decisive thing which dis-
tinguishes the New Testament from philosophy
and the Christian faith from a "natural
understanding of .existence: the New Testament
speaks about and the Christian faith knows
about a desed of God w?ich fir?t makes possible
man's self-=surrender (Hingabe), his_faith, his
love--in short, his auhﬁe%%@d'lifecl |

Since man, as we have seen, has in his ontic situation
projected his possibilities onto an alien power which
now controls his choices, he suffers a loss of self and
a loss of any capacity for authentié declision. It is
thus only by a '"mighty act of God" that man can be
restored to himself again and this means once again to
find the original possibilities of his existence open to
him and requiring his decision. The act of God in Christ
is primarily an act of grace.

‘Grace is the event in which God restores to

me and places within my grasp my lost possi-

bility of authentic being, that is to say,

the being which God intended in creation and

from which man has fallen away in sin. Such

grace is an act of forgiveness which delivers

from past guilt and breaks the power of sin-

over human life. ’
This breaking of the power of sin occurs in history as
Christ's death and resurrection for it is this event
which is the eschatological deed of salvation. God's
grace, for Bultmann, is a "single deed" and "consists

in the fact that He gave Christ up to die--to die as a

propitiatory sscrifice for the sins of men."3 This death_

lKerygma end Myth, ed. by H, W, Bartsch, transl,
by R. H. Fuller (Harper and Row, New York, 1961), p. 33,
Underlines mine. '

2

Macquarrie, An Existentialist Theology, p. 15k.

3pntT T, p. 289,
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and the resurrection "are bound together in the unity of
one salvationéoccurréﬁce,"l and 1t 1s this event of
salvation which, Bultmann claims, "is naught else than
the realization of that destined goal of 'life' and -
selfhood which are God's will for man and man's own

real intention, but which were perverted under sin, "2

It is this event which becomes the basis for Christian
ethical decision.

Since, as we have already suggested, historical
~events take on sighificance only when they are viewed as
expressing a certain understanding of human existence and
since God reveals himself to man only in his relation to
that existence, this salvation-occurrence is to be under-
stood in terms of the ™"new possibility" which is thereby
created for human life in the world. Since man's ontic
situation in the world is characferised both by estrange-

ment from his own true self and by domination of the power

i

of sin, it is God aloﬁe who can put right the relationship
of man with himself’and with his Creator. By making this
righteousness a "present reality," God has created the
conditions for receiving sal?atioﬁ or "life" and thus
offers to man the possibility of achieving the 1life he

has wanted but failed to obtain.’ Bultmann claims that,
"Righteousness does not mean any quality at all, but a

relationship,"u a relationship which is possible now due

.1Ibid., p. 293. : BIbid., pP. 270.

21pid., p. 269. brpsa., p. 272.

r—ca——
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to God's judgement that man is to be "acknowledged inno-

cent, pronounced righteoué, and "given a favourable
standing" before God.} This act of rightwising by which
the power of sin is broken by God's verdict is also '
represented By thelterm "reconciliation." This action

is to be understqod, Bultmann claims, both as an event

in history and as a."new situation whicﬁ God Himself has
opened up to man ., "2 Reconciliation is conferred "not by
[God's] removing their subjective resentment toward Him
‘but by removing thé objective state of enmity which, in
consequence of sins, exisfed between Him and men."3 Con-
sistent with the demands of demythologising, this event
cannot be treated or spoken about in a neutral manner but
must be proclaimed in preaching. It is kerygma, or "the
proclaiming, accosting, demanding, and promising word of

preaching, "

which makes present God's historical action
by proclaiming what has occﬁrred and By demanding a
response to the occurréhce on the part of its hearers.h
For Bultmann, the‘relationship of indicative and

impefative in the Christian ethic is seen most élearly in
his descriptioh of proclamation ﬁﬁd of the faith which
responds to itin obedience. On the one hand this kerygma
is consﬁituted by a claim that something has occurred and

that something is therefore true of human existence. This

1See Romans 2.13, 3.L, and 9.28.
21NT I, p. 285.

BIbido, p. 287. thid., p. 302,




claim consists of statements regarding God's action in
Christ and the present reality of a new possibility for

authentic human l1ife. The falth which responds to this

claim is knowledge or pistis els, "belief in" what God
has done for man. The impdrtance of such knowledge can
be seen in Paul's understanding of his apostleship as
bringing "the light of tﬁe knowledge of the glory of God
in the face of'Christ,"1 For Bultmann it is knowledge
which accepts the indicatives upon which ethical decision
is then founded. Xnowledge means accepting as true the
.fact that new life is present in Christ and is therefore
"knowledge of the mysteries of the history of salvation
or of the eschatological occurrence (Rom., 11:25; I Cor.
2:7; 15351)."2 Bultmann sees in knowledge an act of
acknowledgement, or a confession by which "the believer
‘turns away from himself" and concentrates his attention
on the. "object of his faith."> To hear the kerygma is
thus to hear the events of de's loving act of réconcilia=‘
tion and to respond in faith is to acknowledge_that these .
things are so. Belief is therefore constituted by
"willingness to consider true (= Believe) the facts
reported of the pre-existent Son of God--incarnation,

crucifixion, resurrection from the dead--and to see in

them a demonstration of the grace of God."™ qhus far

lsee II Corinthians L.6. Cf. 2.1lh.

TNT I, p. 327. Cf. TNT ITI, po 73=l.
31pbid., p. 319.

2

b1b14., p. 300. Cf. Bultmann and A. Weiser,
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Bultmann's understanding of the knowledge of faith
corresponds fairly closely with Evans' description of
the verdictive element in parabdlic onlooks., For a
judgementAis called for on the'part of those who hear
the kerzgma,.a judgement which asserts not only that
something has taken place but also that it is a certain
kind of event, nameiy one in which the grace of God is
enactedol
The kerygma is also present to its hearsrs,
“however, as demand‘and this constitutes the imperative
element of proclamation; If what is proglaimed is the
presence of a new possibility for man and one which lies
altogether outside his own power to effect, then the
demand is first and most fundamentally for obedience to
the God who has so acted. The kerygma must thrust man
into genuine decision'regarding his 1life and this means
a decision to be for or agéinst authentic life in
obedience to the Cr'eat?or° Faith which responds to this
proclamation is thus characterised also by commitment,
by a transformation of the believer's existencé from the
0ld to the new creation, |
"Paith," that is, also has, on the other hand,
"undogmatic" character insofar as the word of
proclamation i1s no mere report about historical

incidents: It is no teaching about external
matters which could simply be regarded as true

Faith, Kittel's Bible Key Words, transl. D. M, Barton
(A. & C. Black, London, 1961), p. 70-1, 87=8,

1Evans, op. cit., p. 133=4. See above, p. 146=7,
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without any transformation of the hearer's
own existence.l

What constitutes the transition from inauthentic to
authentic 1life is therefore a decision to accept the
new possibility for 1ife in "radical obedience” and to
commit oneself to the actions of love which allow that
life to be fulfilled in the world. Indeed this commit-
ment 1s already present throughout the understanding of
faith as knowledge, for to know the act of grace in
which God reconciles man to himself is to know also the
"will of God, or to have a grasp of ethical dutieso2
Knowledge of this wiil does not, howsever, imply, as it
does for Brunner, that one's life is henceforth to bs
determined by God's imperétives° Rather, for Bultmann,
it means that a person sees his own authentic life
demanding his conformity and allowing for the first time
the real possibility of liviﬁg it in the presento3 It is
in_obedience to this demand for authentic life that the
Christian way of 1life 1is actualised,

For Bultmann, these two aspects of the kerygma
and of the faith which responds to it are the indicativse
and imperative existing in dialectical tension with one
another. In the very important section of his Theology

of the New Testament devoted to Paul's understanding of

lTNT 19 po 318?190

21b1d., p. 327.

3¢f. N. H. G. Robinson, The Groundwork of
Christian Ethics, p. 18L4."
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the salvation=occurrence, Bultmann expresses this rela-
tionship as it is manifest in the decision of faith.

A homogeneous concept of faith-belief and a |
single decisive act of faith-belief would be
detectable only if the decision-question
whether a wan is willing to give up his old
understanding of himself and henceforth under-
stand himself only from the grace of God and
the question whether he will acknowledge Jesus
Christ as the Son of God and Lord should turn
out to be one and the same question. That is

just what they evidently are in the real
intention of Paul.l

The beginning of the Christian moral life is thus a
deciéion which is both an acknoﬁledgement regarding God's
'actions and at the same time a commitment to seeing
oneself in relation to those actions. Thus, as Oden has
put it, in Bultmann's ethic the imperative and indicative
are "as two sides of a coin." Only together do they
describe the whole nature of faith. "The imperative is
'hidden' within the indicative, and the indicative is
'hidden' within the imperative."2 For the Christian moral
1life, the indicative 1is the foundation for the ihperative
and obedience to the imperative fulfills the indicative.
This is expréssed by Bultmanh in a phrase which charac-
terises Christian ethical decision: "Become what thou

art!"3 Ag Oden has suggested,

lryT 1, p. 300-301.

20den, op. cit., p. 95. Cf. Walter Schmithals,
An Introduction to the Theology of Rudolf Bultmann, transl.
John Bowden (SCM Press, London, 1968), p. 27h: T"Thus the
imperative does not contradict the indicative, nor does it
- temporarily deprive the indicative of its force."

3TNT I, p. 332.
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Becoming who one is . . . 1s the heart of the

ethics of the New Testament, insofar as the

Christ event is understood as the forensic

eschatological deed of God in which man has

been made new by virtue of God's saving deed

and insofar as man 18 called to become the

new creature which he already is according

to God's verdict.l
This is the meaning for Bultmann of the paradoxical
statement of Paul, "If we live by the Spiritp let us also
walk by the Spirit,"2 that "the faith-bestowed possibility
of 'living by the Spirit' must be explicitly laid hold of
by 'walking by the Spirit.' The indicative is the founda-
-tion for the imperativeo"3

Bultmann considers faith;, in its two aspects of

knowledge and commitment, to be both "radical obedience"
and a "new self-understanding" and it is the relation
between these two which constitutes the primary diffi-
culty in his understanding of the dialectical tension
‘of indicative and imperative in ethical decision. Bult-"
mann claims that "Ultimately 'faith' and ‘knowledge’® are
identical as a new understanding of one's self . . . "

and it is the living out of this new self-understanding

which unites the indicative end imperative elements.

1oden, op. cit., p. 95.

2calatians 5.25.

-BIEE I, p. 333. Cf. Bultmann's discussion of
the Johannine motif of love in which this paradox is
also expressed. "Out of the love we have received

arises the obligation to love . . . " TNT II, p. 80-1.
" Cf. I John L.11, 19 and John 13.34. ~
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Faith's obedient submission to God's "grace,"
the acceptance of the cross of Christ, 1s the
surrender of man's o0ld understanding of him-
self, in which he lives "unto himself," tries
to achieve 1life by his own strength, and by
that very fact falls victim to the powers of
sin and death and loses himself . . . The new
self-understanding which is bestowed with

"faith" is that of freedom in which the believer
gains life and thereby his own self.l

This freedom which comes to the believer with his deci-
sion to accept the new possibllity for life is a freedom
which opens up the future. For Bultmann, "Freedom is
nothing else than being open for the genuine future,
‘letting one's self be determined by the future, "2 In

this sense, what faith really means is an attitude of
openness in which the believer decides to return to
authentic existence with the knowledge that such authen-
tieity réquires him to live in 1§ve, humility and open-
ness toward others. Here the indicatives which are
descriptive of man's aﬁthentic exlstence and which
delineate the two poss?bilitiés for 1life in the world
appear to be the most éritical.ones in.determining the
decision of the man of faith to adopt>a new understanding
of himself. The other fact which-Bultmahn claims 1is
essential as well is the presence of man's new possibility
made available by God's gracious act in Christ. Yet it is
precisely because such an indicative regarding'the signif-
icance of Christ can only be known through personal

decision and, furthermore, because it is to be understood

lrbia., p. 330-1. °Ibid., p. 335.

A ————
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as a claim about and upon human existence itself, that
its importance as an iﬁdicative foundation for“ethical
imperatives 1s vitiated.

The continuing problem in Bultmann's ethics

is that on the one hand he argues that man's
knowledge of obligation 1s self-knowledge and
subject to existential analysis; yet on the
other hand, he proposes that the unique demand
of the present moment constitutes the demand
of the transcendent God who is beyond all
human grasping, but whose demand is made clear
in the event of Christian proclamation and is
discernible in the moment.l

This confusion of heteronomous and autonomous elements

"in Bultmann's understanding of Christian ethical decision,

in which radical obedience and a new self-understanding
become one, makes it difficult to determine precisely
which facts are really decisive in his explication.
In his analysis of Bultmann's ethic, Robinson

claims that |

it 1s not immediately clear whether the ques-

tion of obedience can even be raissed or not.

Everything depends on whether there is someons

to obey, for whom to decide in obedience. It

depends, in other words, on the reality of a

superhuman will to which in his decision a man
can render obedience.

If there is such a heteronomous element in Bultmann's
ethic, it must be demythologised according to the logic
of his analysis of religious claims, Thus, "this act of
God must be understood in a completely non-objectifying

manner and . . . therefore the eschatological event is

1oden, op. eit., p. 121.

2Robinson9 op., eit., p. 185,
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for him without colour, character, or content."! Bult-
mann's lack of clarity on the issue of self-knowledge
aﬁd knowledge of God results in the loss of any distinc-
tive différence which religious‘affirmations might make‘
to ethical decision-making.

What Bultmenn needs to be able to say at this
point is that wan as such stands in relation
to God. This, however, he cannot do becausse
it would involve using the word "God" in an
objectifying manner, whereas for Bultmann the
word is meaningless or mythological apart from
an exlistential apprehension. Consequently the
reality for which it stands, or part of it, is

brought within the ontological structure of
man himself .2 o

Indesd, the conclusion which Robinson would draw from
such an insight is that for Bultmann Christian ethical
decision is radically aut&nomous and represents exactly
the oppoéite emphasis td that of Brunner. Indicatives
regarding the nature of man's being which are derived

from Daseinsanalyse are therefore the source of moral

imperatives for authentic man,

As in the case of Tillich, Bultmann assumes in
his ethic the lmportance and relevance of religious
affirmations which he then translates into indicatives
about human existence. Thus, Robinson claims,

What i1s important to notice, however, is that
even in Bultmann, if the act of God is affirmed
in & completely non-objectifying way, there can
be no rational connection between it and what

it is alleged to make possible in human existe-
ence, a decision of love in the concrete

1mia., p. 189. °Ibid., p. 190.
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encounter of the moment. It 1s only by drawing
illegitimately and inconsistently upon the

more traditional understanding of Christianity
that we can continue to say that we love him
because he first loved us, If Bultmann's
position 1s consistently maintained there can
be no rational connection (only a blind
causative one) between the sheser act of God
and the demand and decision of love. Accordingly,
the kerygmatic side of Bultmann's thought,

upon which he paradoxically insists, does not
in the least infringe the autonomous character
of the Christian life as he understands it.l

Bultmann does attempt to maintain the tension between a
decision-that and a decision-to which constitutes the
‘basic ethical attifude informing the Christian life.
However, the emphasis-oh the subjectivity of such an
onlook, epitomised by the decision of faith, throws into
question the importance of religious claims about man's
relation to God and certainly makes their objective truth
lmpossible. If to choose to see oneself in relation to
God 1s to be in relation to}him, and if any decision on
God's part to love man can only be understood when we
examine its effect upoﬁ man's possibilities for life,.
then the decision-that, or the knowledge implicit in
faith, is not the acceptance of specifically féligious
affirmations regarding human lifé; The declsive indica-
tives in Bultmann's ethic are therefore those which
describe the nature of man and his possibilities for

living in this world.- However, it is by God'’s action

l1pid., p. 239.
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in Christ that these possibilities are opened up to
man in his ontic situation and the foundation of Bult-
mann's ethic, though ' limited by his understanding of
the mythological nature of objective assertions about
this action; is nevertheless dependent upon the reality
of such an event and the belisver's acknowledgement

that it is decisive for the formation of his new self-

understanding.



CHAPTER IX

THE LOGIC OF CHRISTIAN DECISION

.This examination of Thristian ethical theory
has been designed to expose fhe source, foundations, and
goal of a way bf life in the context of which the
decigions of the Christian moral agent can be viewed.
“We have tried to allow the particular vision of the
world, of man and of God to emerge from the authors
themselves és they develop their distinctive styles of
ethical analysis and fo view the problems with which
such analyses are concerned from within., Within each
account the complexities of Christian moral language
.can be recognised and the varieties of relationship of
indicgtives to imperatives can be appfeciated° Each
theologian has attempted to explicate the foundations
upon which the Christian moral life depends and from
which it floﬁs and has offéfed an account of the way in
which such a life is justified and fulfilled. It remains
for us to draw some general conélusions about the way in
which indicatives regarding the being and action of God
and imperatives for moral action are related to one
another within ﬁhis way of life and to establish the
nature of its characteristic vision of the world,

For Tillich, moral decision is'a matter of

recognising one's participation in Being and of allowing

321
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one's attitude to existence and one's interaction with
others to be determined by the acﬁivity of* Being=-itself.
This activity of Being by which it overcomes separation
and the threat of meaninglessness brought about by non-being
is understood by Tillich not only as a description of what
is going on at the ontologiqal level but also as a
describtion of man's relation to Being. It is on this
basis that Tiilich makes his appeal for moral action.

What man ought to be doing in his finite existence is
- understood as a function of what is happening ontologically
and decisions are made with respect to this law, that man
become existentially what he is essentially. If Being
is overcoming the separation between particular beingé,
snd if it is the nature of human 1life to be a participant
in Being, then overcoming separation fhrough love, power,
- Justice and courage is the appropriate thing for human
beings to be doing in order to be true to themselves.

What can be seen from analysing Tillich's
ontology, however, is that such a description of Being-
itself concéals a hidden premise regarding the will of
God and assumptions regarding the activity of God. These
assumptions are that God has coﬁquered the threat of '
existential estrangement in and through the life of Christ,
that God loves, forgives and accepts the unloveable, un-= .
forgiveable, and-unacceptable, and that God is in some way
responsible for the direction of history towards the
fulfillment or reunification of particular beings with

their ground and source of power. These notions are
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implicit throughout Tillich's account of religious morality
though they cannot be made explicit for two reasons. Tillich
argues on the one hard that all language about God is
necessarily symbolic and that it is not only possible
to find in all truthe-claims about God the ontological
meaning bf these claims, but this is also the t}ue or real
meaning of language about God. Tillich goes further than
this to argue that truth-claims about God can be translated
without loss of meaning into statements sbout Being-itself,
with gll its implications regarding the nature of human
existence. The relationship between Godfs will and the
will of particular human beings is therefore established
by claiming that the will of God is the symboliec
representation of the movement of Being-itself in which
we all participate by nature. The_ontological indicatives
upon which Tillich would found moral decision therefore'
have been transformed by>Ti11;ch"s belief's about the
action and character of God. What is assumed throughout.
this account is that imperatives for moral action cen be
related to claims regarding the nature of God and his
relationship to man onlj if such claims are translated
into terms regarding Being-itself. Such a translation
has the unfortunate result of mésking the real foundation
upon which Christian ethical behaviour rests and also of
deemphasising the roie of decision in the adoption of basic
moral attitudes. Tillich's account of Christian ethics
therefore emerges»as a vision of Being reuniting with 1itself,

a vision which Tillich holds to be compelling not only
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because of its ability to illuminate and resolve the human
predicament but also because of its power to reveal the
meaning implicit in traditional religious claims about God.

For Brunner, moral decision is.a matter of sheer
obedience to the commandments off God, for what is good is
precisel& what God wills for human life. Morality is 4
thus dependent upon one's coming to know God and allowing
one's life to be ruled by God's intentions. There are -
two pictures by means of which Brunner understands the
will Qf God and in both of these God is described as a
being who reveals himself, his intentions and authority
over human life through his activiﬁies in relation to man.
In this revealing of his person and exercise of his
authority, he shows himself to be the only source of that
which is ultimately good. It is the nature of religious
knowledge, in Brunner's analysis, that it involves Both é
jﬁdgement as to the deciéivengss of God's will for human
life and a commitment to acting in one's own life in
conformity with this will. One comes to understand good
by willingness to acknowledge the claim which God has upon
life, and it is a claim-which Brunner argues can be shown
to fulfill the inadequacies of other bases for moral
decision., Conformity to God's ﬁill is therefore funda-
mentally conformity to Géd's authoritative onlook, for it
is his judgement upoh end intention for his creation whicﬁ_
furnishes the context of Christian moral action.

Brunner's understanding of the fundamental Christian

attitude is marred by difficulties which are raised by his
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insistence that morality is a matter of God's activity and
not man's, This is seen both in Brunner's reliance upon
the fact that‘God alone is good, that indesd there is no
goodness to be found indeﬁendently of God's giving it, and
in his argument thgt the Christian life begins with a
radical self-surrender to determination by God. The reason
for such claims wouid appear to be Brunﬁer's interest in
méintaining the transcendence and the autonomy of the moral
"ought" by making it completely independent of any ties
with man's nature or the structure of the world. His concern
-to avoid any role which "natural" knowledge of the good
might play in ethical decision, except tﬁe purely negative
one by which it indicates.the sinful pretensions of man,
leads him to make some contrédictory statements regarding
the nature of moral reasoning. On the one hand, no such
reasoning is possible for, as the term "theology of crisis"
implies, there are no general_principies of action which
can be formulated a priori and applied to particular
situations, Ethical decision is a»matter of remaining
open to the activity of God, of placingvoneself within the
context of his action. Yet Brunner does appeal to and rely
upon human judgement in acknowledging God as the Creator and
Redeemer and this is an essential element in the logic of
Christian faith. Christian moral reasoning woﬁld then be
a\matter of deepening and transforming one's understandiné.
of the good and one's moral principles by allowing them to
be judged, reformed and redirected by the intentions and

judgemeﬁts of God. This understanding would allow for God'ls
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will to be related to man's, not because man's is
destroyed, but because it is transformed and redirected
by man's beliefs about the reality of God's intentions
and by his commitment to becomihg personally involved in
the activity of God. Thus; moral action could be
consistently related‘to the whole idea of God since he is
the ackﬁowledged locus of the good to which moral decisions
conform., ' |

Niebuhr's understanding of Christian ethical
deciéion revolves around two polarities which through
-interaction and synthesis form the ethical ideal to be
approximated in human action, On the one hand, Niebuhr's
ethic is informed by his asnalysis of the nature and
destiny of man in which historical and philosophical
insights are considered and measufed for their appro-
priateness. This investigation of man is one which
Niebuhr recognises as ha?ing m&ral implications, for in
each account of which he is éritical, what man ggggﬁ to do-
is intimately bound up with the description of what man is.
What he argues is that neither in terms of the description
nor in termé of the evaluation is-any picture of man
adequate which does not take into accoﬁnt the relationship
of man with God., Fundamental to Christian ethical theory,
according to Niebuhr, is the acknowledgement of the inherent
contradiction in man'é nature, by which he knows himself to
be both finite and free, both creature and made in the
- image of God. Such an acknowledgement'constitutes the

verdictive element in the formation of an onlook regarding
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human existence and it is bound up with a commitment to
viewing man in terms of his whole being and to behaving
in accordance with this image. Thus one pole of Christian
ethical decision is formed by an evaluative description
of man which Niebuhr argues is c¢onvincing and reasonable.

At the other pole of decision is the judgemeht and
will of God which, for Niebuhr, furnishes both the propef
perspecﬁive to t;ke upon human existence and establishes
the limits on the appropriate moral attitude. God reveals
his intention for human life through the life of Christ and
it is here thereforé that the norm of human action is found
and realised, This norm, for Niebﬁhr, is not one ﬁhich
contradicts the '"natural" assessment of human life, as one
sees in the case of Brunner, but,réther one which brings
to fulfillment the partial, incomplete and inadequate
understandings of life which are derived independently of
God's'verdict. What is beculiar to the’religious apprehen-
sion of human life.in its fullest dimensions is the recog-
'nition of the attitude and behaviour which characterises
the whole of human existence, namely man's sinful self-
assertion. It is this fecognition, by which man comes to
acknowledge God and his»own sin_in the same act of
consciousness, which then cén fulfill and deepen manf's
understanding of_himself.and his commitment to moral
action, adding to his previous moral knowledge a breadfh
and depth which would otherwise be lacking. The tension
of these two polarities formed by natural laﬁ and the law

of God is a constant dialogue in Niebuhr's analysis and
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results in the judgement that the meaning of human life
is to be found in obedience to the law of love. Love
becomes the ethical ideal in conformity with which man
becomes most truly human and experiences the reality of
God's love for man. Ethical dec¢ision is thus a matter
of realisticélly assessing the nature of the situation,
vhich involves both a recognition of the sinful and
relative elements in human history and social interaction
as well as an acceptance of the reality of God's judgement
and forgiveness, and of approximating the law of love
through the practical alternatives at one's disposal.

In this way Niebuhr hoped to unify both deontological

and teleological elements in the Christian ethic by .
arguing that love is not only the ultimate principle by
which we should measure our behaviour but also the goal
towards which ethical decision should be directed.
Indicatives regarding thé nature and destiny'of man and
those regarding thé powerful judgement and forgiving love
of God thus combine to form the basis of ethical impéra=
tives,

It is in the writings of Bultmann that the
relationship of indicative and imperative is explicitly
analysed and the roots of the Christian moral life in
the ethical teachings of.the New Testament are explorédo
Bultmann characterises the new attitude which is funda;
mental to the Christian life as a new selfcundérstanding
in which the Christian allows his behaviour énd opinions

to be informed by the new possibility for life which has
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opened up by God's action in Christ. In the context of
Christian preaching about the events ahd the significance
of the death and resurrection of Jesus, certain implica-=
tions are present regarding the nature of human life in
the world and the essentiai possibilities from which man
is estranged. It is Bultmann's intention, in much the
same waj as Tillich, to draw'out these anthropologicél
and ontological assertiohs and to find through them the
means for coming to terhs with religious claims about
God'é character and action. Thus Bultmann claims that
‘the source of the Christian onlook is an action of God
which is revealing ahd powerful, which both illuminates
the nature of life and creates the conditions for its
fulfillment. This historical event, Bultmann argues,
cannot be understbod objectively as an act of God, since
_this would be to speak mythologically, but must be appro-
priated subjectively throughAthe acknowledgement implicit
. in faith., Yet it is preciseiy Bultmann's inability to
speak of these historical facts except in terms of their _
effect upon man's self-understanding that results in a
contradiction within his analysis; Bultmann seems to
have adopted the view that stating facts is a purely
non-gvaluative act and that facts themselves, either
historical or metaphysical, only have significance for
moral action when it can be said that to know or unders
stand them is to lknow or understand one's own self,

This severely limits tﬁe role of indicatives regarding a’
factual core of events around which the Christian oniook

is formulated,
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Indeed, this leads to the further confusion regard-
ing those indicatives which really do serve as the basis

for Bultmann's understanding of Christian moral decision.

Indicatives derived from his Daseinsanalyse are important

as a source of moral imperatives since it is in coming to
understénd ourselves, our ontic existence énd our onto=
logical possibilities that we come to kmow the good. vThe -
demand to become what one is is derived from the judgement
that man has lost the possibility for authentic existence
which he really desires and that this possibility can only
be returned to him by his decision to take it up and act
upon it. Such a decision cannot be made, however, without
the actual presence in history of the new possibility in
whigh God opens up human authenticity. If this is a

purely causal or psychological relationship betwseen '
indicatives regarding God's action on behalf of man-and‘impsarb
étives to obey God's intention in this action,:then it is
still unclear in Bultmann'‘s analysis how he can describs

or be said to know anything about the event in which this
power is made available. There .must;, in other words, be
some minimal objective and factﬁal core which cannot be
equated with statements about man's being which is pre-
supposed by Bultmann but which he cannot make any claims
about, since this wduld be to speak mythologically. The
verdictive element ih the formation of the primary .
Christian onloék is thus difficult to understand in
Bultmannts analysis since, although it has factual pre-

suppositions regarding the being and activity of God, it
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is not at all clear how knowledge of God and assertions
regarding his demands and purposes differ from knowledge

of one's own self and assertions about authentic human
life. Thus9 while Bultmann argues that the indicative and
imperative afe twolsides of a coin, being united in terms
of a new selfnunderstanding, it is not self-evident that
such a unity can be.achieved without saérificing the
uniqueness and importance of assertions about God.

In his analysis of Christian ethical theory,
Keith Ward has arghed for.the existence of factual pre=
suppositions regarding Géd and his action in the life of
Christ which pfovide the framework for moral attitudes
and behaviourg' In his argument against Braithwaite, he
suggésts_that the characteristic moral attitude of the
Christian way of life embodies "certain assertions about
matters of fact," and'is not therefore merely a set of
principles which one adopts as guides for behaviour’o2
If the Christian ethic“is dependent upon the believer'’s -
assuming a stance with regard to his own life, the being
of God and theﬂérelationship, then it can also be argued
that such a stance involves claiﬁé about these subjects
which the believer holds to be true, adequate, and perhaps
even rétionalo Thus, as Ward has said,

o o o it is a logiczl tbuth that the expression
of an attitude entails the existence of some

lyard, "Christian Ethics and the Being of God,"
Sgogtish Journal of Theology, Vol. 22, No. 1 (1969), p.
7:'90 .

®Ibid., p. 82,
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factual as well as evaluative beliefs in the
mind of the person who expresses it. One
could not say of anyone that they expressed
an attitude if they did not have certain
factual beliefs about its object; and one
could not describe their attitude corresctly

without mentioning the object to which it is
directed.l : -

What is clear in examiﬂing the lqgic of Christian deci-
sion is that these presuppositions not only ére indicative
of the total scheme within which moral action is to take
place but also provide adequate grounds for thé derivation
of imperatives.

The Christian ethic is not, therefore, as Braith-
waite had suggested, the attachment of an a priori commit-
ment to a particular set of facts which the moral agent
finds supportive and encouraging. One‘s intentions to act
within this way of life are not chosen independently of
the context of reality in which one belisves oneself to be
“involved. Indicatives regarding this reality are self-
involéing in the Christian efhic; they are not mere con-
statives but rather imply and depend upon the orientation
of the believer's intentions and judgements into conformify
with them., Thus | A

o o o the Christian ethic consists in adopting
a total attitude to experience, and depends
essentially on the (logically) prior acceptance
of factual beliefs about the being and nature
of God. It is in these beliefs, in their
function of specifying a particular way of

life, and in these alone, that the_distinctive-
ness of Christian ethics consists,

1 R
Ibid. 2 bid., po 89.
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Such an understanding of the fundamental onlook in the
Christian moral life is offered in support of the
internal relationship between indicative and imperative

which is critical to understanding the logic of ethical

decision=-making.
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