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, I 

DIGEST 

In the Introduction, I have set forth the need for the establish­

ment of basic princj_pJ.es which can determine the categorical scheme for 

a. philosophy of Judaism. In this way tre prevailing scepticism and dog­

matism of modern Jewish thought can be allevi.:Ited. I specifi..ca]J.y limit 

myself to questions of ethics. I do not propose to set forth a categoric­

al scheme of Jewish ethics, but rather I attempt to clear the way so that 

a categorical scheme can be constructed in the future. My first chapter 

dealfith the transcendentc1l method. This method consists of separating 

three related element,s of any disci.pline. First the data which is neither 

given nor fixed but is rather a question to be cognized. Second the con­

stitutive principles which define the categorical scheme and make the 

object possible, and finally, the regulative principles which define the 

goal. of categorization. I compare these three features in both the con­

struction of the theoreti.cal and the moral object. Chapters two through 

seven are an attempt to work out an ethical i:,ystem along Kantian lines. 

I first discuss the nature of human agency and. compare it to natural agen,­

cy. Then I attempt to show that all predeterrnired objects of the will 

either condit:i.on the will or are cont:t.ngently related to the will.. Because 

of this, tra only possible good is one that follows from the character of 

willing as such, since this is the only way that both freedom and obliga­

tion can be established.. In di.scu.ssing the relationsh:lp between the will 

and the good, I follow closely the four theorems in the Analytic of Prin­

ciples of the~ of~~ Re~. After det,ermi.ning the autonomous 

character of the. will and :Lts normative basis in reason, I then try to 

deduce the , idea of th(3 highest good from the diverse formulations of the 

categorical imperative. I show that thE3 categorical imperative has a 
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function. First as a limiting condition of morality, in thif3 sense it 

is purely formal, and second as a positive for•mulation of the objec·t; of 

action. In this latter sense it is the realm of ends and therefore a 

preliminary to the highest good. I then show that the highest good is 

the object of the categorical imperative. I conclude the first part with 

a critique.of modern types of ethical tmory which negate the ethical 

doctrine I developed. I criticize positivism, intuitionism, a:i.d existen•~ 

tialism in a brief manner. 

Chapters eight through thirteen are a presentation of Jewish ethics. 

I begin with the basic distinction between ideal and actual in the Bible. 

From this distinction I discuss such concepts as time, success and :failure 

in action, and the ethics implied in Biblical personality and leadership. 

I then discuss the significance of the God concept for J'ew.i.sh ethics and 

finally the concept of history. I try to show that as long as man under­

stood himself cosmologically, then history was sulrordinated to nature and 

consequently ethics was severely limited. The sign:i.ficance of man as an 

ethical being became possible with the realization ·1:,hat man is an historic­

al an:i not a cosmological tieing. Being an historical being, the opposi­

tion between man and nature must be stressed and the nature of man as a 

self-transcendent being affirmed. I then characterized prophetic religion 

and its implications. I distinguished the prophetic view of man and his­

tory and compared it to the apocalyptic and tragic view. I then discussed 

the nature of revelation in these two views. ]'inally., the ethics tmplicit 

in Biblical law was discussed and also Rabbinic ethics was treated as a 

type of legel · ethics. In the Conclusion I attempted to relate the theo­

retical foundations of ethics in general with Jewish ethics in particular, 

and to show the basic consistency between the two. 
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INTRODUCTION 

Dogmatism and scepticism seem to be the two reigning moods in 

modern Judaism •. On the one hand, Orthodo:xy uncritically and unsystematically 

· adheres t,o everything from its past and designates it as ttNormative 

Judaism. 11 On the other hand, Rc'Jform has uncritioaJ.ly/4md unsystematioally 

rejected tradition so that what one refol•mer asserts as central, the 

other bel:ieves to be peripheral. ill of the Jewish denominations have 

approached change in Judaism pragmatically. They have changed with the 

times and of necessity. This has not been self-conscious, and therefore 

has brought about confusion arrl anarchy. Reform has at times sweepingly 

negated the past and now seems to be reintroducing traditional 111odes, 

simply because they are 11the thing to do}' in order to keep up with the 

religious demands of the people.· What is needed is a critical analysis 

of the constitutive principles without which Judaism would be impossible. 

We must develop and work out a. philosophy of Judaism. We must ask for 

the basic doctrines and teachings of Judaism in terms of a. world view and 

a way of life. This can only be done through a critical analysis of the 

traditional teachings of Judaism. 

Talmudic Judaism fs.a:pami,ng phenomenon. It dominated Jewish life 

for many hundreds of years, but now it is being discarded and rejected. 

The only way that Judaism can become meaningful in a vital sense to Jews 

today is if it is elabora:t,ed as a philosophy of life with vital answers 

for our time concerning the meaning of life, the Good, am. :'.iJhe.·,odns.t,.ru0-

lbilPiJ:'lH(:)Jf a world view.:· 
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This task is a great one. It includes dealing with such questions 

as science and religion, ethics and religion, and the relation of re­

ligious to secular values. However, it cannot be shirked. It must be 

attempted and accomplished through careful research in the different basic 

areas of Judaism. 

In this essay I cannot begin to deal with any of the questions 

raised aboye. I will however try to clear the ground in the area of 

ethical speculation so that a start in the philosophy of Jewish ethics 

will be possible. This essay is merely a prolegomena to Jewish ethics. 

It a·ttempts to establish certain foundations upon which a Jewish ethical 

system can be built. 

Unfortunately, most works on Jewish ethics in our time are homi­

letically and not philosophically oriented. Works on Jewish ethics seek 

to inspire or moralize and engage in ethical pronouncements without in 

any way being aware of the basic problems with which one must deal in 

order to construct an ethic in general., not to speak of Jewish ethics in 

particular. The field of ethics is an extremely complex and techn:i.oal 

area of endeavor. !Anyone who seeks to deal. with questions of J'ewish ethics 

must be thoroughly familiar with the basic questions of ethics in general • 

.Arbi·trary quotations from different philosophers to support or illustrate 

Jewish doctrines tend merely to confuse, since the question of the basic 

constituents of ethics remains unsolved. .An example of this can be seen 

in nUlnerous religionists who seek to substantiate the Jewish concept of 

freedom by an appeal to the prire:iple of indeterminacy in physics. They 

do this w:i.thout realizing that if indeterminacy is in fact true, then no 

freedom of any kind is possible, since then there is an indeterminate 
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relation between one I s choice and the effect of one I s choice. 

What must be done is to consider the f oundat'ions of ethics as a 

study in itself arrl then try to use these basic categories in the under­

standing of Jewish ethics. It is for this reason that I have first con­

sidered in detail such questions as method, the relationship between the 

will and the good, the problem of freedom and obligation, the character 

of the highest good,and the realm of ends. I then sought a descriptive 

account of Jewish ethics. Only if one detennine s what constitutes ethics 

in itself is it then possible to deal with Jewish ethics. There has been 

a tremendous amount of confusion in modern times in reference to ethical 

questions. The fundamental distinctions between the normative an:i the 

descriptive., and between hypothetical and categorical imperatives have 

been glossed over and denied by modern naturalism. Therefore., it is of 

the utmost importance that we crttical ly analyze the basic categories of 

ethical discourse in order to lay a solid foundation for the ethics of 

Judaism. · 

It is perhaps necessary at this poi.nt to state the author I s own 

convictions on ethical questions, which perhaps will prepare the reader 

for the particular treatment the e-1:,hical question will receive in these 

pages. I believe that ethics is impossible unless the normative and de­

scriptive are sharply separated. I do not believe that one can determine 

what ought to be on the basis of what in fact is. I am also convinced 

that the Kantian ethics is in its main tenets correct. I believe that 

Kant has suffered intensely at the hands of his commentators. If Kant 

did in fact say what most commentators attribute to him, then there would 

be no reason to pay any attention to his thought. I believe that a correct 
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understanding of Karri:,' s moral philosophy will show us the soundness and 

inevitableness of his views. I have therefore concu~red wlth Kant and 

sought to actively defend the doctrine tha·lt, all conceptions of the good 

as predetermined destroy the will, and that the only possible formula:tion 

of the good is one that can be deduced from the character of the will. 

Thus in the chapters on the will and the good., natural and moral good, 

and. finally in the chapter on the moral law and the highest good, I attempt 

to make the deduction from law as such to the kingdom of ends. I also 

believe that the idea of the kingdom of ends is equivalent to the idea of 

the highest good, which makes the transition from Kantian ethics to Jewish 

ethics clear and natural. I have departed considerably from the general 

interpretation of Kant as one who sees ethics as a purely formal affair 

with no material element • I have endeavored to show that Kant made a dis­

tinction between the ground of the categorical :ilinperative as a limiting 

condition of the will and the object of the categorical impera·tive which 

is the highest good. In working through the basic concepts of Kant's 

ethics, I have criticized alternative formulations where I thought it was 

necessary. I have criticized both natural determinism and indeterminism 

in the chapter on na:tural and human agency. I have criticized the concept 
the 

that the Good must be/material object of desire rather than a formal object 

based on the moral law. I have criticized the classical confusion be­

tween the natural and moral good. I ha'Ve tried to refute the statement 

that 11 to know the good is to do the good!'~ I have positively tried to 

show that the only possible ethics that is not subject to scepticism is 

one based on reason, since only a. rational ethics can be necessary.,. , :,. 

universal,and binding on evecy rational being. I have also briefiy touched 
relevant 

on/ questions so that the classic criticism of Kant 1 s ethics as pll't'ely 
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formal would be refuted. 

In tm working through of these questions, I arrived at the concept 

of the Realm of Ends, deducing it from law as such, showing that it must 

be the object of the moral law though not the ground or condition of 

morality. In terms of these two concepts of the relationship between the 

will and the good I have formulated Jewish ethics. However, I have not 

sought to impose these categories on the matter of Jewish ethics, thus de­

stroying its meaning. Rather, I have tried to show that a descriptive 

analysis of Biblical and Rabbinic ethics would immanently produce these 

basic categories. Thus I leave the synthesizing of these two aspects until 

I reach the conclusion of this essay. I believe that my description of 

Jewish ethics is true to the material and follows well from a crit,ical 

understanding and not a superficial view. I have tried to penetrat,e into 

the basic characterology of the Bible, seeing its concept of man, God, 

and morality. By and large I have restric·t;ed my concern to the Prophets 

since I believe the prophetic concept of man and history and of the Messi­

anic Age is the basic core of Biblical ethics. I have added a section on 

Prophecy and Apocalypse in order to contrast the two basic views of man and 

history. I have finally considered the Rabbinic extension of Biblical 

ethics in terms of a comretization and legalfaa·t;ion of the basic idea.ls 

and goals of the Bible. 

It is important. for tra reader to keep in mind that this is a pro­

logemena to Jewish ethics. 'rhere is not a question in this essay which 

receives the treatment which it deserves. Books can and have been written 

on each one of the questions dealt with. However, it is important in an 

introductory essay to see the field as a whole and connect the different 

dimensions. Only afte1" the field as a whole is surveyed can one investigate 
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the questions in a piecemeal fashion, developing in deta.il and with abundant 

evidence the doctrinee advanced in the introduction. The limlted character 

of this work is especially true in reference to the questions of Jewish 

ethics. Jewish ethics is an extremely complex subject; it involves an 

understand1.ng of the total field of Jewish literature and history. In 

both these areas I am a beginner. I am a student of Jewish ethics and 

can only hesitantly and cautiously discuss them. Thus, anything that is 

said in a dogmatic tone in this essay should be considered in the light 

of my limitations. 

Most authors write two introductions to their works. The first 

before the work is begun setting forth the ideal goal which the author 

strives to realize. And the second after he has finished his task. This 

latter constitutes the actual accomplishment. Usually there is a wide 

gap between the two. This essay is not an exception to this rule. 



PART ONE 

THE FOUNDATIONS OF ETHICS IN GENERAL 

AS A CRITIQUE OF TIE CONCEPT OF 

THE WI LL AND OF THID GOOD . 
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CHAPTER I 

THE TRANSCENDENTAL METHOD 

Philosophy is primarily concerned with the criticism. and systemati­

zation of the basic categories that are used in the sciences and the hu­

manities. Philosophy asks the question: How is this knowledge possible? 

Science uses categorles to explain its range of experience and introduces 

general principles of explanation such as causality, law., etc., but it is 

the role of philosophy to investigate the meaning and significance of these 

categories, and to subject them to a searching and scrutinizing analysis. 

Philosophy grew out of) an:l sought to emancipate itself from myth. 

This emancipation resulted in the postulation of a unitary and single 

being. The problem that then concerned philosophy was the grasping of 

this being in knowledge. The answering of this difficulty led to t:00 doc­

trine that thought and its object were one, i.e., the principle 

Parmenides was the first to enunciate the doctrine 

that thought and being are one; through thought ·one arrives at being qua. 

being. The definition which Aristotle gave of being qua being was what 

is., in so far as it is to be, implying that, the essence of the philosophic­

al enterprise was the laying bare and the penetrating inJto the very reality 

and essence of being. Truth was conceived as the correspondence of thought 

with its object, and the problem of getting to the pure object irrespective 

of the interference of the senses became the dominant problem of episte­

mology. This view of the relationship between thought and its object was 

not essentiaUy altered until Kant initiated his Copernican Revolution in 

philosophy by showing that, the more knowledge attempted to grasp its object, 

the more the object seemed to be determined and be less pu:re, thus the 
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object seems to be slipping arwa.y. Kant showed that as long as knowledge 

was seen as a copy of being, then we could never get to being proper. 

This can be simply sta·ted as follows: when we seek to see whet.her an idea 

corresponds to its object we must be able to contrast the idea and the 

object; however, the object must be grasped either in itself or through 

another idea. If it is grasped in itself then there is no necessity for 

the idea to copy it and the idea is superfluous and correspondence vanishes. 

On the other hand,:l..f the objec·t is grasped through another idea then what 

we have is two ideas and not one idea corresponding to an object. Thus 

the concept of correspondence had to be discarded. Kant also showed that 

the postula.tion that thought and its object were one was a. dogmatic as­

sumption which could not be defended, and he raised the question: ~ 

Juris? How in fact does the idea comprehend its object. How can we 

answer HWM who denied that the category of causality was true of objects? 

Kant answered t,rase questions by showing that one could not start with the 

object of knowledge and seek to establish corrtact with it, but rather that 

the object of knowledge was a phenomenal object; it was an object that was 

constructed through the unification of the manifold of intuition and the 

categories. Knowing an object then means achieving synthetic unity in the 

manifold of intuitions. But this unity can only come about through a 

synthesizing act on the part of the subject. Kant sought to account for 

the object of knowledge by minutely analyzing the mode and character of 

the knowledge function. The question became: How is knowledge possible,./ 

What a:re the categories that, are necessary to make the object of knowledge 

possible? This new formuJrati.on made the object dependent on the cate­

gories of the subject, and viewed the object as not transcending experience 

but as the construction of experience. The rendering of the knowledge 

r: 
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function as an active, creative and synthesizing act was the Copernican 

Revolution in the .field of epistemology. Knowledge was no more a. passive 

mirroring or copying, but it became a creative and unifying activity. 

This innovation of Kant which made the object dependent on the 

principles and logical structure of ex:peri.ence was carried to i.ts logical 

conclusion in the philosophical literature of the Marburg school. 

The Marburg school sought t,o make Kant I s view consistent by rede­

fining the concept of the thing-in-itself. The thing-in-itself was viewed 

not as the cause of the appearances or of phenomena, but as a limiting 

concept, i.e., the X or question that is still to be cognized. F'urther­

more the Marburg school denied the independent character of the given but 

viewed it rather as an element always within the context of cognition. 

The Marburg school brought to systematic fruition the transcendental method 

in philosophy -which was initiated by Kant. TM.s method sought to give an 

account of tbe possibility of all forms of cultural and scientific endeavor. 

The transcendental method begins with the 11fact 11 of experience and 

seeks to determine how this fact is possible. This means that one must, 

make explicit the elements of experience and the levels of synthesis in­

volved. The synthetic propositions beco?M the constitutive principles of 

experience. The validity of these propositions does not lie in their 

existence beyond the realm of possible experience but only in their status 

as regulative principles. The unity of empirical knowledge which is a 
\ 

regulative principle is not a reality., iwcthing-in-itself. Rather, it is , 

a task, an ideal goal., a guiding principle for scientific and systematic 

inquiry. We can now isolate three elements as basic to the transcendental 

method. (1) the fact of experience; (2) the consti.tutive principles of 

I 
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experience and (3) the regulative principles of experience. Now the fact 

of knowledge is not a datum in the regular sense of the word. It is not 

given., ready made, or complete in itself. Rather it is a. variable whtch 

changes since the very process of providing an answer to a given. problem 

leads to new and diverse problems. The task of knowledge is an infinite 

process of determining the indeterminate, of cognizing the unknown. There­

fore the fa.ct cannot be ready made or complete but, varies with the compre­

hensiveness of the categorization. Thus the given or 11fact 11 of experience 

may be reversed with further knowledge. The fact then finds its systematic 

place in the context of which it is a part. It is therefore necessary to 

see the given as itself a problem, as a task which is completeP: only at 

the end of the process of cognj.tion. In this respect criti.cal idealism 

is opposed to all types of realism which sta.te that the given is something 

we possess at the beginning of the process of knowledge. The object of 

knowledge is not, a static given, rather it is a dynamic construction. One 

more element of the concept of the given must be elucidated before we pass 

on to the quest.ion of the categories of experience, and that is the idea 

that there is a given or fact,prior to, and independent of, the process of 

cognition. We start and end with experi.ence. To affirm that something 

is., in addition to our thinking, is an assertion which cannot be made 

within the framework of thought. For thought., all being exists in and 

through thought and to speak of being apart from knowledge i.s to speak of 

an unknowable. 

We now turn to what are the constitutive principles wM.ch construct 

the object of experience. These are the categories. For the Marburg 

school the categories are not static., as Kant thougpt. Rather ·t;hey are 

dynamic, and change with the growth of science. They are developed through 
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an analysis of experience. Cassirer summarizes this analysiEi as the 

establishment of 11ultima te in:varients as necessary and constitutive fa.c-
l 

tors : ·in .every empirical judgment." Thus the constitutive factors become 

the invarient relationships that are inclusive of the phenomena. The 

point is not merely to understarrl a thing., but rather to understand the 

law by which that thing is explained. Thus the concept of law replaces 

tt.e concept of thing in critical idealism. Once a law is grasped as the 

constitutive aspect of experience, then we cohere a variety of events into 

a whole by introducing a principle of explanation for trese diverse ob­

jects. A thing concept only offers us isolated fragments. That which is 

perceived ii.s, · disconnected masses, needing something to integrate them 

and unify them in terms of a thorough-going connection. The constitutive 

principles which explain. the law or interconnection of events enrich the 

perceptual level by rendering it interconnected and coherent. Thua the 

constitutive pdnciples seek a logical differentiation of the concepts of 

experience. However these principles have a goal and direction. This 

goal is determined by the regulative ideals. 

The regulative ideals set the nonnative character of knowledge. 

All thought stri.ves and aims at systematic unity. This unity or complete 

integration of knowledge is a normative principle. It is a necessary goal 

for all cognition and gives direction and unity to the knowing process. 

Only the ideal goal of the totally cognized or integrated object can be 

the · driving force or telos of the knowing process. --
These Sa.rte three elements -facts., constitutive principles.,and regu­

lative ideals - are necessary in the analysis of the moral object as well 

as of tbe phenomenal object. The fact of morality is seen in Jurisprudence, 
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history and religion. The constituti.ve chara.cte::r or categories of the 

moral object are such concepts as freedom, obligation, and the moral law. 

The regulative ideal is the unity of mankind or the Kingdom of Ends which 

is the ideal go al of all moral action. It is the goal of our investiga­

tion of the theoretical elements of ethics to elaborate these different 

constitutive principles and relate them to too fact and goal of ethics. 

There is one important distinction, however., between the character of the 

knowing process and of ethics. The knowing process seeks merely to under­

starrl nature in terms of the categories, while ethics seeks to transform 

nature in terms of the ideal goal. That is., the knowing process is a formal 

one., while the activity of ethics is practical. Nonetheless this distinc­

tion does not deny the isomorphic structures of the two. 

We have given a presentation of the basic elements of methodology 

of ethics. It is now necessary to see how these elements are filled in. 

Therefore we shall attempt to investigate the basj_c concepts which :render 

ethics possible, and finally integrate our findings by summarizing and 

integrating our de@cription of Jewish ethics with the theoretical elements 

which make it possible. 
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CHAPI'F,R II 

NATURAL AND MOR.AL AGENCY 

Morality must be founded upon reason. It cannot be based solely 

upon emotion, on the or.e hand, or upon authority on the other. And even 

reason as a foundation is insufficient if it be limited to those matters 

which a.re within the purview of the natural and social sciences. Natural 

§.cience reduces morality to the realm of poetry. Social science seeks to 

reduce all normative elements to descriptive ones. Unfortunately, or for­

tun.a tely, the more serious the attempt to reduce morality to 11science11 and 

thus render it totally descript,ive, the more persistent becomes the moral 

question as a. normative problem. This can be readily seen from the dif­

ferent formulations of the normative elements in what purport to be de ... 

scriptive sciences. In biology the normative element becomes the problem 

of health. In psychology it becomes the problem of maturity and adjustment. 

In anthropology the moral question becomes one of cultural survival and 

self-determination. The common failure of all trese attempts to eliminate 

morality i.s that they do not distinguish between the normative and the 

descriptive. They seek to reduce the normative to the descriptive. Con­

comittant with this approach is the viewing of man as an aspect of nature 

or as the most complicated animal who is in no sense different in kind 

from other living organisms. In this manner these philosophers have re-

duced the "ought", trn sense of obligation, to the 11 is 11 to mere de­

scription. The final result of the utilitarian movement, (which is the 

father of' mod.am naturalism), is the reduction o.f the character of obliga­

tion to a qµestion of pleasure and pain in the doing and contemplating of 
non-utilitarian 

diverse actions. Modern/naturalism accepts a scientific iristotelianism 

which sees man as having a nature like other creatures, and acting in 



terms o.f that nature. When man's nature is thus isolated., : hd:.a. good_ 

consists in its expression. There is nothing i.ntrinsically wrong with this 

approach except that in misjudging the niature of man it can wreak hav0c 

with ethics. If a view of man necessitates the ethical position that ob­

ligation is a natural and non-moral element of man, then obligation no 

longer has any meaning. If the normative is elimina:ted, then man like 

any other creature is strictly determined by natural causes, or, if unde­

termined, it is merely because of the chance character of reality. We must 

object vigorously to this view, both of man and of morality. This view 

either introduces mechanical causation into human action thus eliminating 

freedom and morality, or in defending ''freedom11 , it exempts the natural 

world from any determination thus making knowledge impossible. It is there­

fore necessary not only to argue against the position of naturalism but 

also to formulate a view of man I s character and of causality which enables 

one to substantiate both freedom aid. obligation. 

The best wa~ of portraying the dichotomy between naturalism and 

idealism is by stating, as clearly as possible, the claims made by natur­

alism. The naturalists would argue as follows: 

1 - There is a cause for evaryth:ing man does. What man thinks he 

has done freely was done under determining conditions unknown to him. 

2 - These prior conditions necessarily give rise to action so that 

it is really meaningless to sey you ought or ought not to have dore this 

or that thing, 0~Jg..,·@M•, since the conditions determining the action could 

on.ly bring a bout the ae.tion that in fact, did happen. 

3 - The very feeling tha:t I should or should not have done some·thing 

is itself strictly determined by antecedent causes. This feeling of 

11ough't, ton the psychologists would say is based on the reinforcement of , f 
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past actions. 

They,do,not.;d\lllu~ choice. They would say the q1;1estion is what are the 

determinants of any particular choice? Once we understand these deter­

minants, then we see that the agent could not have acted otherwise. The 

injunction of 1•oughtn is not denied by the naturalist; it is only inter­

preted as one of many determinants o:t' actio11 which is causative of action. 

I am just as determined to say 11 ought11 as a naturalist is to reject it. I 

have here identified the naturalist with the determinist only because inde­

tenninism will be considered below and also because indeterminism can not 

account for morality of any kind. We must affinn determinism, but is it 

natural or ideal determination? 

The naturalists seek to explain man as a complicated natural phe­

nomenon. Ye·~ the difficulty arises when ex_planation is introduced. What 

is explanation and how is it possible? The very fact that man knows. and 

that in knowing he sets nature before him as his object raises a diffi­

culty. One may ask how is it poss:1.ble that man, if only a part of nature, 

can put nature before,him as an object of knowledge? It may be considered 

irrelevant in discussing natural and moral agency to consider epist~mo­

logical questions, yet it is important to see the force of idealistic epis­

temology when dealing with the naturalist I s view of man. Our knowledge of 
such 

. nature as a matrix of s:Patio-temporal events or as a series of /events 

would be impossible if all there were
1

were spatio-temporal events, and we 

were just a stage in this series. In order to know that we are a. part or 

stage of a series we must transcend this position and see the series as a 

whole. Knowledge implies a subject-objec·t relationship;Sii .. \l:.1ll;;4; it is im­

possible to view the subject of knowledge as identical with the object of 

knowledge. Perhaps this may be better represented in discuss:l.ng self\. 
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consciousness. In order for man to be aware of himself as a self, dis,­

tinct from others and from nature, he must in some manner transcend himself 

and nature. This follows because he has himself as his own object. Yet 

we can never exhaust the self that is the subject of knowledge, no mat·ber 

how much more inclusive the object becomes. 

The obj.ection may be raised that this process of understanding is 

a purely natural function wh:Lch i,s defined by man's nature. It is on this 

question that the whole issue is to be evaluated. The idealist would say 

that man does not act merely according to law, but over and above that., he 

acts according to the consciousness of law. '.l'his consciousness of law is 

presupposed in so far as man is a knowing being. The naturalist would 

argue that man's knowledge or man's consciousness of law by which he acts 

· is overwhelmingly determined by external factors. In fact, the determinist 

would only be concerned with the weighing of the diverse factors which go 

into the making of a decision. He would say that the extent ·l:ro which we 

know what factors influence behavior and how forceful these factors are, 

to that extent we will be able to determine and necessarily determine 

action. The idealist would of course differ. He would argue that the de­

tenninants of action are not so much antecedent causes, as they are the 

individual I s own positing of what he ought to do through the setting forth, 

on the agent's part, of an ideal, - a form which he imposes upon nature. 

This ideal, or .form, transcends nature and imposes an obligation upon him. 

In short, there is an a priori element within knowledge which sets for man 

a consciousness of law by which it is possible to set nature before him as 

an object of knowledge. The distinction between acting under the law 

and acting under the consciousness of law is a basic distinction, and 

it is up to the naturalist to show that this distinction is meaningless. 
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If nature is a system of spatio-temporal events, then conaciousness must 

somehow be subsumed under that designation. But if Hume is correct, the 

a,nalysis of spatio ... temporal events can give us no idea of a system. Nature 

is a. system only for cons eiousness and there is no way that nature can 

otherwise be called a unity. Therefore, if consciousness is itself a part 
a 

of a series., then the consciousness of the series as/ whole is illusory. 

The 'Whole question revolves around whet,her or not particulars presuppose 

for their cognition a ;erio:r.i characters which are underivable from these 

particular experiences. J:f they do., then _2_.£E.iori principles are necessary 

for the cognition of nature and therefore they also transcend natu~e. 

It is important for us to apply the results of our epistemological 

excursion to the problem of human freedom. Freedom is defined by Green as 

follows: ttA man is free in so far as he is the initiator of processes and 
2 

effects in the world of factual existence. 11 It may be stated briefly that 

freedom is action in which a new series of events is determined. In view 

of this definition of a free cause, no amount of' ex~,ernal impressions can 

determine the object of consciousness. Because such an object is initiated 

by the cognitive process of man and cannot be reduced to prior conditions. 

The effect however may be viewed as a result of the combination of sensa­

tion and conception so tha ·t when these two act together in a human mind., 

the effect necessarily follows so that the knowledge of the object ensues. 

In this way action or knowledge is a synthesis, the j olnt resuJ:t of the 

:formal and material elements. In action this juncture is the synthesis 

o.f character and external circummtances. All thmi.t we have done is state 

"t,he detenninist's position and in agreeing to· this we reject all theories 

of indeterminacy. 
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Action is the neeessary result of character and external conditions 

and there cannot be an undetermined or unmotivated choice. We must reject 

the view that circumstances have nothing to do with how a man acts or t):lat 

character has nothing to do w.i.th a man's action. All types of indeterminism 

must be rejected for the simple reason that they would make choice meaning­

less. Unless there is a necessary connection between the agent I s choice and 

the object of that choice, all freedom is merely miraculous since there is 

no reason to expectJe~ent to follow our choice rather tha~iih¥. We af-

firm that man chooses and that what is involved in the choice is character 

and external circumstances. We disagree with the determinist in what it is 

that constitutes char~~ter. Deterrninists look at character as a necessary 

agent; we view it as a creative agent. The determinist sees chara.cter as 

a li~ or a series of links in a. chain of natural causes. Therefore char­

acter is put on the same influential level as circumstances and past.events. 

This makes character the product of external and not internal direction. 

Character then becomes one cause among many which produces an action. This 

I wish to deny. Character is not so much the result of circumstances as 

one I s integration and conception of circumstances. It is man I s conception 

of circumstances which enables him to select certain of than as important 

and others as meaningless. It is this pri.nciple of selectivity that in­

fluences his action. One may retort, is not what one reflects about to­

tally determined also? Th:l.s question only has force in teirms of a vi.ew of 

consc1.ousness that functions associatively arrl not syntheti.cally. The 

conception is not determj_ned if it itself acts as a unifying factor, as a 

• • J "' • t tf it. acts t . ,. f id ] th t t princip .e OJ. uni y, ;on circums ances in \,e:rms o some ea . a:· ·ran-

scends all actual circumstances. Those who say that a person• s action is 

the result of one's character and one's character the result of a series 
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of happenings view these happenings purely externally and do not see the 

constant remoulding and !tiedefining that character performs on the facts 

and on its elf. Character is not a static ent1.ty but a dynamic, creative, 

self-transcending process. This process is one of integration and struo­

turization which follows an i111:rnanent ideal. It is an impression of form 

over matter and cannot be :reduced to the same level as circumstances which 

mechanic ally determine action. Deternrl.nistic explanations carmot explain 

that element of chara.eter or self-consciousness which synthesizes the diverse 

effects that impinge upon man. This synthetic activity is continually in 

process and is not a fixed quantity. The psychiatrists would argue against 

this by stating that man does not change unless it is a result of conscious 

manipulation on the part of · a p::Sychoanalyst who introduc::es the change. 

But this itself only works when the self is determining itself self"con­

sciously as an object so that it can will to achieve this higher self'.. Only 

when the individual. can through his own insigh't conceive of this ideal and 

direct the integration of his experience to this end is there change. The 

. very action of the analyst must be taken into consciousness and structured 

in such a way that it may be set forth to oneself' as a goal or ideal. It 

is tbe integrated projection of the self-consd.ous activity of man that 

makes it possible for the psychiatrist to function. The psychoanalyst does 

not produce the uhification. It is the subject himself -who brings about the 

unificati.on, 

The most dreadful prospect for man is th.at he be reduced to an auto­

maton, to a machine acting merely mechanically. Yet it seems that the 

determinist I s account conceives of man in just thiEi way. But it cannot be 

determinism itself that man abhors, for without. determinism the ll9 can be 

no willing or action of any sort. It is external determination; it is 
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manipulation which man detests. Man seeks self-determination and seeks to 

see the a.ctu.alization of his own self-consciousness in his actions. Man 

is a self-conscious being and this quality essentially distinguishes him 

from the rest of nature. It is this quality of self-consciousness which 

mediates tra cj_rcumstanoes and causes that impinge upon him. Such media­

tion brings the subject as a unity to bear on the ci.rctunstances. His goal:B 

and ideals are included. There is a constant nedefinition of the consti­

tuents involved in the act of choice. The subject reflects and hence sees 

what are tre ci.rcumstances involved and how they bear on his purposes. 

When he does this, man is rehearsing mentally his action; he is considering 

what its effects would be. ThE-) more self-aware he is the more his re­

flection will be to the point, and hence bring about change in his environ­

ment in terms of his aim and goals. Man has a self to be actualized, and 

as such he views his circumstances. He has an idea of the good which he 

is st.riving to actualize. Man's character is the presentation to self­

consciousness what man believes, knows and wills. Character must be seen 

as a creative continuing process constantly being changed and reformulated, 

constantly transcending itself. It is not a static given to be combined 

as a mere s1.un of contingencies compelling action. Character itself is 

actualized in the act. The element of dissatisfaction is here to the point. 

Man is aware of the fact that he has failed to become what he would like. 

He is aware of a distinction between what he at present is and what he 

would like to be. Change comes from the putting before man of an ldea, 

of an ideal goal. 

What we have been doing is making e:x:plioi t what is meant by self'­

consciousness. We may summarize in this manner. Self-consciousness has 

three elements: 

1 - Self-objectificati9E. We see ourselves as a, .S:ieudi', as a unified 
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cohering being which unites its diverse states of consciousness and actions • 

.Animals are unaware of themselves and however complex we may consider an 

animal to be, we can never see him as self-consci.ous. 

2 - Self-limit~. 

and objects. 

3 - Self-t;ranscendence. 

We distinguish ourselves from other selves 

We hava the awareness of something tran-

scending the self in the way of the ideal self and the ideal society. This 

(!bility to conceive of what transcends man makes him a moral being. 

We may finally conclude by saying that freedom or human agency i.s 

the result of action which is determined by the self as a self-conscious 

bei.ng. The self or character is expressed in the act. It selects and 

modi.fies its circumstanceB. It reflects as to its ends arrl it rehearses 

the consequences, taking into consideration what it can and cannot do. In 

short, man acts not according to law, but according to the conception of 

law. Ethical action then is a.cti.on according to ethical or moral law. 



CHAPTER III 

THE WILL AND THE GOOD 
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We have shown in the previ.ous section that freedom consists in acting 

according to the conception of law, in this we followed the Kantian phi­

losophy, demonstrating the dependence of the object on the character of the 

subject. This Copernican revolut,-i.on which made the object of knowledge 

dependent on the -subject and reversed the whole character of epistemology 

was not limited to the sphere of knowledge alone. Kant also initiated a 

Copernican revolution in the realm of ethics. He did this by showing that 

the will was not dependent on, or subservient to, the preconditioned good, 

but rather the reverse wa.s true. Morality is only possible where the good 

is dependent on and determined by the will. Kant in this way denied all 

ma.terial conceptions of the good and sought to deduce the good from ~he 

character of the will, much as he had sought to deduce the phenomenal ob­

ject from the character of the understanding. 

'l'he Copernican revolution in philosophy tried to overcome scepti ... 

cism in knowledge. 

defeat scepticism. 

Similarly this revolution in ethics seeks S;lso to 

As long a.s the idea of the good has no solid founda-

tion in reason it is subject -to :scepticism. The good must be objective and 

universally binding in order to function as an imperative to action. Yet 

how can we arrive at a concept that is objective and universally binding 

unless we deduce it from reason. If it is asserted that we can arrive at 

a concept of good apart from reason, then we must ask ourselves what basis 

is there for- anyone to accept it. Is the positing of the concept of the 

good arbitrary, or has it a ground? If it is arbitrary then anyone can 

arrive at another arbitrary concept of the good and there can be no wa.y of 
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deciding which of the two views is coITect. If it is ~rounded in some­

thi~ which purports to be fa.ctual, then it is based on something descrip­

tive. However, no fact in itself can be bind:Lng on all rational beings. 

The gooq&mst be based on the normative. It must be objective, universal, 

and normative. The only way these three conditions can\be met is if reason 

is the bas:i.s of the good. ©nly reason can possibly be all three: universal., 

objective, and normative. 

It is due t·o th1.s revolution in ethics that Kant investigates tho-­

roughly the autonomy and heteronomy of the will. Only if the good is de ... 

rived from the subject can it meet the conditiqns outlined above. Kant 

tries to show that all heteronomous views of the will faU to account for 

one of the two basic necessities that make morality possible; either free-

dom or obligation. Freedom is necessary in the relation between the will 

and the good, for otherwise the will is in no way responsible for its.cb.oice~ 

Obligation is necessary; otherwise there can be no moral imperative tha.t 

compels man, but in order to mainta:ln freedom, the good must obligate the 

will without determining it. 

One of the most discussed and perhaps misunderstood questions in 

the history of moral philosophy concerns the nature of the relationship 

between the good and man I s will. This is specifically characteristic of 

the problem of the nature of oblig~tion. Kant assumes that a free will is 

one which is necessarily related to its object and yet is not conditioned 

by its object. An agent•s will must be necessarily related to its object, 

( the good). We use the word necessary j_n contradistinction to contingent. 

For if the will were related contingently to its object, then there would 

be no obligation. But if the will is conditioned by its object, then 

there ean be no freedom. This leads us to a dichotemy. The will must be 

unconditiored or free for it to act morally, yet it must be necessarily 



related to its objeekfor obligation to be possible. The question then 

becomes how the will can be ~ unconditioned and autonomous, and still 

be necessarily related to its object. 

In answering this question I have followed very closely the elabo­

ration Kant gives of this problem in the four theorems stated in the Prin­

ciples of Pure Practical Re!\\;son. 
3 

I believe that an elaboration of these 
---•-• - a~ 

theorems will resolve the problem of the relationsh:i.p of the good to the 

will so that man 1.s freedom. and obligation can be preserved. It will be 

necessary to refute all theories which seek to determine the will by some­

thing external to it and therefore by implication all utilitarian and 

eudaemonistic philosophies, 

Only after resolving the problem concerning the autonomy or heteron­

omy of the will in relation ·to the good can one deal with the content and 

significance of the moral law. Only then will obligation and responsi.­

bility be possible and morality have a determined foundation. 

Now if one defines the good as the material objeet of the faeul ty 

of desire, then it is related to a particular desire. But particula.r 

desires are subjective and not objective, and therefore the faculty of 

desire is a subjective maxim and not an objective practical principle. 

The relation in this case between the good and the will is based on the 

contingent character of the faculty of desire. But a contingent relation­

ship can in no way account for obligation. Let us be more specific. If 

the good is to be realized as an object of desire, then we have a contin­

gent relationship since the particular pleasure grounded in the particular 

desire must be present; otherwise there is no relationship between the 

will and the good object. In this case the relationship hinges on the 

contingent probability of there being that particular pleasure in that 

particular will. 4 Implicit in this is the underlying assumption that 



there is no determinate good object which will arouse the same desire in 

all persons. This meal'.1El that no practical principle based on desire is 

adequate to be an object or practical principle of the Will. Kant sum­

marized this beautifully in theorem one. He states, "All practical prin­

ciples which presuppose an object (material) of the faculty of desire as 

the determining ground of the will are without exception empfrical and can 

furnish no practical laws. 11 
5 

The attempt to distinguish lower and higher desires in no way changes 

this contingent relationship. Higher desires, those of the understanding, 

are still contingently related to the object desired due to their particu­

larity; therefore their maxims must be subjective and cannot function as 

universal principles for the will. 

Kant I s second 'tiheorem states that "all material pri_nciples are as 

such of one and the same kind and belong under the general principle of 
6 

self-love or one's own happiness." This states the importance of the 

general principle of self-love, so much so that Kant continues in the cor:~al­

lary, 11 all material practical rules place the ground of the determination 

of the will in the lower faculty of desire and if there were no purely 

formal laws of the will adequate to determine it we could not admit any .>:1.;w__,,.,...,...,.. .. __ 

E.!gh_er fa.cul -cy; of desire. 11 7 A materiel practical principle or the prin-

ciple of self-love would be adequate1Kant ·l:,hinks 
1
if there were not a higher 

faculty fa formal and not material principlet which determines the action of 

the will. Thi.s second theorem seems to argue that all concepts of the good 

can only oblige the action of the will if they appeal to self-lave. This 
of the 

however would annihilate freedom /will since the object would determine 

the will. "rhis is ma.de clear in 'theorem thl"@e. It states "If a ra:tional 
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being can think of its maxims as practical universal law, he can do so 

only by considering them as principles which contain the determining 

grounds of the will because of their form and not because of their ma.t:tl!,~;r~ 118 

In other words, the will must be autonomous for it to be obligated without 

bei.ng determined. Its ground must be formal and notAnaterial. 1rhe will 

then engages in a kind of causality. 'l'he will is not determined by an 

alien cause but rather must determine itself. The relation between the 

good and the will must be such that the will itself affirms the relation. 

It is the will that elects the good as its object. There is no way of 

relating a predetermined good to the will except as an object of desire 

and if the will is to be free and act accord1ng to a universal principle, 

then it cannot be previously related to a partlcular good. The freedom 

of the will which either accepts or rejects the previously determined good 

is a freedom which follows necessarily from attraction or repulsion ~nd 

hence is no freedom at all. The autonomous or free choice is explicitly 

not related to a heteronomous relation to a predetermined good. This is 

clearly expressed in the fourth £heorem. It states, "The autonomy of the 

will is the s.ole principle of all moral laws and of the duties conforming 

to them. Heteronomy of choice
1
on the other rand 1not only does not establish 

any obligation but is opposed to the principle of duty and to the morality 

of the wil1.11
9 

The great diffieul'l:,y in most discussions of freedom is that they 

take the central question of freedom to be the ability to affirm or reject 

a particular desire or comple:lll of desires 
I 
whereas the true character of 

freedom is not this but must concern itself with the consciousness of the 

moral law as a universal principle. If the agent chooses his object be­

cause of its attraction., then the maxim of his action cannot be a universal 
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maxim. If it is a.. universal maxim and hence formal and not material., 

then it cannot be conditioned by the object but must rather be conditioned 

by law as such. Throughdisassociatton from the object the agent is free 

to act according to his conception of law., i.e • ., a universal principle 

which is then the ground of the determination of the will. This does not; 

mean th at volitions do not/have objects or a material element, 11but the 

material cannot be supposed for this reason to be the determining ground 
10 

and condition of the max.i.rns. 11 

We can summarize our discussion as follows: 

1 .. We cannot mater.lally relate the good to the will. 

2 - We cannot previously define the good and then determine the wi.11. 

3 - We cannot oblige a will that is only contingently related to a 

previously defined good since it may then accept or reject the good in terms 

of pleasure or aversion. 

4 - Freedom presupposes a.ct:ing under the moral law or a formal prac­

tical principle of the will. 

5 - An object can only be necessarily related to the will if the 

formal character of the will determines i.t • 
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CHAPTER IV 

THE NATURAL AND MORAL GOOD 

In the four theorems that we examined, Kant implicitly assumed the 

distinction between a hypothetical imperative and a categorical imperative. 

In the first two theorems, Kant demonstrated th at if one wills the good 

then it follows necessarily that one should will the means also. The means 

then becomes inseparable from and totally dependenlt on the good. Thus, if 
. I 

happiness or self-love were our object, we would act of necessity to actu-

alize th:i.s good, the only problem would be whether one in fact knew what 

constitutes happiness. In the third and fourth theorem, however, Kant 

tried to show the essential dj_fference between the employment of the hypo­

thetical imperative and the use of the categorical imperative. If the 

categorical impt'3I'ative is used the good follows from the formal character 

of the will and is an objective principle. Only an objective principle of 

reason can be a ground for moral action. By making thi.s distinction between 

the hypothet:i.cal and categorical imperative, and thus sharply separating 

moralit,y from self-realization or happiness, Kant avoids falling into the 

error of confusing the moral and natural gocxi. Unfo1ntunately, practically 
Kant 

all moral philosophers before/dtd make this confusion and if we are to 

understand the character of the moral law correctly, we must show where 

this confusion exists and how it can be remedied. 

The classical moral philosophers viewed the good as the objecJ-::ia>ilJ~L, 

desire. However there are two faculties of desire - a physical faculty 

and an intellectual .fa.culty. Most of these philosophers, and Plato in 

particular, believed that the good is the object of intellectual desire 

or eros. When one lmew ·l:,he good, one did it,. Briefly it can be phrased 

as follows: Knowledge is virtue and virtue is .happiness. To know the 

good means to do it, and doing the good makes one happy. The rub comes ·-
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in cases where virtue does not entail happiness but rather the reverse; 

in the case of Socrates, virtue involved death. Many instances can be 

seen where the unjust or wicked person is indeed happy. Now Plato was 

not unaware of this dilemma. The most extreme example of this dilemma is 

found in the works of Plato himself, in the Republic. In the second book 

of the Republic, the just man who is thought unjust is despised, blinded 

and crucified. While the unjust man who is thought just is honored, made 

prosperous, and is able to do and get whatever he wants.11 This passage can 
12 

be supplemerrted by others of a simj_lar nature. The problem canes into 

focus when we ask in what possible respect we may consider the just man 

as happy. If the good is seen as the object of desire and the will is the 

faculty of desire; then hoo is it possible to try to persuade ore to desire 

to be despised, blinded, and crucified in punishment, for a crime one has 
13 

not perpetrated. One may feel a certain com.fort in knowing that. his 

action was virtuous, but thi:s cannot be termed happiness, "for no one would 

wish to have occasion for it not even once in his life, or perhaps even 
\ 14 

would desire life itself in such circumstances. 11 It must be recognized 

that there is a difference between action which is moral because one I s 

action is determined by a universal principle and action which is moral 

because it is based on self-love, prudence or happiness. We must dis­

tinguish two kinds of goods. There is the natural gocxi which consists of 

self-love or happiness, and the moral good or virtue. The classical tra­

dition makes no distinction between them, It sees natural good as being 

the consequence of moral good. This view is deficient when we consider the 

question of self-sacrifice. If the good is an object of desire, then there 

is a distinction between what one in fact desires and what one ought to 

desire. It may happen that one's moral action will ultimately lead to 
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self-sacrifice -- to the giving up of one I s l'ife for the good. Yet in terms 

of Plato's doctrine this seems hardly possible. One gives up one 1s natural 

good for one I s moral good., but then one I s natural end moral good must be 

different in kind since one is necessarily sacrificed for the other. Let 

us see this more sharply. Virtue and happiness are equated by Plato. They 

are realized together in the attainment of the good. Knowledge is virtue. 

This means that the knowing of the good necessarily implies the doing of it. 

Plato believes tha; one who knows the good will do the good. This hirges on 

two words, 0 know" and 11 goodt•. The word 11 good11 is used ambiguously. We 

have seen that it can ·mean either one's natural good in terms of self-love 

or one 1s moral good or obligation to duty or the moral law. Now it may be 

that one I s moral good is also one I s natural good but this cannot be true 

of all cases as even Plato 1s examples show us. If self-realization includes 

both the moral arrl the natural good then in the case of self-sacri.fice,one 1 s 

natural good vanishes .and we are left with just the moral good. This means 

that one's happiness is forfeited. It may be that happiness is not cor­

rectly understood in this case since it also is used ambiguously. To say 

that one I s denying o.f the moral law and not sacrificing himself means he 

cannot be happy anyway may be true., although it seems such a person can 

still fulfill his intellectual and physical desires, i.e., his na.tural 

good. But to say that if one obeys the moral law then he necessarily in 

all oases will be happy is to go aga1ns t just those cases of obeying the 

moral law which necessitate self-sacrifice. Plato resorts in his myths to 

a type of apocalyptic solution by picturing the good soul as happy and the 

evil soul as suffering eternill torment in the next world. Nevertheless 

the question that Adeimantus and Glauoan ask remains: Why should justice 

be done fo1~ its own sake? The answer because through justice one will find 
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happiness cannot be defended and is at the root of the confusion i.n Plato's 

thought. Now it may be said that one who does not do the moral law will 

feel remorse and guilt and will liire a wretched life. This, though not 

true in every case, may still be the case for some. Of course this implies 

or assumes that one is aware of the moral law and recognizes its demands 

apart from one 1s happiness. If we were to ask an individual to choose be­

tween remorseful living, and unremorseful death and the goal was self­

realiz,a:t,1.on he would undoubtedly choose to go on with his life in remorse. 

This argument applies also to the modern restatements of the theory of self­

realizatton. ,Fromm~forexampletsays that one's good is to realize one's 

potential..ities. But if that is the highest good, then I have no grounds of 

any sort to sacrifice my life, since in sacrificing my life I give up all 

chances of fulfilling any of my potentialities. I would be better off com ... 
s9me of 

mitting the horrible crime and living on to fulfill/my potentialities. 

It is clear then that justice or virtue cannot be an act that is done 

for the sake of happiness. Therefore, it must be done for one I s own good, 

exclusive of happiness. But exclusive of happiness one has no good if one 

confuses natural and moral gooo.. Let us then try to convince one to do 

the good which will not bring about happiness. What possible reason can 

be given to a Callicles or a Thrasymachus that will oblige him to J:.)erfo:rm 

an act, that ·will not be followed by happiness. There seems to be no ground 

that Plato can give ·us. To act virtuously is to determine the good and not 

to be determined by it. But then we are faced w.l th the questioll, how can 

I act in such a way that I will realize the good and also realize myself1 

This ~estion cannot be answered at the level of prudence or enlightened 

self-interest, since in any case in which one has a choice between natural 

good and moral good, and prudence is his end, then the natural good will 

dominate. 
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The statement 11to know the good is to do the good11 rests on the 

definition o.f good which includes both natural and moral good. In fact 

that phrase naively confuses bo'l:,h kinds of good. If one knows that in 

doing an act one will achieve both natural and moral good., then there can 

be no possible reason why he should not do it, un.leu be is merely ig­

norant or misinformed as to what the character of the good is. But if he 

knows that in doing an act he may achieve moral good but will forfeit his 

natural good., then it seems that this act cannot be an object of desire 
I 

since no sane person desires his death and there seems to be a conflict 
I 

between one's own self-preservation. or natural good, and one's duty or 

moral good. When we phrase the ques·tion in this way., we do not simply 

know the good and do it, since our n.R·tural inclinations and desires direct 

us to save our life, whereas our obligation to duty directs us to sacri­

fice it. Under which circumstances is it moral to sacrifice one 1s life is 

here irrelevant 
1 

since this already assumes in the very asking a concept of 

morality beyond prudence. 

Let us return to our original question. If the act to be done does 

not sa.·tisfy one's desire or realize the self., then why should one do it. 

We do it because we are obliged to act morally and this obligation cer­

tainly does not rest in our self-interest. It must therefore rest on some­

thing else - the moral law. 

If we reversed the situation perhaps thi.s would be still clearer. 

We quoted Kant to the effect tha·t some consequences of moral a,ction may be 

such that one who undergoes them may have preferred no·t to have lived. 

Yet he does undergo them. Similarly to recognize that the good or virtue 

. ter.rible 
may necess:i. ta-te tne 1/consequ,enoes meted out to the ju..'3t man in the Republic 

denies the possibility that one does the good for one's happiness or self-

I:. 
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realization. These consequences naturally exclude my further happiness 

or self-realization. In cases like these I choose to do the good in op­

position to my inclination for happiness; and the knowledge of the good is 

not what makes rra do it but rather the courage to do that which I know to 

be my duty makes me do it. The fact that people who know the good in both 

its prudential and moral sense still are indefinite, hesitate, strive to 

attain it often without success would imply that the question is not one 

of knowledge but of action. 

A modern defence of' the Platonic position would a,rgue the case on 

psychological grounds. Such a position maintatns that the word'know' is 

ambiguous. When this a.mb'iguity is resolved., then the statement, 11 to know 
I 

·t.he good is to do the good" would be perfectly intelligible, and account 

for all, tha:t morality demands and still maintain the cogency of Plato I s 

argument. Knowledge they say is both abstract and concrete. Abstra9t 

knowledge ls purely formal or intellectual and ls therefore incapable of 

coming in contact with desire. But concrete knowledge is a synthesis of 

both ratlonal and emotional knowledge. It is the knowledge possessed by 

the 0 tntegrated11 personality. Such knowledge of the good is not opposed 

to inclination but rather is integrated with it, and therefore cannot be 

subject to the conflict of reason and appetite. Inthis way one truly knows 

the good and does not have to hesltate or be indefintte concerning what 

should be done. This is a formidable defense and requires consideration. 

However, I believe there is still a confusion at the back of lt. Is this 

concrete, lntegrated knowledge a fact or an ideal. If it is merely an ideal 

:a.s it is for most people, then it in no way weakens our position) since we 

would affirm that moralHy is an attempt in the here-now of actuality to 
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change natural law into moral law not, only in nature but also in ourselves. 

However, if it is a fact then one would have in effect what morality is 

striving to accomplish, a holy will where the moral law is not a command 

or categorical imperative, but where it follows plainly from one I s rational 

faculty. This objection seeks to find as the ground for morality what 

seems to be the result of morality. 'l'he introduction of the term 1tinte­

gratedn self is psychological terminology for what ethical philosophers 

have throughout the ages called the good or moral life. Whether psychology 

is capable of achieving this integration is a different quest ion and seems 

to be highly doubtful. It is sufficient for us to show that actualzy man 

acts morally when his action is not conditioned by a concept of good which 

necessarily joins virtue and happiness since then all virtuous action 
) 

which does not lead to happiness is excluded. However, idealJ.y the good 

can legitimately be defined as the conjunction of virtt1e and happiness 
coqjunction 

and Kant specificall.y designated this/wi'th the term., Highest Good. 
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CHAP'rER v· 

THE MORAL LAW AND 'I'BE HIGHEST GOOD 

We have seen that natural or prudential good must be sharply dis-­

tinguished from moral good. Morality may necessitate forfeiting one I s 

natural good for the sake of one 1 s moral good. It is therefore important 

not to confuse or identify these two goods. This separation of natural 

and moral good does not imply that the natural gQod is worthle1Ss because 

it is separate from morality. On the contrary, it should be pursued, 

except where it comes :Ln conflict wi.th morality •. 

Kant recognized three kinds of good. First is the natural good or 
the 

happiness. This good is/object of hypothetical imperatives. In the coral-• 

lary to the /Second it;heorem of the Cri.llnl!fil, Kant maintains that the natural 

good should rule our action were it not for morality which supercedes it. 

The second good of which Kant speaks is the categorical imperative, the 

supreme good. It is supreme in the sense tha.t it is the only unconditioned 

good. All other goods must meet its criterion of mor°Eili ty. Hypothetical 

goods are good in reference to this supreme good since happiness is only 

good when it is consistent with morality. Happiness gained through im­

morality is in no sense to be considered good. The moral law is also the 

supreme good because only from :i.t can the highest good be derived. The 

highest good is the third kind of good. This good is the ideal of justice, 

or the commensurate relationship between one's virtue and happiness. It 

ls conditioned by the supreme good not only in the sense that it is derived 

from it but also because the re we>uld be no way to ascertain one I s worth 

apart from the supreme good or the moral law. 

The major point of the first part of the Critique of~ 
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is to distinguish between the hypothetical and moral good. The essence of 

the last part of the _Critique is to show the relationship between the 

moral law and the highest good. In the first part of the Critique Kant . __ ...__ 

argues that a predetermined good leads to anjhypothetical imperative which 
!j' 

can not take the moral law into consideration. He sharply distinguished. 

between the heteronomy and au·ton.omy of the will showing that morality can 

only be possible if the will is autonomous. Once the basfo principle of 

the autonomy of the will i.s eEr~ablished then all possible goods must be 

dependent on and consistent w.lth this autonomy. KHnt sought to base the 

good on the moral law. Now the good that follows from the moral law must 

be the object of the moral law and is dependent on it. Thus we shall see 

that the highest good is the object of the moral law. 

15 
Most Kant:1.an commentators aecuse Kant of the most nonsensical 

views because they do not take in.to consj.deration the fact that Kant· 

viewed the moral la.w as the supreme gooo. and not as too only good. The 

second part of the Critique of Practical Reason deals with the concept of 

the highest good as the necessary object of the moral law, and treats of 

the necessary conditions for the possibility of the highest good. Another 
16 

constant criticiBm of the Kantian interpretors is the accusation against_ 

Kant that his ethics is merely formal and does not contain any material 

element. This is expressly denied by Kant in the concept of the highest 

good, The highest good is the commensurate relattonship between worth 

and happiness. It is important to keep in mind that the formal element 

or virtue structures and dominates the material element, happiness. Per­

haps the most important element of Kant 's ethics is his insistence on its 

objective and universal character. It is for this reason that he stresses 

the formal character o.f the good and also seeks to allow in his system 
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only those ideas of the good which are derived from or consistent wlth the 

moral law. 

The moral law is a categorical imperative. It is an imperative 

because it comes in the form of a command.. If man were wholly rational 

then he would unhesitantly and automati.cally act according to the moral 

law. But due to the fact that man also acts according to his inclin.ations 

and his natural desires which seek his prudential good, a command is neces­

sary to decide in the conflict between one's desires and one's duty. The 

doing of the moral law must be felt as an obligation, The moral law is 

categorical because it is unconditioned. Unlike the hypothetical impera­

tive in which the will is conditioned by a predetermined good, the cate­

gorical imperative does not depend on a predetermined good, but rather is 

the condition of the good itself. The moral law 1.s both the condition or 

ground of morali t.r and the basis of the highest good. As the condition of 

morality it is the necessary limiting condition for all goods of a.ny kind. 

As a basis for the highest good it :i.s the only universal md necessary or 

formal principle from which the highest good can be deduced. 

Kant states that there is only one categorical imperative and he 
b9., 

defines it to;nAct only on that maxim through which 
17 

time will that it should become a universal la:w.n 

you can at the same 

It is important for 

us to understand how this formulation is reached and what it entails. The 

categorical imperative is derived from the concept of law as such. ThE3 

basic character of law is its objectivity., in so far as it is necessarily 

true for all rati.onal beings. The primary characteristic of reason is its 

objectivity, universality and necessity. Thus our moral law/f it is 

derived from reason must be universal, objective and necessary. Now t,he 

categorical imperative makes the requirement th.at alJ. maxims must be 
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capable of becoming universal. principles of willing for all rational 

beings. Thus the categorical imperative as stated in this form can be 

ealled the formula of uni:versal:l.ty. If ethics is to be objective and 

derivable from reason, then the formula of un:l~ersality becomes extremely 

important. What it asserts is that no one can make an arbitrary excepti.on 

for himself, but rather must apply the same principle or la.w of judgment 

to every rational being. The categorical imperative implies the impersonal 
18 

character of the·moral law a.nd also its impartiality. Impartiality and 

impersonality imply the concept of equality, so that this idea is implied 

in the very concept of the eategori.cal imperative as universal law. In 

this respect the categorical imperative is the canon of morality. By 

canon what is meant is that it is a test to determine what is moral and 

what is not. Nothing can be considered moral that is not capable of being 

willed as a universal law. Thi.s means that no maxim of action is morally 

permissible if it asserts inequality or arbitrary exception. Let us make 

this clearer. The categorical imperative demands that rational beings 

should consider their maxims and see whether they can be generalized into 

moral laws. The process of generalization means that we consider whether 

or not we treat all rational agents on the same principle or make an ex­

ception in our case. Kant ill us tr ates t,his well. He states, 11If we now 

attend to ourselves whenever we transgress a duty, we find that we in fact 

do not will that our maxim should become a universal law e;ince thts is 

imposst ble for us., but ra-~her that its opposite should remain a law univer­

sally: we only take the liberty of making an exception to it for ourselves 

(or even just for this once to the advantage of our inclination.,). Conse­

quently ii' we weighed it all up from one and the same point of view, that, 

of reason, we should find a contradiction in our own will., the contradiction 
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that a. certain pri.nciple should be objectively necessary as a universal 

law and yet subjectively should not hold universally but should admit of 

exceptions. Since however we first consider our action from the point, of 

view of a will wholly in accord with reasm. and then consider precisely 

the sallle action from the point of view of cpJill affected by inclination, 

there is here actually no contradiction, but rather an opposition of in­

clin.ation to the precept of reason, whereby the universality of the pri.n­

ciple ts turned i,nto a mere generality so that the practi.cal principle of 

reason may m:il et our maxim half way. This procedure, though in our own im­

partial judgment it cannot be justified, proves none the less that we in 

fact recognize the validity of the categorical imperative and with all 

respect for it merely permit ourselves a few excep·tions which are as we 
19 

pretend inconsiderable and apparently forced upon us. 11 Kant is here 

establishing the fact that the necessary condition for morality is t4e 

equality of l BN' as applyi.ng to all rational beings. There .cannot be one 

law for one pers-on and another for another person. Implicit in this charac­

terization is the fact that one only makes an exception of one:-sJ~ilf for 

prudential reasons. In other words he would acknowledge the validity of 

the p:dnciple of equality in general but would make an exception for his 

own happiness. It is jue,t this making of an exception for oneself 

which consti.tutes immorality. The categorical imperative has then two 

aspects. As the canon of morality it is a negative or limiti.ng ccndi tion 

of morality and as a principle of morality it is the basis for the highest 

goocl.. It is important not to take the material maxim that i.s to be uni­

versalized in a narrow sense. The maxim has to inchlde motives and con­

sequences, then we must see if it can be generaliz,ed to a universal prin­

ciple. Now the process of the u.niversalization of a material maxim is 
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merely a. beginning, a compass showing us the way, but can in no way be 

identified with t,he goal. The categorical imperative as the canon of 

morality can be su.mmarized as a, negative concept or limiting con:1.ition 

which must, be used in order for us to distinguish the moral from the im­

moral, however it is not all there is to morality. It is the condition 

not the goal of morality. It is for this reason that Kant presents us with 

other formulations of too moral 1 av- which seek to set forth the positive 

and not just the -negative or limiting conditions of moraltty. Before going 

into detail concerning the positive conditions of morality, we must con­

sider a variant fonnulation of the categorical imperative which Kant int,ro­

duces in order to concretize the negative or limiting conditions of morality. 

This varient formulation may be termed the Formula of the Law of Nature and 

it is stated as follows, "Act as if the maxim of your action were to become 
21 

through your wi.11 a universal law of nature. 11 Kant elaborates thi$ formu-

lation in the Typic of Pure Practical Judgment. He states, 11If the maxim 

of action is not so constituted as to stand the test of being made the form 
22 

of a natural law in general, it is morally impossible,11 He asks the 

reader to ask himself 11whethter if the action which you propose should take 

place by a law of nEture of which you yourself were a part you. could regard 
23 

it as possible through your will. 11 These are negative or· limiting con-

ditions of willing. In fact Kant explicitly says so in discusstng too 

Formula of the Law of Nature. "This comparison of the ma.xiJ!l.s of his actions 

with a unlversal natural law therefore is not the determining ground of his 
24 

wlll. 11 J 
We ha.ve outlined the Hmiting conditions of morality. Unless a 

subjective maxim meets the test of confonuing to the formal principle of 

law?ulness or equality of rational wills it cannot be moral. Furthermore, 
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the concept of equality becomes conc1"etized through its projection as a law 

of n.Rture so that one should of his own wUl assent to being a member of 

such an order of things. We must recognize that the categorical imperative 

has a dual .function. It .f'unc-t,icms both as a criterion of conduct and as 
25 

a presentation to the will of a positive determination of the moral object. 

In judging conduct the categorical imperative is a limiting concept since 

the ''comparison of the maxim of his actions with a universal law is not the 
26 

determining ground of his will. 11 Yet in positively determining the 

object of morality it is the initial step from which the highest good is 

derived. 

After fulfilling the negative or limiting conditions of morality 

one can proceed to the object of the moral law, or the positive aspects of 

the categorical imperative. Kant sta·t;es this positive character of the 

moral law in :reference to the rela.ti.on between the moral law and the.high­

est good. He states, 11The moral 1 aw ideally transfers us into a nature 

in which reason would bring ]forth the highest good were it accompanied by 

sufficient physical capacities; and it determines our will to impart to 

the sensuou.") world the form of a. system of rational beings. The least at­

tention to ourselves shows that this idea really stands as a model for the 
27 

determination of our will. 11 Now the model which stands for the determi-

nation of our will is the '·'form of a system of rational beings 11 • This 

means the. form of the highest good. The rat,ional beings constitute the 

realm of ends or a society where one I s virtue a.nd happiness are coordinated. 

The reason it is the form of a system of rational beings is because the 

formal character or worth in the highest good dominates the mate:d.al ele­

ment or happiness. 
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One of the most neglected aspects of Kant 1s ethics is his doctrine 

th.$:1:, the object of the moral 1 fiM is the highest good. Since Hegel Is 

criticism of Kant 1s ethics as a doctrine of duty .for duty 1s sake and 

Brad.ley's restatement o.f this criticism there has been a general misun-
28 

dersta.nd:lng o.f Kant I s work. Kant did not believe that the end of 

duty er the moral law was law as such but rather he believed the end of 

morality was the highest good, Because of thi.s basic misinterpretation 

we must demonstrate through textual analysis of the .9.ri!,J..9..,ue of PracticaJ 

Reason that Kant believed the highest good to be the "necessary object of 
29 

a will determinable by the moral law." Kant continually speaks o.f the 

11 highest good as the object o.f our wi11113O saying that it is 11an end as 

an object which independerrl:,ly o.f all theore·l:,ical principles is thought of 

as practically necessary/4hrough a categorical imperative directly deter-
31 

mining the will. In this case tm object is the highest good. 11 Ox• 

aga.in he states, ''It is a. duty to realize the highest good as far as it 
32 

lies within our power to do so. 11 He also phrases it as .follows: 11 The 

highest good is the object a.rrl final errl of pure practical reason:. ~,- ►33 

314 
The re are many other sta:1:,ements that I might cite; however the point is 

clear that the highest good is the necessary object of the moral law arrl 

hence must follow from the moral law. 

Before considering the manner in which the highest good is derived 

from the moral law, we must give some consi.deration as the characteristic 

features of the concept of the highest good. 

good as follows: 

Kant. defines the highest 

That virtue ( a.s the worthiness to be happy) is the supreme 
condition of whatever appears to us to be desirable arrl thu., of 
all our pursuit of happiness arrl, consequently that it is the 
supreme good have been proved in the an,aly·t,ic. But these truths 
do not imply th at virtue is the entire and perfect good as the 
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object of the fa.culty of desire of rational finite beings. For 
this happiness is also required., and indeed not merely in the 
partial eyes of a person who makes himself' his end but even in 
the judgment of an impartial reason which impartially regards 
persons in the world as ends in themselves ••• In as much as 
virtue and ha,ppiness toget,her const:t tute the posf!ession of the 
highest good for one person., and happiness in exact proportion 
to mo1.;ali ty ( as the worth of a person and his worthiness to be 
happy) constitutes that of a possible world, the highest good 
means the whole, the perfect good, wherein virtue is always the 
supreme good., being the condition having no condition superior 
to it., while happiness though something always pleasant to him 
who possesses it is not, of itself absolutely good in every 
respect but always presupposes conduct in'accord.anoe with the 
moral law as its condition." 35 

Thus we see that the highest good is the commensurate relationship between 

virtue and happiness and th at it is a consequence of the supreme gooo. In 

this respect worth or vi:lftue dominates happiness. This means that a formal 

element, rules over a material element. Kant states this when he says that 

11 the supreme good is morality, and th at happiness though it indeed con­

stitutes the second element of the highest good does so only as the morally 

conditioned but necessary consequence of the fornar. Only with this sub­

ordination is the highest good the entire object of pure practical reason, 

which pure practical reason must necessarily think as possible, because 
36 

reason commands us to contribute everyth:ing possible to its realization. 1* 

We have shown that the moral law has as its object the highest good. 

However the exact relati.onship between the two is stlll ambiguous. We know 

that the moral law is the supreme condition of the higµest good in the sense 

that nothing can be considered as a possible determination of the highest 

good which does not meet the canon of the categorical imperative. Never­

theless one is still vague on the exact procedure by which one moves from 

the formula of la.w a.s such and the limiting eond:i. tion of. the formula of the 

law of nature to the idea of the highest good. There is no question that 

the highest good is the object and the end of the moral law, The qµestion 



remains however, how oru deduces the highest good from the moral law. The 

reason we have stressed the character of the deduction of the highest good 

from the moral law is because Kant does not make the mj_stake of conceiving 

his concept of the highest good as a predetermined good. It does not con ... 

dition 01· appeal to the will as a material object of the facult,y- of desire. 

Rather the highest good can only be arrived at by following the will and 

by affirming the will Is autonomy. The moral law is not the means where by 

one achieves the· highest good; rather the higp.est good is the necessary 

consequence of the moral law. In giving a purely formal criterion as t,he 

canon of moral law., Kant has denied in principle all concepts of morality 

bawed on anything other than reason. The only question which remains is 

this: How can we deduce the highest good from reason as such? If Kant 
37 

can do this then he has vindicated his concept of the highest good. 

In attempting to deduce the highest good we are faced with anpther 

problem closely related to the relation ship between the moral law and the 
38 

highest good. Kant states that there is only one categorical imperative. 
39 

However he specifically sa.ys that there are three fonnulations of it. 
40 

He himself presents us with five formula.tions. This has been extremely 

confusing to many Kantian students. W. I believe that Kant was trying to 

arrive at the concept of the kingdom of ends through the different forniu­

lations. Furthermore., Km.t viewed the idea of the kingdom of ends as 

closely connected with the idea of the highest good. I believe that Kant 

tried to sketch out for us in these different formulations the transition 

from the will to the highest good. 

Once we understand that the categorical imperative is the dis­

t:i.nguishin.g element, or the canon of mo:rality, and once we recognize that 

it is the supreme good but not the highest good, then we must consider the 
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transition which occurs among the different formulations of the categoric­

al imperative in order to arrive at the conc.ept of the highest good. 

The first formula sought to test all maxims by a universal., impar­

tial and impersonal standard. It demanded that no individual make a.n ex ... 

ception of himself in a part,icular case for prudential reasons and at the 

same time will that others should follow the moral law. We therefore 

showed that implicit in this idea of the categorical imperative was the 

idea of equality. But i.n what does this equality consist? It can only 

be the equality of all rational beings who are bound by the moral law. No 

ration al being can make an exception of himself to go against the moral 

law; neither can he make an exception of others. He must treat them under 

a common principle which is objective and universal; a principle which is 

equal .for all rational beings. He cannot treat them as means to his own 

ends. One may- conclude that if one adopts the canon of the moral law,· then 

one must "act so as to use humanity both in your own person and in the 

person of every other always at the same time as an end, never simply as 
42 

a means." Since humanity can be equated with rational or potentially 

rati.onal beings, we can easily pass from formula one to formula two. We 

have not included the formula of th¢aw of nature in this transition because 

it serves as a typic to determine the limiting condition of morality and 
43 

not its positive content. However in reaching this second .formulation 

we have passed the limiting condition of morality and enter into its posi­

tive condi ti.on or content. It is because we have reached a posj_tive char­

acterization of morality that Kant now includes a material element. The 

material el Em1er.it consis;s in the fact that rational beings are ends. It 

can therefore be seen that the transitton from law through equali.ty to the 

equality of rational beings is formally valid and is in fact in the spirit 
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o.f Kant I s own requirements for the moral law. He himself states that 

morality must have form, matter, and complete determination. The form is 

the categorical imperative as the canon of the moral law. The material 

element Kant defines as 11 an end and in this respect the fonnula says is a 

rational being as by his very nature an end in himself, must serve for 

every maxim as a condition limiting all merely relative and arbitrary 

Lil..i. 
ends. 11 ~rhe character of complete detennina -tlo.n is the end goal of ac-

tion., or form and matter conjoined in the highest good, or the ki.ngdom of 

ends. Now this idea of treating man as an end in himself is necessary 

to fill out the positlve content of morality. It is not enough that my 

maxim should be universalized as a principle governing all rational beings 

but positively it must also treat rational beings or humanity in my own 

person and in others as an end and n.o·f erely as a means. This positive 

ded;ermination for morality does not become full:y explicit, until we reach 

the idea of the realm of ends
1
nevertheless from this concept of man as an 

,;\ e:ad in himself we begin to move in the direction of the end of morality. 
t ~· 
'! l The ultimate foundation of the pos:1. ti ve aspect of morality is de-
1 t 
H scribed by Kant in the various formulations of his third formula. The 
\\' 
~ [\: 

l,l categorical imperative as put in the formula of universality was a limlt-
_'•i ",' 

_i_~ • 

~ ing concept, yet the very act of universalizing a material maxim in terms 

of a universal principle was possible only as an act of freedom. In this 

respect the positive formulation of this act ts the principle of autonomy. 

Therefore the principle of freedom or of autonomy becomes extremely im­

portant since it is through autonomous action that man can actualize ends. 

It was this aspect of autonomy that was emphasized in the~£ 

Practical Reason. Man must not only universalize his principle but act 
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so as to bri.ng this principle in the directi.on of the kingdom of ends. He 

must freely actualize the ends hi.s reason sets before him. This capacity 

to act freely j_s the formula of autonomy. It states 11 So act that your will 

can regard itself at the same time as making universal law through its 

~-5 
maxim. 11 But what is the material element of this universal legislation? 

This is immediately answered in the formulation of the categorical impera­

tive as the kingdom of ends. It states, 11 So act as if you were through 

your maxims a law makfog member of a kingdom of ends •1•
46 The action of 

our will is directed toward a kingdom or realm of ends. It is this :realm 

of ends which is realized through legislating universal law. The climax 

of all these formulas is achieved in the conjoined statement of all the 

formula.tions. Tb.is is stated as follows, ttAll maxims which spring from 

your own making of laws ought to accord with a possible kingdom of ends as 
!i7 

a kingdom of nature." Thi.s means that we should actualize a kingdom of 

ends as a kingdom of nature. The realization of the kingdom of ends in­

cludes the bringing into actuality of the moral world. It implies the 

transfonnation of natural law in accordance with moral law. Thj_s mean.<; 

that we should act, so as to ~ri.ng into existence a system of rational be-

ings. This transformation of the natural world into the moral world in .. wnich 
aqd 

each individual is treated as an end in himself ;where evil is rooted out 

and worth is commensurate with happiness is the end of our action. 

It i.s just this trans.fomation of society into one of justice arrl 

peace that is the goal of morality and i·t.s positive dete:rnd.nation. 'rhis 

goal is a universal arrl. objective goal since it is derived from reason and 

is binding on all rational beings. Kant specifically compares the highest 

good or the realm of ends to the Messianic Age or the Kingdom of God. 
48 

This ideal esrt.ablishes justice and peace as the foundation stone of world 
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order. Then will man lt.aro.1.y ,b~ the goal of creation and the cen t,er of the 

universe. 

We may smWJ.arize our conclusions as follows: We have seen at the 

basis of the diverse formulations of the categorical imperative the ideas 

of reason, equality, and justice, each one leading to the next. Reason 

implies willing according to law. Law implies equality and equality im­

plies j'\lStice. There cannot be equality without justice since the basic 

element in justice is the ideal of one universal law without exception. 

We arrive at the concept of the highest good from -~he idea of justice where 

one's worth and one's happiness are commensurate. This kingdom or realm 

of ends is a prelude to the highest good. Therefore it may be concluded 

that if we act morally then we do not make an exception of our selves from 

a law we bind on everyone else, and positively we act to actualiz,e justice 

or the highest good. 
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CHAPI'ER 'VI 

THJi~ REALJVi OF ENDS 

We have shown that the concept of the ll.'ealm of iands is the neces­

sary object of tl::le various positive for.m.ulations of the categorical impera­

tive. Once we arrive at the concept of the healm of ends, a number of 

problems that have always been associated with the Kantian ethics can be 

resolved. Prime· among these is Hegel I s criticism of Kant's ethics/4hich 

says it is purely formal and breaks down when used to determine moral 
l~9 

action. Hegel I s criticism can be sununarized as follows: If the law is 

universal, then it cannot have a content. If it has no content, then it· 

cannot command specific acti.ons. However, if the categorical imperative 

does have a content., then it cannot be universal, for anything that has 

a content must have some specific content. This specific content would 

make it particular. 13ut i.f it :ts particular, then what makes the cate­

gorical imperative universally birrling., i.e., its uni.versali.ty is absent. 

Therefore., the categorical imperative cannot have a content andcannot 

specify· any· action. 

This is only the first aspect of Hegel I s criticism. He goes fur­

ther and tri.es to show that the content of the moral law must be substan­

tive. That means that the content must include specific rules. But these 

specific :rules are then absolute. If they are absolute, then they cannot, 

in any way have an exception. 'Ii\ :they can have no exception, then the 

conflict of any two rules becomes a serious problem. These are serious 

criticism and most of the history of philosophy has thought such criticism 

to be conclusi've. However., if we rightly underst,and the character of the 
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realm of ends, we can answer these criM.cisms. The criticisms revol'\re 

around ·t;wo basic objections. The first is that the categorical impera­

tive is pm~ely formal and cannot have a content, and the second is that 

the imperative cannot reconcile a conflict of duties. We shall see that 

these two criticisms are two aspects of the same objection. 

If the categorical imperati"\re were purely formal, then two com­

pletely opposite maxi.ms c oo.ld be thought as universal law. This is exem­

plified in the problem of lying. Classically this problem has been 

stated in the following manner: A murderer asks you to tell him where 

the intended victim is. Should you tell a l'ie and mislead him, or should 

you tell the truth on the basis of the categorical imperat,ive which would 

state that one should universalize the maxim of hi1s actions. One could 
' 

not lie without at the same time willing U to be a law of nature. If 

lying were a universal law, then there would be no truth telling ~hat-

soever 
I 
ani the act would be self-contradictory. However, the argument 

continues if he tells the truth then he is aiding a murder and not treat­

ing the int.ended victim as an end in himself as the second formulation 

of the categorical imperative would impell!him ~! , 

Having stated the problem it is important to elaborate it before 

we can resolve it. We have stated that there are two elements to morality -

first, the limiting condition of morality which tested arbitrary excep­

tions or one's prudence, and second., a positive aspect of morality which 

determined action. This positive aspect meant that one should act so as 

to bring about the kingdom of ends or the highest g,od. Now if we re-

duced morality to purely its limiting condition., then there would be no 

way of determining which one of tm two acts one should actualize. Should 

one tell the truth or should one save an innocent victim. Both are 
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generalizable into universal principles. Now it seems to most people 

that thi.s is the inherent weakness in the Kantian ethics. What should 

one do in the case of a conflict of duties. How does one decide when two 

goods are contradictory. If I go against one for the other, then I am 

willing an exception to my universal principle. Th"is seems to be an ex­

tremely important question and many critics of Kant have capital:i.zed on 

it in attempting to refute the Kantian position. 

Now there· are several ways of answering -~hese questions. It may / 

be argued in defense of Kant that thet'e is a difference between an arbi-

trary exception to a rule for prudential reasons and making a particular 

maxim subservient to another max::lm which more genuinely actualiz'es the 

highest good. But this answer necessitates the ideal of the kingdom of 

ends in order to know what positive action to take. In a purely negative 

sense there would be no way of deciding which duty would be the right one 

since they both would pa.ss the test of the limiting condition. In neither 

case is one I s prudential good even in questd.on. However, with the concept 

of the kingdom of ends we can decide to actualize that maxim which would 

bring a 1::o ut that society where one I s worth would be commensurate with one I s 

happi.ness. It is then possible to understand. Kant 1s statement that a 

conflict of duties is impossible once we realize the importance of the 

concept of. the realm of ends. Kart stat es, 11 A conflict of duties and 

obligations is inconceivable •• when two such grounds are in conflict 

50 
pract,ical philosophy says that the stronger ground of Obligation prevaUs. 11 

But the only way that we can judge which is the stronger obligation is 

througp. knowing what the object or end of the moral law is. This end we 

have shown to be the highest good or the ktngdom of ends. Kant more for­

cibly states the impossibil'ity of a. conflict of d.ut,ies in extremely elear 
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language. He states, 11As two opposite rules cannot be necessary at the 

same t:ime but if it i.s a duty to act according to one of them, it is then 

not only not a. duty but inconsistent with duty to act according to the 
51 

other •11 

We may summarize by stating that whenever one is faced with an 

ethical decision in a concrete situation, one must act tn terms of', first, 

the canon of the moral law, one canno·t arbitrarily exempt oneself because 

of his own inclinations or prudential value. He may however act so as to 

treat humarri.ty in himself as an end in itself. He may save his life in 
,..,,, , .. --

times of danger by lying because then he is not acting in such a way as 

to arbitrarily exempt himself from a universal principle. He is rather 

actualizing the highest good that is, realizing the commensurate relation 

between virtue and happiness. He would be doing a greater injustice by 

telling the truth and letting himself suffer than by lying and saving his 

own life. It is only when one saves one's life unjustly through a direct 

evil action at the expense o.f another life that he has made an arbitrary 

exception to a rule. Secondly, therefore, it is necessary to see what 

constitutes exceptions and their nature. In seeing what are necessary 

excep·~ions as contrasted to arbitrary exceptions, it is important to re­

state something that we have mentioned earlier. We stated that whetione 

formulates a maxim, one should include in the formulatton motives and con­

sequences as well as the actions. There is no reason why this should not 

also be the case in the question of lying. Paton sums this up well when 

he states, "if we insert the necessary conditions in ollt' maxim itself 

there is no reason why we could not will it as a un.i:v-ersal law. There 

is no contradiction in willing that every one should be prepared to tell 
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a lie to a. murderer if this is the only way to save his victim's life. 

In such a ease we have a duty to lie, and only so have we a right. 'I'he 

so-called exception to the moral law against lying is not arbitrary but 
52 

necessary. 11 We may conclude that necessary exceptions are not ex-

ceptions in any proper sense of the word., since they are not based on the 

inclination or the prudential character of the indi vi.dual willing but 

rather on the ground th.a t one is realizing the highest good. In th:i.s 

respect the constitutive limits are not broken but are rather preserved. 

We are not willing an arbitrary exoept,ion to a universal principle since 

the principle is stated so as to include the motive arrl the consequences., 

and it can be consistently willed that one should lie in order to stop 

a. murderer. But now we seem to be entangled in the second horn of the 

dilennna set by Hegel. If we do define our. maxim in this way. Then what 

we have is a particular maxim but hot a universal prircjple. In order to 

answer this we must go to our second criteria of willing, its positive 

ground. The second element which determines our moral action 1.s that we 

should act so as to bring about the highest good. We should act in such 

a manner as to bring about the colllillensurate relationship between virtue 

and happiness. But this is only possible if the sacrifi.ce involved is 

commensurate with the good achieved. It is only the highest good itself 

that can be commensurate to the self-sacrifice. In other words, if I 

sacrifice my life by being truthful to a murderer who will kill me unless 

I disguise my identity, then the commensurate relationship between virtue 

and happiness will be disproportionate if I tell the truth and allow him 

to kill me. The reason I can say this is because I have a universal 

positive principle of action. This universal principle first negatively 

tells me I cannot exempt myself from it f'o:r immoral reasons. Bu'!:, then 
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it positively tells me that morality gives me an ideal by which I can 

judge particular duties. If this is tre case, then Hegel's obj actions 

fail since my standard is botlimiversal and particular. I use the uni­

versal standard to deduce particular actions. Hegel would be correct in 

bis criticism if my duties were substantive, so that having only so mBRy 
theJl:l, 

particular duties if I broke ;then I would have no ground, or from par-

ticular duties, no universal principle would be possible. But Kant ex­

plicitly denied substantive principles. He main-tained the concept of 

regulative principles. Kant states explicitly that the action itself 

' .t d d 53 
is no comman e • If ·the action were commanded then it would contra--

diet the universal principle. But since the action is not commanded, 

then I .can arrive at the action using both the negative and positive 

aspects of the moral law. 

We have seen how the idea of the highest good or realm of ends 

helped us answer a long standing criticism of Kant's ethics. However, 

it seems that a difficulty resides in the very concept of the highest 

good itself. We must determine how it is possible for the highest good 

to contain the material element happiness. And further, W9 must make 

explicit the relationship between the highest good and the kingdom of 

ends. 

In the chapter on 11The Will and the Good," we have explicitly 

re,jected happiness as determining the will :i.n moral action. We have said 

that if a material element determines the will, then the will can in no 

sense be responsible for its actions, and hence morality is impos15ible. 

But now in the concept of the .!~~~~~-~ good itself that element which we 

so vehemently denied raises its head once again and demands inclusion. 

How can we account for this apparent turnabout? In the first place it 
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is not an actual turnabout, ?Mlrely an apparerrt one. When we denied the 

role of happiness., we denied it as the ground for the will in determining 

moral action. And as such we still deny it. But as the ideal goal which 

_ is realized through the moral imperative to bring about the kingdom of 

ends we do not deny it. In the second place, :if we define happiness as 

the fulfUlment of desire, then we must make it clear that the happiness 

nroned in the highest good does not result from the ftllfillment of any -
desire. It results from the desire fo:r.• the actualiMtion of the k:i.ngdom 

of ends which we have shown is what an individual ought to desire. If 

my rational desi.re for the kingdom of ends is realized, then I, too, 

shall be treated as an end in myself. This fact will entail my happiness., 

and the only true happiness there is, s'ince it does not deny the happiness 

of any other human agent. In this sense happiness becomes formal i.n 

character., since the desire that it fulfills is not a natural desire ·but 

a moral desire, tha.t is, what one ought to desire. Now that we have 

shown the possibility of including a 11materialll element in the highest 

good, we must ask ·the question why it must be so included. The highest 

good is in its essence the ideal of justice, that each man shall be re­

warded according to his merit. Justice is not possible without such 

rewards, wtthout the possibility of happiness. The moral question is: 

should this particular person be happy? The highest good is the specific 

answer to this question. One I s happiness follows from cne I s worth and 

is oonnnensurate with it. Now such a state is not possible in the world 

as we know it. All too often the wicked prosper and the righteous suffer. 

The possibili.ty of the highest good is the rea..lm of ends. Only when the 

realm of ends is actualized can the highest good be realized and that 
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i$ why the moral imperative must be to actualize this realm. This then 

is the relation between the highest good and the realm of ends. The 

actualiz~tion of the latter is necessary for the achievement of the 

former. Only in a society where each man is trea'l:,ed as an end in him­

self and not as a means to another I s end or some abstract end i.s true 

justice possible. Only in such a state can one 1s happiness and worth 

be commensur~te. 

r 
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CHAPTER :Vll 

THE MODERN CHA1,LENGE TO ETHICS 

We have sought to establish an eth:tcal system which is objective 

and rational and which can guide man in his moral action. We endeavored 

to show that ethical statements are meaningful ones, that they are bind­

ing on rational beings and are both objec·~ive and communicable. We have 

concluded that i.f a person is rational, then he will act morally seeking 

to actualize the highest good. 

Now there are contemporary philosophies which would categorically 

deny all our endeavors. Though they differ in many respects, they would 

all agree on two basic issues: 1) That there cm not be an objective 

ethics, and 2) That there cannot be a rational ethics. These philoso­

phies are positivism, intuitionism and existentialism. If our ethical 

position is to be established, we must deferrl ourselves against their 

) !i H objections. We will take these positions i.n order and try to demonstrate 

why we think they are mistaken. 
I 

The positivists would not argue against our ethics by demonstrat­

ing that they have a more comprehensive or more systematfo ethic. On the 

contrary, they would argue that no ethic is any better or wovse than any 

other since the wordsllbettei' and 1worse11 are merely emotional outbursts 

and have no rational meaning. The positivists would declare ethical 

statements mc:.ianingless because they do not meet the standard of what is 

meaningful. For the posi.tivists a meaningful statement is a stat,ement 

which is either tautological or reducable to possible sense experience. 

Ethics is neither. It is not tautological since it employs synthetic pro­

posi. tions. · It is not reducable to sense experience since it maintains 

normative statements. Therefore, ethics cannot be meaningful in the sense 

of' the word which the positivists would allow. 
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It may be said in defense of ethics agaimrt the posiM.vi.sts that 

peoplE} do in fact make ethical statements, and th.t. they seem to be mean .. 

in.g.ful t,o the people who make ·chem. Howeve:r·, the positivist mainta1.ns 

his ground, continuing 1.n hi.a endeavor to count theim as meaningless. He 

does attempt to account for them in some sense however. Not in the sense 

we would wish but, rather in a new sense. He would say that ethical state­

ments are emotive. Emotive gestures are not statements. A st,atement 

proper is either tautological or reducable ·to sense experience. They 

are gestures because they simply express an attitude, not a fact. If 

one were to say 11You acted wrongly in stealing that money,11 what he would 

really be saying is 11 You stole that mone;yU II the exclamation marks denote 

a tone of horror. But the word wrong woulcl. be meaningless since it cannot 

be considered factually. It cannot be reduced to sense experience. 

There is much that cmbe said in answer to this doctrioo. It, may 

be argued that if it is true, then all law would be meaningless. 

thing that is meaningful to us cultu:t'ally would be mean:Lngless. 

Every­

Anyone 

would have license to do anything since there is no meaningful way of 

talking of right and wrong. And lastly, difference of opinion could only 

be resolved through force since any appeal to rational solution would be 

stalemated by limiting the function of reason to the realm. of tautologies 

and sense experience. All these arguments are val:i.d. in my opin-1.on against 

the positivists. They are valid but not conclusive. The positivists 

would retort that unless their concept of verifiability was refuted, then 

it stands in spite of our appeal to culture and practice. It i.s therefore 

necessary for us to see U their theory of verif.iabi.lity stands. I be­

lieve it does not and for a very simple reason. 
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The positivi.sts argue that the only &1tatements which are meaning­

ful are those whi.ch are either tautological or reducable to sense ex­

perience. We therefo1•e have three poss1.ble types of statements: tautolo­

g'les., statements that are reducable to sense experience, and mean:i.ngless 

statements. Now, if we were to test the statement 11 all statements are 

either tautological, reduoable ·to sense experience or ~aningless , 11 we 

would have to ask which one of the three is this . statement itself. It 

is certainly not tautological. It cannot be reduced to sense experience 

si.nce it purports to be a universal, a priori statement. 'l'herefore., it 

must be meaningless. The posi.tivists might retort that this is the only 

excepti.on since it is a methodological principle and therefore can be 

valid even though it is also a synthetic proposition. Such a retort would 

lead t,o a questioning of the arbitrariness of the posit:i.vis'l:,s. Why lift 

the ban on synt,hetic statements when we come to this one. Once we have 

admitted one, we cannot help but admit the rest. Having admitted the 

rest, then our ethical statements are :rmaningful arrl. not meaningless as 

the positivists assert. 

Intuitionism differs radically from positivism. It does not at-­

tempt to reduce ethical statements to purely emotive terms. Rather, tb:ey 

would argue that ethical statements are meaningful. However., the meaning 

they would give ethic al statements puts them in a class by themselves. 

'rhe intuitionists argue that the good is what one ough·t to do. Yet what 

one ought to do cannot be based on anything external to itself. It must 

be intuited. If one attempts to base what one our,ht to do on an external 

ground, then the intuitionists would point, an accusing finger md say you 

have committed the naturalistic fallacy. 
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The naturalistic fallacy cons:ia:.s in attempti.ng to ground the nor ... 

mative on the descriptive. Just because one does in fa.ct desire some­

thing doesn 1t mean one ought to. Thi.s is a just criticism of certain 

utilitarians., but just because tre normative cannot be grounded in the 

descriptive does not Ill9 an that the normative cannot be grounded at all. 

Our posit,ion would maintain that the normative is grounded on the ration­

al nature of man., and again&t this posi t,ion the accustng fi.n.ger of. the 

intuitionists ca.nnot rightfully be pointed. But if we do not atteJ11pt to 

ground ethics on anything external, then they must be intuited. 'rhis 

statement of the intuit1.onist is inadequate and in many respects distorts 

what they say. However, the crux of th~matter is as follows: The good 

is a stmple unma'.llfzable quality like yellow. It is simple because it can­

not be analyzed into anyth:ing more eleroontary than itself. Being so sim .. 

ple it must be gra.sped by itself and not by its inter-relationships .• This 

grasping of smoothing immediately and in itself because of its si.mplicity 

is intuition and that is what is the good. 'rhe good is a si.mple unanalyz­

able entity. Now this type of thinki.ng is similar to positivism and rests 

on a methodological base. This base states that all statements are either 

~ 
complex or simple. If thw are complex, they are reducable. If they are 

~J~t 
simple,they are irreducable. Hence the only legitimate method is one of 

analysis. Definition therefore is limited to analysis, to the delineating 

of complex structures into their components. Now good, according to the 
,._,.nJJfi, 

intuitionists is on the level of ·the irredu~Ie or simplest and there-

fore it is indefinable. Being indefinable, it carmot be connnunfoat,ed, 

it cannot be analyzed, it cannot be described. ,All that, can be done with 

it is to !intuit it. 
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It may be objected against this theory that good in thi.s sense of 

the word can in no way account for common sense or our institutional 

meaning of the word good., as it 1s used in law, social planning, etc. 

However., I believe that the crucial objection must be an attempt to show 

that good can be defined and is not a simple unanalyzable entity. 

In the first place, we can say that there is nothing that is a. 

simple indefinable entity. Rveryt,hing is in some sense related to some-­

thing else. It can only be understood in so far as it is so related. Even 

yellow which is compared to good as being indefinable is definable in the 

sense that it is a color of such and such intensity and situated in a de~ 

terminate place in the color spectrum. To speak of yellow apart from 

being a color, apart from its genus, is to speak nonsense. However, once 

we speak of the genus of yellow, then we certainly can distinguish i.ts 

differentia and have what since Aristotle has been oonsi.dered a valid 

definition. If this argument is rejected, although I do not see why it 

should be_, we may continue and show ·that Moore says many things al::out the 

good that in the end it is anything but simple and unanalyzable. 

Paton shows this well. He states that, according to Moore 11 goodness is 

~, simple; it is unique; it is unanalyzable; 1.t is indefinable_; it is or 

can be an object of thought or intuition; it is a quality, it is a pro ... 

perty but not a natural property and it is found in innumerable things. 1154 

Now it may be seen that anything that includes all these elements is any­

thing but simple. This line of thought can be extended by analyzing one 

of the synonyms for good. Moore says that whenever one thinks of 11 'intrin­

sic value' or 1intrinsi.c worth' or says that a thing 'ought to exist,• he 

has before his mind the unique object - the unique property of things -
55 

which I mean by I good' • " Now to say that when one person thinks of 

I 

I 
I 
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good, he thinks,6f something th.at. ought to exist, is to identify the good 

wtth something that is not simple and unanalyzable. The word:l''oughfJ11 and 

11exist11 are distinguishable and therefore complex., to use Moore I s own 

method. 

If we leave our objections to Moore I s and the intuitionists' logic 

and. method of definition and concentrate on the content of the intuition­

ists I ethical theory., I believe they are in no better condition. The go0d 

is si.mple and intuited. But, what happens when two people intuit two com-
I 

pletely opposite ideas of what\ought to exist? Let us say one intuits that 

life ought to be prolonged and ·t,he other intuits that all life ought to be 

destroyed. How do we decide between these two ideas of the good? To say 

that a third intuition can resolve the two is to appeal to an infin:i.te 

regress. If on the other hand we seek to set up a standard, then what 

possible grounds can that standard have. The intuitionists speak as :i.f 

what one ought to do were obvious; however, -when pressed, they reply as 

Ross does and say that what one ought to d.o is what , a,N}y good Englishman 
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wb:uld,cb. This is the defeat of morality. If one can affirm both a thing 

and its contradictory and say they are both valid ethical statements 

since they are both valJ.d j_ntuitions, then it seems to me that goodness 

has absolutely no meani.ng whatsoever. S:lnce the intuitionists have n.o 

means of adjucating between intuitions, their theory fails and carmo·t, 

stand on its own grounds which a fortiori concludes that it is not a11-0b-
j 

jection to our view. 

The third position that challenges our app1•oach to ethics is exis­

tent.ialism. Unfortunately., exi.stentialism is a very elusive phenomena. 

Most of the philosophers mo are considered exi.stentialists have :repudi­

ated the tenn. However, there is a type of thinking th at, may be called 
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existentialist which if true would render our efforts in ethics invalid. 

There are mainly two types of existentialism - rel.1.giou.s and athe­

istic. The religious exi11rbentialists attempt to divorce ethics and re­

ligion. They seek to achieve the 11teleological suspension of the ethical" 

to use a Kie:rkegaardian phrase. These thinkers beli.eve that ethics gets 

in the way of salvaUon and salvation is the only thing that has any mean­

ing. If I temper my fate by morality., then I am in danger of being damned. 

The religi.ous existentialists believe that man is in a state of non-being. 

All he can do is wait for the moment. When it comes, he can either a.ccept 

it or reject it. But that is the only question. Grace is the cmly an­

swer. One cannot talk about grace or understand it logically but rather 

logic and thought merely confuses one. Existence and extstent,ial ques­

tions are the only reality. And it is one 1 s authentic existence that is 

the only question worth considering. This view which makes the essence 

of man I s quest meaningless, since the only thing man can do is hope he will 
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achieve grace, is characteristic of most of the religious existentialists. 

1rbe atheisti.c existentialists like Camus or Sartre seek to show that ethics 

is impossible in the sense that anything can be relied on. Life and so­

ciety are meaningless. The only kind of ethics man understands is con­

ventional mbral i ty, and man is better 0ff without it. This le aves man 

alone in a hopeless, meaningless, chaotic universe. In such a universe 

the on1y thing a man can do is assert himself. Both these types of exis­

tentiaJ.ism positively assert that reality is chaos. 1rhey assert tha·t all 

order or rationality is really meaningless, for the only order there is, 

is imposed. The religious existentialists say the order is gra.ce. The 

atheisti.c ones say it is man I s assertion. 

Now U is impossible to crUicize all the ramifications that are 
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involved in the existentialist viewpoint. All we can do is to discuss 

one small aspect of their ·thought. Yet this aspect in i.tself is in my 

mind the crucial element and will show the basic contra.dicition in exis­

temtialist thought. The existentialists argue that the world is chaotic. 

The only reality is existence. All essence or law is illusion. Law is 

merely a convenient construct but it has no ontological meaning. There­

fore the concept of causality is merely/4 convenience; it is in no way 

characteristic of things as they are. Now, if this is the case., then 

Kierkegaard's moment and its answer and the existentialist choice becomes 

meaningless. The only way that a chofoe or ·11the 11 choice is possible itil 

if there is an orderly process which allows a necessary :relationship be­

tween the choice and its results. But in a universe that is chaotic, all 

choice, all reason is impossible. We can press this line of argument and 

say that without rationality or some order, one cannot even know wh&t;, sal­

vation is or what existence is or for that matter make any distinction 

between anything. J: may assume that the only reality is salvation., but 

I must use reason i.n order to even know what it is and howl am to obtain 

it. If the only existence ·that is worthwhile is authentic existence, I 

must at least be able to distinguish it from inauthentic existence. This 

distinction cannot be emotional or j_ntuitive, but must be relational a.nd 

discursive. 'rhus we can say that the existentialists., though seeking to 

deny reason in all its possible senses, have to reassert it in their very 

philosophy. 

I believe that we have cleared the ground from under the most for•· 

midable of ou.r opponents .l we may have done so in a brief, terse manner, 

but nonetheless, the is sues raised are basic ones - ones I believe for 

which our opponents have found no answer. We can now proceed to inves­

tigate the character of Jewish ethics in particular. We shall then attempt 

to j_nteg:rate our conclusions in gene:ral ethics ww.thi ·th:o~w! ,of ,J>ewiL:s};l. •@l,thics. 



PAB.T TWO 

THE DIMENSIONS OF JEWISH ETHICS 

i 



l 
j ' 

1 , 

CHAPT}:!!R VIII 

IDEAL AND ACTUAL 
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In the first chapter of his great work Mimesis, Auerbach con-

trasts the characterization of Biblical figures and events with that 

of Homer. It is a very instructive comparbon for an understanding 

of Biblical personality and indirectly for Biblical et,hics. IA brief 

summary of Auerbach will enlighten us in these matters. 

Auerbach tells us of an incident i.n the Odyssey which occurred 

after Odysseus returned home. It happens at perhaps the m.ost crucial 

time of the entire narrative. Odysseus comes home in disguise, hoping 

to gain the upper hand over Penelope I s suitors by keeping his identity 

1;1 secret. However, Eu.ryclei , who was his nursemald, discovers him be­

cause she accidentally touches his scar while, in accordance with the 

custom of dealing with guests, she washes him. This is an extremely 

dramatic moment since the whole plan of his return may be upset if he 

is discovered. At this tense and important juncture, Homer begins to 

describe the scar, how Odysseus recei.ved it on a boar hunt with his 

grand father. .And after a few lines one forgets that Odysseus has 

just returned horr13 and that he may be discovered. One is entranced by 

the boar hunt and the events concerning it. Homer is a bewitching 

story teller. He delights the senses. Nothing remains hidden. Every­

thing is always present and once it passes it is forgotten. Every 

event is minutely and precisely described, what the people are wear­

ing., wheire they come from and whut they are doing. Everything is ex­

ternal, it has its place, its history and i.s always on the surface. 

If we were to characterize Homer's style and charactery we would say 

that it was (1) externalized, nothing is in the background, everything 

is in the foreground, and (2) static, there is no development of 
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character. 

Odysseus seems the same at the end of the Odyssey as he wa.s a.t 

the begi.nning. There is no chfmge or growth in the depth of his 

character. He merely pa.sses from one state to another. 

How different is the atmosphere and the d:imens:i.on of the Bible. 

Here, to contrast it with Homer's story., Auerbach tells the story of 

the binding of Isaac. Abraham is called and he responds, 111-Iere am I • 11 

He fa not described at a particular pla.ce o:r time. We have a demand 

made on Abraham, and Abraham is ready to respond. to tha.t demand. A.11 

items ment:toned - the ass, the lads, the knife and the wood are only . 

the bare elements of' the drama. '.rhey are all ingredients in the fu­

ture demand that will be made. The present scene is dominated by the 

demand made by God and the response of Abraham. Behind this response 

is the promise made by God t~braham that through his seed all of ·the 

nationi~ will be blessed. It is tensi.on and suspense that sets the 

tone of the story. It is not jus·t the existence of Isaac which is in 

question but the existence of Israel and the realization of the promise 
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ma.de by God. The contrast between Homer and the Bible en1:phasi zes 

that element of juxtaposition between demand and response, between 

ideal and actual which is characteristic of tm Biblical world view. 

The very fact that all the elements described are ingredients of the 

future event, so that they all find their place in terms of the demand, 

tends to indicate that, the desori.ptive features aro dominated by the 

overtones and dimensions of the values involved. Auerbach gives voice 

to thj_s when he states that "the two realms of the sublime and the 
60 

everyday are not only actually unseparated but bas'icall.y inseparable. 11 
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Auerbach seeks to .:demonstrate that the polarity of demand and response 

is characteristic of the very style of the Bible. It gives us a clue 

to the understanding of Biblical leadership. We will see that all of 

the great Biblical leaders were de.fimd and described in terms of a 

task, in terms of a demand. 

'J.1he .fact that every great personage in the Bible is called upon 

to fulfill a demand is indicative of the ideal.-actual concept which 

is so central to the Bible. Each Biblical leader is defined in terms 

of a task to be accomplished, a good to be realized. Yet the charac­

ter of the task is suc.h as to transcend any one individual I s attempt. 

Moses was faced wi.th the demand to rescue his people. To transform 

the multitudes of men and women and children into one nation. He was 

the liberator., the law giver., the greatest prophet and yet he dies a. 

sinner. He never reaches t,he land of Canaan. By all standards Moses 

was a success and yet the B:Lble pictures him as a failure i.n that he 

never reaches the promised land. Amos is told to prophesy aga:mst the 

land of Israel. He pleads an:i implores the people to repent and he, 

too., falls • All the prop he ts were fai.lures, none actualized tlB demnnd 

made upon them. Their task was an infinj_te task. Their goal was an 

infinite one, and yet the demand was still there. The goal was to be 

realized. , The Rabbinic dictum, ttit is not yours to finish the task 

bu·t neither is it yours to exempt yourself from it 11 is an incisive 

summary of the prophetic pathos. This idea that one should fulfill 

the demand in spite of its outcome, that even if one were to fail, still 

one must attempt it can be seen most clearly in the consecration 
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vision of Isairo. 
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Isaiah is in the temple. He is overwhelmed by a feeling of' 

the holy. He conceives of God as perfectly Holy and becomes aware 

of his own imperfection, of his own finiteness. He is a man of un­

clean lips in a nation of unclean lips. Yet he is aware of what is 

to be done. The demand comes forth - who shall we send? The re­

sponse. Send me. Once he takes the task upon himself, the realization 

comes upon him that he will and must fail. He is told to make the 

people hear; but they will not hear. He must make the people see; but 

they will not see. He must make them understand; but tllney w:l.11 not 

understand. His life will be a fai.lure. He knows this before he 

starts. Yet he must s'!:,rive to answer the demand. He must fulfill 

the obligation. This demand which is accepted., t,hough unrealizable, 

presents at once the essence and pathos of the dichotemy between 

ideal and actual. The pathos of those who see both ideal and actual, 

who accept the moral obligation in the midst of a people who are not 

even aware of the moral question is the pathos of the Bible. This 

pathos appears in Isaiah when he warns the people to repent or beware 

the doom that will ensue. They do not repent, and it seems that doom 

is immanent because Sennacharib is at ·their doors. But some unseen 

event forces Sennacharib to retreat and the people are saved. The 

people shout with joy. Isaiah weeps because the people do not under­

stand th at their salvation must, be a moral one. They do not realize 

that peace can only come about through their actualization 0f the 

ideal. It is their treatment of' one another which brings about real 

disaster, the disaster of injustice and inhumanity, and only if they 
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repent and change wlll they be worthy of having peace. 
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Several basic elements become apparent once we understand 

Biblical charactery and Biblical leadership. In the first place, the 

demand is made in time. Man is confronted with a task., an ideal goal 

. th h Tim th b ti· t' 
63 t 1.n e ere-now. e en ecomes an an · OJ.pa J.on. The fu ·ure 

goal hovers over and shapes the present. The future ideal goal has 

a pull on the presen·t and draws man to its actualization. This is 

seen quite clearly in Auerbach I s treatment of the Isaac story, but 

it is also typical of Bi.blical narrative in general. 

The second element ·that appears in Biblical charactery is thirt the 

goal which constitutes the demand or the imperative to action is not 

a finite goal., but an infinite one. 'l'he .fac·t; that each one o.f the 

Biblical leaders is a failure implies that one cannot realize the goal 

in one 1 s lifetiJne o:r even in the span of a nation's life. The ideal 

of the peoplehood of Israel is indissoluably bound up with mankind 

and. hence the goal becomes constantly broadened, Man in h:l.s continual 

striving to actualize an infinite goal continualzy· accanplishes finite 

tasks, The goal is infinite but the realization is finite. It is 

this dichotomy between the infinite task and the finite achievement 

which brj_ngs the moral question to the fore. This leads us to the 

third element in the charactery of the Bible. 

This is that it is not the sue cess or fa:l.lure of the task that 

is important; it is the principle of action that is importan-t. Isaiah 
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knew he would fall even before he started., yet this did not exempt 

h:i.m from exerting all his power to bring about the actualbation of 

·the ideal. Jeremiah was jailed, left in a pit to die, almost executed. 

Yet this did not deter him from his imperative. Perh1aps the most 
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dramatic moment in prophet:lc literature is represented in ,Jeremiah, s 

trial where the priests and prophets were intent on killing him. He 

did not try to save his life. Nor d:ld he :retract one iota of what he 

had sa:Ld. He said that of a truth the Lord had sent me, do with me 
65 

what you will, but know that you are taking innocent blood. The 

success of his task seemed all but hopeless; nevertheless, he strove 

to act to fulfill the ideal. Ethics is not concerned with the results 

bu±: with the principles o.f action. It is in this sense that the idea 

of an infinite task and its concommitant finite achievement is asserted 

in the character of the categorical imperative. The Bible also sees 

the ethical dimension as the .-a .. Priori that gives man's task reality 

and wi. th out which man would lose his historical basis. 

The fourth principle in the understanding of the Bible is that 

man is basically an historical being. The ideal goal :i.:3 an historical 

goal. The achievement is an historical achievement. It is this accent 

on history that makes the Bible the only ancient philosoph,y of hist,ory. 

This view of history is bound up with the trans.fiormat,ion of character 

in too Bible. We have noted that in Homer, Odysseus is unchanged by 

the events that happen in his life; they all seem external to hi.m. This 

is completely different in the Bible. It i.s well illustrated in the 

story of the Patriarch, Jacob. Jacob was a deceiver. He deceived both 

Esau and Isaac. He stole both the birthright and the blessing. · How­

ever, Jacob the deceiver became himself deceived. He was decei:ved by 

Laban when the wife given him was Leah instead of the expect,ed Rachel. 

He was deceived by hifl ehi.ldren when they told him Joseph was dead. 
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He lost his beloved wi.fe Rachel. His life was a tragic one. Yet 

through the different events o.f his life Jacob changes. He gains depth. 

r 
I 
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'.rhere is a pathos in Jacob I s later life which gives him a depth of 

bt':l1.ng which is not found in Homer's Odysseus. The symbolic trans­

formation of Jacob in his struggle with t,he angel is the key to his 

translf/0:i:wation. His life is still tragic, but he shall no more be 

called Jacob but Israel, which symbolizes the transifioJmia.tion in the 

man. 

These elements in the development of Biblical chara.ctery are 

only possible wi thi.n the context of a specific kind of God concept. 

Before we can deal more spec1.fically with the meaning of the ideal and. 

its relat:i.on to the actual., we must make the Biblical God concept 

explicit. 

r 
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CHAP'fER IX 

THE TRANSCENDENCE OF GOO AND HIS RELATIONSHIP TO MAN 

The prophets view God as unique, transcendent, and morally re-­

lated. to man. Such a view is in opposition to all ancient religions. 

In all ancien-t, religions the two central ideas are that of the indi­

vidual soul and his fate. The gods are the forces of nature which must 

be coeI'ced or propitiated for the attaimnent of te:rrestial happiness 

or immortality. In these mythological views the busi.ness of the gods 

is to help men conquer other men, or to help man against the inimical 

power of the universe. In such a view there is an attempt to appease 

n,B.ture. The appeasement of nature or the gods becomes the purpose of 

religion. Hand in hand then with the idea of the gods as natural forces 

is the task of :nzy-thical religion to appease, bribe and manipulate these 

forces through sacrifice and prayer. 

The es~ence of prophetic religion is the rejection of the mythic­

al. It does away with the gods in nature and therefore brings about 

a transformation in man I s relationship to God. Prophetic religion 

arises with the idea that man's relationship to God is moral in charac­

ter. God makes a moral demand on man. He is seen as pure spirit, 

separate from the natural world. No images or represer1ta.M.ons of God 

are possi.ble. As long as the gods were forces of nature (gods of fer­

tility, rain, harves-t,ing, etc.), worship will be aimed at appeasing 

t,hese natural forces. Since man I s needs are many, the gods are many. 

But when God is seen as totally transcendent, then man's relation to 

God is no·t; one of appeasement but one of ethical obligation. Perhaps 
.I 

the most explicit stateiment of this opposition occurs in the book of 
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Micah. 'l'he year is 702, the situation drastic., doom is immanent. 

The people are eon.f.used. They do not know what to do. How sha.U one 

manipulate God ·l;o avoid the calam:i:hy? How sha11 one appease or in­

fluence God? Shall one come befol'.'e God, ltwi·th burnt offerings, with 

calves of a year old? Will the Lord be pleased with thousands of rams 

with ten thousands of rivers of oil?" Shall one g:Lve his first born 

for his transgression, the fruit of his body ..,. will the sacrifice of 

children appease God 1s anger? Micah's answer echoes down through the 

centuries, 11 It hath been told thee, O man, what is good and what the 

Lord doth require of thee. But to do justly,to love mercy, and to walk 
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humbly with thy God. 11 All the pre-exilic prophets fought aga.inst 

69 
sacrifice pleading that God wants justice and righteousness. God 

makes a demand on man announcing the imperative .for h:i.s action. 

When God is seen as transcendent, as beyond nature, then man's 

relation to God can be a spiritual one. God is set over against na­

ture, only He has true being. This/4s described pC>etically :tn the 

Second Isa:iah. There it is said, 11To whom then will ye liken God, or 

what likeness will you compare to him? ••• Behold the nations are as a 
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drop of a bucket and are counted as the small dust of the balances. 11 

God is wholly transcendent. He is unique. Yet He stands in relation 

to man invoking the imperative to action. The contrast between God as 

a force in nature and God as a. transcendent spir-ltual being is clearly 

illustrated by an incident in Elijah's life. Elijah was confronted 

by a shattering wind, and then an earthquake, and aft.er that a fire. 

But God was not in any of these. God is not a force of nature. Arter 

these forces was a still small vo1-ce* The still small voice. The im-
71 

perative to act,ion was Elijah I s commurlcation with God. 

I 
I• 
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Once God is seen as a transeendent, unique spiritual being, 

then the concepts of man and nature become fundamentally different. 

First of all the unity and transcendence of God gives rise to the con­

cept of man as transcending nature. Man is not only a natural but a 

spiritual being. Thi.s can be seen in the creation story. God creates 

man as a 0 thoun having a special place in the universe. Eichrodt de-

scribes the difference between man and nature rightly when he states 

11Man is not simply a piece of' nature ••• the earlier account of the cre­

ation ascribes the clear boundary between man and the animals which 

prevents man from tiinding h:i.s complement and completion in the sub­

human creation, to the effects of man's :i.ndependent spiritual nature, 

by which he is set on God's side. In Man's destiny as being made in 

the image of God, the priestly thinker however brings together tlme say­

ings about man I s special place in the creation and gives pregnant -ut­

terance to the thought that man cannot be submerged. in nature or merged 

in the laws of the cosmos, so long as he remains true to his destiny. 

The creator I s greatest gift to man, that of the personal I., necessarily 
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places him in analogy w:ith God 1s being at a distance from nature." 

It is important to note further that this speci.al dignity that Goo. 

gives man is universal. There is no distinction between men., between 

slave and free, citizen and foreigner. The idea of man in the Biblewl 

is man as mankind. The historic goal is one for all of mankind and 

not for Israel alone. Only a untversal God of t.he entire universe 

could establish a universal goal for all men and all nati.ons. There­

fore the transcendence of God mad.e the idea of the unity of man and 

hist,ory possible. The unity arrl transcendence of God gave rise to 
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the transcenden!echaraeter of the historical :oa1. The goal was a / 

transcendent gooD., an ought which transcended~ nature 
I 
since it was_, / 

.;,..,,-,;,;1;,1'!11 

moral in essence. 

The concept of nature was likewise transformed with the idea 

of the unity and transcendence of God. Nat,ure was no more full of 

gods. It became possible to act meaningfully i.n nat·urE\Sin.ce there 

were no more forceHi to be appeased. Instead of propitiating nature, 

it, now was man 1 s task to t,ransform nature. This :i.s a crucial point,. 

As long as man was tied to nature in such a way that nature dominated 

man Is life, man could only attempt to bribe nature, to appease he:r. 

powers. Once nature was seen as devoid of the gods, t,hEm it became 

possible to transform nature. Man no more sought to propitiate nature 

but to transform it. This made moral action possible. It likewise 

made science possible. As long as nature was full of gods, then it 

could never be understood. It could never be consistently apprehended, 

since it was seen as t,he result of a number of separate powers. But 

with the concept of God as a transcendent creator and ·the universe his 

creation., the idea of cosmos became possible. The world became the 

matrix of creation, the arena in which one acted to actualize the ideal. 

Only in a world where there · ;is a unitary source for all being cou.ld 

moral responsibility be possible. Man realized th11l:, he had the power 

t,o act and transform the universe. He realized that he was not help­

less be.fore it. Man, aware of his spiritual be:tng and his spiritual 

relation to God, sought t,o actualize an ideal goal that transcended.!~ 

nature. Wit.h the realization _of the spiritual world, man att,empted 

to transform the natural world into a spirituaJ/one. He strove to trans-
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form natural law into moral law. 

We have seen that the concept of God as a unique, transcendent, 

spiritual being ma,de it possible for man to overcome the tyranny of 

nature and see i:t in such a, manner that it became no more an object 

of propitiation or appeasement but of transformation. We have also 

seen that only such a concept of God could make possible the idea of 

man as a spiritual being transcending nature in his own right, and op­

posing it with an ideal of what ough·t to be. The 5piritual character· 

of God transformed the whole relationship between God and man. Man 

became related to God in an ethical, spiri.tual way. God demanded jus­

tice and righteousness. Man responded to tha1: demand by striving to 

achieve the goal demanded of him. In striving to transform nature, 

morality became the rule of his life. 

r 



CHAPTER X 

'fHE IDEA OF MAN AND HISTORY 

The Biblical idea of history is dominated by a goal which the 

historical process is to actuaJ.j_ze. This goal j_s the messianic age. 

The messianic age is essentially social in the sense that all events 

are measured in terms of a just society where "nation shall not lift 

up sword against na·tion, neither sh all they le am war anymore; but 

they shall sit every man under his vine and fig tree and none shall 
73 

make them afraid. n The prophets pictured the messiantc age as the 

goal of man 1 s historical and social striving. In th:i.s society equality 

shall. reign, oppression and exploitation shall cease and justice will 

be executed throughout the~ world. The world will be a world of peace. 
/liv"L, 

The messianic vision in the Bible pictures for us a utopian society of 

peace and brotherhood. Now, one of the most significant characteris­

tics of this social utopia is that it is interconnected with the his­

torical process. It is not a utopia which is metaphysically beyond 

history with no effect on the historical process. Rather, i.t is the 

only way that, an historical process is possible. The messi.ani.c age 

is the ideal goal that shapes and defines the historical process and 

man's action within history. 

In the const:t•uction of events in. time and space in terms of a 

goal which ought, to be realized, the Bible subordinated the cosmo­

logical element, which is the only element of change in ancient re­

ligions, to the historical character of change. In this t•espect the 

cosmologicttl. character of natural events and cycles is wholly trans­

formed to fit into tbe context of the histor:ic process. Nature and 

r 
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natural process became subject to historical demands. Thfa leads us 

to mother aspect of the Biblical view of the messtanic age. 

All ancient religions were cosmologically oriented. They sub­

ordinated. human, social, and ethical interrelationships to processes 

o:f nature. This i.s characteristic even of Greek modes of thinking. 

The Greeks viewed man as a purely natural being. The microcosm of the 

macrocosm
74 

as it was expressed in philosophical speculation. This 

subordination· of the humcm to the natural realm can be seen in the 

fragments of Anaximander which are a prototype for all cosmologically 

oriented civilizations. Anaximander states, 11Things perish into those 

things out of which they have their bj_rth, according to tha:l:, whi.ch is 

ordained; for they gi.ve reparation to one another and pay the penalty 

75 
of tmir injustice according to the disposition of t:i.roo • 11 1'hfa ex-

tremely di.fficult, passage has been admirab]¥ explained by CcnIDford 'in 

his excellent book, From I!,.:!_~gion_~o .. Ph~sophy. Cornford explains 

tM.s passage as mean:i.ng that any thing becomes what, it is through the 

combination of elements. But in order to get these elements., it must 

steal them from the four basic elements. Therefore, man in order to 

be, must be made up of the four elements. However, since these ele­

ments were usurped, reparation must be made. Thus man disintegrates 

"paying the penalty of injustice,u the injustice occurs when man talces 

the elements. A law rules over all these events. It is the idea of 

fate and can be seen in the &tatement naccording to that which is or­

dained.'' 

From this passage we see that man was considered by the Greeks 

as completely che.racterized by natural forces, and was conceived as 

completely subordj_nated to natural necess:l.ty. It was thfa cyclical 

I 
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the cyclic al view of history is a su.bordinati.on of the historical to 

the cosmological. It is an attempt to include man and history under 

the category of natural events. We have discussed the Greek cosmo­

logical idea of man and hi.story because it is the most developed. How­

ever., all other ancient civilizations can be similarly classified. 

E:ri.c Voegelin summarizes this character of ancient history and relates 

it to Biblical h:l.story. He states, 11Wi th out Israel there would be no 

history, but only the eternal recurrence of societies in. cosmological 
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form. 11 He continues, "'eternal recurrence' is the symbol by means 

of which a cosmological civj_J.:lz,ation expresses ( or rather. can express 

if it be so minded) the experi.ence of its own existemce, its lasting 

and passing in the order. o.f the cos.mos. 'Eternal recurrence I is part 

of the cosmological form itself - it is not a category of historidg-
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raphy, nor will it ever have a historian. 11 Now it may be objected 

that Voegelin goes too far in saying that cosmological processes can 

never have a historian. However, once we grasp the point of the es­

sential character of history a.s be:i.ng defined and delinee:ted by an 

ideal goal., then I believe the correctness of V;oegelin I s characteriza .. 

tion of cyclical histo:ry - as not really history at all - can easily 

be seen. He has very incisively expressed his criticism of the re­

duction of history to cosmology in his cr:i.ttci sm of the Spenglerian­

Toynbi.an view of history. ·He states, 11civ:i.liz atlons follow each other 

:i.n a meaningless sequence; and when the mantfold of civilhat1.onal 

souls is exhausted, as for Spengler., it seems to be mankind will sub­

side :i.nto a historical vegetative existence. The prospect is depress­

i.ng a.nd it becomes even bleaker when Toynbee applies his imagination 



to it. With the pessimist:Lc Spengler one could at least hope that the 

melancholy spectacle of flowering and dying eiviliz,ations would corra 

to an end; but with the more cheerful Toynbee one must fear that this 

sort of thing will be going on as long as the e a:t'th holds out. For, 

accept:ing figures given by Sir James Jeans for the duration of the earth, 

Toynbee calculates a future of 1743 million civilizations. 11 Voegelin 

then quotes Toynbee's own words, 111 Imagine 17~.3 million completed his­

tories each of whicl1 has been as long and lively as the history of the 

Hellenic society; 1743 million reproductions of the Roman Empire and 
\f'; 1(J,;I\,, 

the Catholic ChurC'.h and the 'feutonic voi erwanderung; 1743 million 

repetitions of the relations between our Western Society and the other 
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societi.es that are altve today! 111 What Toynbee and at.hers have done 

is to restate the idea of man arrl h1.story so that -~here is no distinc­

tion between natural processes arrl historical ones. This is in l~.ne 

with the tendency of modern science to equate natural processes and 

human processes. However, it should be clear to us that tM.s approach 

to man and history is not only a return to mythological modes of think­

i.ng/ since man in this view is totally dominated by and engulfed in na­

ture but also that it 1.s a retrogression to pre-Biblical speculation. 

The Bible clearly arrl definitely separated man from nature. The Bible 

sees man as a spiri.tual self-conscious being who has an inner life 

which gives him. an ideal which is opposed to the actual and which he 

must try to achieve. 

Once we have distinguished between cosmology and history, the 

second aspe·ct of the messianfo age which was just, briefly introduced 

can be elaborated. In the Bible the cosmological and the historical 

are not only clearly separated, but in many important respects they are 



antagonistic. As long as the gods were aspects of nature, then this 

separation could not have been conceived. But with the idea of God 

as a transcendent being, then the moral character of man was no more 
~"-~j~, 

confused wl th natural processes. What man ought to do'••ts;(actualize'fl. 
1,1 

the messianic age. This means the transformation of the natural. It 

means reshapi.ng the natural in te:r:ms of the moral. Histor•y implies 

the transf.6:t1mation of natural law into moral law -- a conquering of 

the natural world, a reshaping of man and nature in term.s of the ideal 

of justice and peace. It is a transfonnation which roots out the evil 

and institutes the good. The messianic age is -the ideal which ought 

to be realized and therefore the natural or cosmological becomes the 

datum or the matrix of this transformation. 

The historical and the cosmological have been shown to be inde­

pendent and opposed to one another. We can now restate our original 

characterization of Biblical thought in terms of ideal-actual i.n a sharper 

manner. 

The ideal as characterized by the messianic age cannot be con­

ceived as part of natural law, and in the same way the natural has no­

thing moral or ideal al:out it. Thi.s implies an antagonism between what 

is, whiah is non-moral and functions according to its own laws, irre­

spective of man and his well being, and what ought to be., which is moral, 

making man the center and pivot of all that is. Man in fact is not the 

center of the universe, yet morally he ought to be its center. This 

antagonism between the normative which is postulated by the historical 

and the descr:l..ptive which is characterized by the cosmological, is seen 

in a most explicit contrast in the first few chapters of Genesis. These 
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chapters present us with two di.fferent accounts of creation. .A care­

ful consideration of these two accounts will enable us to see the con-­

trast between ideal and actual in its sharpest focus. We shall describe 

the accounts, try to account for their difference, and show how they 

necessitate a specific idea of man. 

The Bible begins its account of the history of the tT ewi.sh people, •·"'·~·-:7 
f 

with the beginning of all beginnings., the creation of the universe. 

In thi.lll first account of creation the world and all its wonders flow 

forth as from the brusl}6f a master painte(l'. The heavens reveal the 

glory of God as does the earth beneath. Each level of creation is 

pronounced 11 good 11 and each level cal.ls forth the next as a logical 

inexorable process, until at last man is created and then., and then 

only does God rest. This account differs dramati.cally from that later 

account in the second and third chapters of Genesis. In these next 

chapters there is no pronouncement of 11Good. tt Barrenness and. chaos 

reign. Man here has an enormous task. He must wrest farnLland from 

a wilderness, domesticate and name the animals. He must struggle to 

conquer a non-human world. In the first account man was the climax 

of creation, the direct center of the universe. But in this latter 

account we see that man must struggle, he must stri.ve to fulfill a 

seemingly· impossi.ble task. 

'rhe first view of creation presents us with an ideal. It gives 

us the ought to be. The imperative to our action. H, paints for us 

a picture of the completion of perfection and harmony. Man envisions 

·l:,his ideal, but for him it is not yet a reality. He is constantly 

aware of the hope, the wish and need of the good. He works for the 

time when man will be fulfilled and when he can in fact be at the 



center of creation. But on the other hand man is constantly., and at 

the sans time aware of the actual world as it is. He is aware of how 

far actuality falls short, of the ideal. It is this then, the secorrl 

view of creation which states for him his actual position. This view 

is a view at the beginning, an historical view. It is between these 

two accounts between the ideal and. the actual, that the drama of man 

in history i.s to be enacted. 

How reconcile these two views of creation? Not theoretically,~7 

there is no theoretical reconciliation of the ought and the is., o.f the 

normative and the descriptive. Rather one must st,art with them both 

and then and only then is the actual intelligible • But still it may 

be said, there is no reconcili.a tion. Granted the ideal must be before 

tbe actual but how can we harmonize the ideal and the actual? This 

harmony- :i.s a practical one,, an hlsto:r•ical reconciliationll and that is 

man's task as creator. It is man that bridges the chasm between the 

ideal and the real. Man is in fact not the center of the universe., 

yet he strives to become its center. It is this striv-ing towards self­

mastery and the control of' nature which constitutes the nessence 11 of 

man. It is man's essence to be the instrument through which the ideal 

becomes actual. It is man's mature to reconcile the two views of ere- \ 
.,,a_J 

ation. 

Once we see clearly the antagonism and the gap between ideal 

and actual, the role and function of man becomes evident. Man i.s the 

actualizer of the ideal goal. He is the t:r.ansf.ormer of nature so 

-~ha.t natural law can be subsumed under moral law. He is the instrumerrt 

by which the ideal in all its variety achieves actualization. This 

concept of man sees man as a creator, an innovator, one who cont:Lnually 

T 
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transcends, over reaches and goes beyond any particular historical 

situation or natural limit. Man's task is to transcend any given 

natural or historical limitation which impedes the actualiz,ation of 

the ideal goal. This view of man as self-transcendent makes him in 

affect a citizen of two worlds. In the story of the Garden of Eden, 

Adam I s eyes were opi:med. He became aware of' the moral and spiritual 

world which had to infuse and overcome the nat,ural. It is this aware­

ness of the moral ideal, of another world, that is to be actualized 

that gives man his quality as a self-transcendent being. 

Man transcends himself in a number o.f ways. All of culture is 

an embod"lment of man I s action, of his self-transcendence. We shall 

consider those elements o.f self-transcendence with which the Bible and 

especially the prophets are concerned. We shall consider man as a 

self-transcendent being in respect to knowledge, mora11:ty, and history; 

we shall also see how these broad categories can include the more spe­

cific question of prophetic religion. 

First, man transcends himself in lmowledge. Man transcends 

himself in the knowledge o.f principles and laws which are not given 

to him in l;lense experience, but which he must overreach himself' to 

find. To conceive of a principle of unity while all of man 1s experi­

ence is diversified both in nature and history is truly an act o.f self­

transcendence. To know the world as a cosmos, as a lawful working of 

basic principles which make science possible, is a true self-tran­

scendence. Man is the only part o.f the universe who seeks to um.er­

st.and the whole and ·to incorporate in himself the knowledge of all 

reality. 
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Secondly., man transcends himself :i.n ethics. Man has ideals and 

goc1ls for which he would sacrifice his life. This is an act of self­

transcendence. When man reaches out to his neighbor in compass:ton 

and love, making his cause one with his fellowman., he over-reaches 

himself. In the building up of culture., taking that which is natu:r.al, 

which :i.s non-moral,,and making it ethical., man goes beyond himself'. 

Man is the only creature of nature who seeks to transform nature into 

something radically different. This is an act of self-transcendence. 

Finally, man transcends himself in history. Man has the idea of the 

future he sees the present in terms of the future. He can envis:i.on 

something other, something that is lacking, and yet might be. In. this 

respect man transcends himself. Man is self-conscious, he is aware of 

his limits, o.f his finitude. But in the very awareness of his fini­

tude he transcends it. One can only be aware of finitude if he has 

a broader perspective. This broader perspective is an act of self•• 

transcendence. Man is the only part of nature who can conceive of the 

future, and is self-conscious, recognizing his finitud.e. 

In all these ways, then, we can see how man transcends himself. 

In knowing principles, in ethics, in culture and in history, man shows 

his creative essence$ 

The idea of man as self-transcendent, as the instrument of re­

conciling the ideal and actual gives rise to a concept of rel1gion 

which is unique :i.n human history. 

prophets preached and worked for. 

This is the kind of religi.on the 

It is an activisti.c, this worldly 

religion. The center of the religious becomes the moral, its ideals 

and goals are justice and righteousness. 
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Prophetic religion is not concerned with the contemplation of 

the harmony and order of the universe, but1,w:ith the transformation of 

the universe. Prophetic religion takes its task from the second view 

of creation with the first view as its goal, not its center. The 

reconciliation of real and ideal teaches us that it is not enough to 

talk of peace and brotherhood, of equality and freedom but that we 

mu.st engage in the activiti.es that bring about equality., .freedom, and 

brotherhood. What is unjust in our world, in our country·., in our ·t;own, 

in our homes and in our lives must be the starting place for our re­

ligion. This drama of ideal, actual and self-transcendent hovers 

about us. We face lt in all our actions, in all our relations. In 

our contacts with others and with our loved ones., we must either act 

in a manner that is moral, self-transcending, or we exempt ourselves 

from the very basts and rreaning of life. The prophetic view compels 

us, it cannot let us hide. It forces us to see ourselves in the pro­

cess. It does not speak of the history of one nation but of mankind. 

It does not speak about one people but of all people. It does not speak 

of a parochial ideal but of the ult1.mate ideal, man's coming to be the 

center of the universe. It is impossible for man ·to step aside; he 

must answer yes or no. He must answer yes or no, whenever. he sees an 

injustice perpetrated. He must answer yes or no whenever he can in 

some way alleviate misery and pa:i.n. He cannot say it is another's 

task
1 

for outside o.f this drama there is no stage, there are no players, 

there is no play. Man must act. Man must stand for the right in spite 

of its consequences_,as Jeremiah, Amos, and Isaiah stood up for the 

right and faced the consequences. Man. must struggle aga:tnst tyranny 
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and oppression in all its forms. Just as Amos stood up to Jereboam, 

and Jeremiah to Jehoiaki.m. Prophetic religion 1.s agatnst the secu­

larbation of values. It demi.es that religion hais nothing to do with 

the affairs of state. The prophets struggled. and fought against na­

tionalistic motives when they came in conflict with justice and mercy. 

They fought Kings and priests and the prophets of the state religfon. 

iJ:Drophetic religion identified itself w:i,.th mankind and not with any 
. . 80 

particular nation; it called for justi.ce to the poor aand needy, for 

relief of oppression and exploitation. 

One uf the most basic aspects of prophetic religion is its 

rejection of a theoretical resolution of the ideal and the actual. 

Implici.tly in everything we have said about prophetic religion is Us 

activism. This i+he view that somehow man's ethical activity in his­

tory brings about the reconciliation of the normative arrl. the de­

scriptive. Yet the normative and the descriptive cannot be theoretic­

ally reconciled because this would be a return to some form of cos­

mological orientation; it would be a rejection of history. We there­

fore cannot truly appreciate prophetic religion unless we consider 

its relationship to a religion that is cosmologically and not his­

torically oriented. 

Cosmological religion maintains that the ideal and the actual, 

or as it is somet:i.mes formulated, the infinite and the finite, can be 

rationally mAd.iated. This view involves justifying the world rather 

than transf:orming it. This view ends up in a kind of pantheism and 

consequently denies the reality of evil. The den:i.al of evi.l in essence 

transforms the problem o.f evil into the problem of error. It thus re-
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duces ethics to logic. The reduction of ethics to logic is impossi.ble 

in prophetic religion
1
since only action can bring about reconc:tliatton. 

A cosmolog:lcal fusion would be a reductionism. Only an histor:Lcal 
,,,, ,. p. 

'(.,;'<~tt,~<{.' 
fusion can be a genuine fusion, bringing ~a41,l,l¥ up to morality rather 

than the reverse::,. 

There is., however, another very important and popula.r inter­

pretation of certain selected aspects of prophetic literature (es­

pecially the tweri.ty-fourth through the twenty-seventh chapters of 

Isaiah and some of the prophesies on the nations) which construEis 

prophecy as apocalyptic. We believe that the difference between pro­

phecy and apocalypse is basic and clear. There is no doubt that some 

aspects of the teaching of the propJ:1ets can be seen as a basis for 

apocalypse. However., the scant references in the prophets to a judg­

ment day which is metaphysically hypostat:Lzed is not only vague, and· 

therefore unlikely to be a basis for elaborate. construction., but also 
81 

overwhelmingly opposed in the rest of the prophet:tc wri.ti.ngs. It is 

nevertheless important to understand the relationship between prophecy 

and apocalypse, not only in order to clarify our discussion of prophEicy 

but also because the apocalyptic view of man and history is extremely 

forceful and effective today. 



CHAPTER XI 

PROPIIB:CY AND APOCALYPSE 

The prophetic view of man as a self-transcendent, historical being 

is essentially opposed to the apocalypttc view. The prophets confronted 

the people with an M.storicaldemand, within an M.sto:dcal situaUon. 

They faced the people with an ideal and pleaded with them to actuallze 

that ideal. Such a view is meaningless without the historfoa1 moment, 

without the demand of the hist,orical si tuatton, without its imperative 

and its consequent good. The essential character o:f prophecy is his-

toric, it ~es the good as actualized within and through the historic pro-

cess in terms of man I s response to a d.e.J11and. 

The apocalyptic view on the other hand, is not historic. Basical-• 

1y this view is a denial of history f ,since. lt sees man I s salva-ti.on as 

an eschatological act of grace. Man in no way contributes to his sal­

vation or to the coming of the messianfo age. Salvati.on is purely an 

act of God and not an act of m1i1n. Apocalypse attempts to show the help­

lessness of man and the i.ncapacity of man to achieve the good through 

moral action. Man 1s existence in this view is projected into the future. 

Man becomes dissociated from M.story, and history is irrelevant. Man I s 

moral action takes on a completely different character. He can no longer 

root out the evil, transform nature, or bring about the just society. 

All he can do is perform those acts or ceremonies th at insure his own 

salvation. The dominant question becomes, how can I be saved? What is 

required of me to achieve salvation? And salvation,as opposed to the 
,,, 

prophetic response, is a purely passive state brought a.bout wholly exter-

nally, through sacraments and ri t,ual. 'rhe dom.inat:i.ng concern o.f apoca-
i 
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lypse is the projection into the end of days of the saved and the damned. 

The concern is with the achievement of the former and the avoidance of 

the latter. Salvation is the prime and major concern; all el13e revolves 

about it. And since ea.ch man is saved through grace, the historical pro-

cess becomes meaningless. 

This accent on salvation completely redefines all the elements of 

prophetic religion so that it disfigures and di.storts them. It takes the 

natural element in man which resists his moral nature and hypostatizes 

it into the concept of an historical flaw or origLnal sin of which every 

man bears the bmrden. It takes the bas1..ca1.ly moral character with w1i.ch 

man is constituted and severs it from man, placing it a:t the other end 

and viewing it as grace. In this respect the concept of revelatlon has 

become a dogma. If man is a sinner needing atonement or insight/ since 

of his own efforts he is helpless, then revelation can only mean the giv­

ing to man of something totally beyor:d him. Revelation and grace become 

closely related. In prophetic thought revelat1.on is not dogmati.c. It 

is not external to man; it, is in man. 11It is in thy heart and moutb. 11 says 

the Book of Deuteronomy. The prophets appeal to the best that is in man. 

Yet this mu &t come as a command from a holy will. A will that is not to­

tally other, rather it must be a will which if man were wholly rational 

in his actions, he could arrive at by himself, and he must certainly un­

derstarrl it 1.n order to follow it. If the i.dea of revelation was as the 

apocalyptic writers believe, then it would be unintelligible. God I s word 

would be wholly other, and there would be no way of imparting it to man 

82 
except as anothe1~ act of grace. The prophets did not speak of the ideal 

demard th at is made on mankind as something that necessarily was revealed. 
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It was the expression of the divine will. A will which if man were only 

rational or moral he could readily understand. 

It is only a short step fz•om the apocalyptic view of man to the 

tragic view of man. It is this basic compatibili.ty that enabled. Chris­

tianity to fuse the two. This fusion synthesized the doctrine of the 

inherent flaw in man and his insight into this flaw wl th the concept of 

ori.ginal sin and salvation. Such concepts are in direct opposition to 

the prophetic view. 

We must carefully and clearly dj_sti.nguish between the prophetic 

and tragic-apocalyptic view of man. The latter affirms that there is a 

basic flaw in man, an original sin, a death urge, or (in modern phrase­

ology) existential dichotemies which dominate man I s life. Whether one 

is talking of Greek tragedy, Christian religion, Freudian psychology or 

modern existentialism, there is a firm bond of agreement as to the con­

stitutive characteristics of man's make-up. Man must atone for thes® 

inherent characteristics and overcome them. In Greek tragedy the atone­

ment is brought abouir1:,llrough the tragic insight which enables the tragic 

hero to understand his flaw, but which prevents him from oven•coming it. 

Even ln ancient comedy where the insight leads to a good result,, the re­

sult is still for the individual and it cannot be transmitted to the 

next generation. In Christ,ianity, atonement comes through grace which 

is also limi:ted to the indi vi.dual. In Freudian psychology., insight comes 

through analysis which the analyst performs. 'fhls frees the individual 

from the guilt and frustration imposed upon him by his social situation. 

In existentialism, insight is gained through the resolution of man's 

basic e:x:is·tential dichotemies primarily man I s dread and fear of death. 

All these views deny th at man is an historical being • Man is chained 
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to an inherent flaw or sin for which he must atone. Each individual has 

to repeat the same performance., the same success:l.on of sin., insigp.t, 

and redemption. The transfionna:tion of nature that occurs in time as a 

historical process which brings about greater and greater untty and great­

er and greater fulfillment for man is denied. What is asserted is that 

living is an atonement. Man can awaken to see the, tragic structure of 

reality but that is all. The cycle or the eternal return is t,he symbol 

of tr.!!1gedy, It is the elaboration of the mythi.cal concElpt, of fate which 

weaves its net and destroys and ensnares all who try to vary from its 

decrees. This concept of sin or flaw makes the past dominate the futtwe. 

The present and the future have with:tn them the deteriorating seeds of 

the past. We may break the bonds of the pa.st in the case of an individual 

through grace or insi.ght., but the cycle continues age after age. In op­

position, the prophetic view of man views the future as dominating the 

present and the past. For the prophetic view man is viewed as a creative 11 

innovating creature who transcends himself and nature in terms of an ideal 

goal. That ideal goal is uni.ty., the unity of nations., of history, and of 

man. The future affects the present not as a reality, not as a dogmatic 

affirmation of a judgment day where there will be the saved and the damned1 

but rather as an ideal, as a possibility which will accompany righteous 

action. It is rot a certainty rendering history 100 aningles s. It is an 

ideal, a limit, a regulative principle which makes morality the determin-• 

ing factor, since "it sees the messianic age as determined by man's answer 

to tra moral imperative. The actualization of the ideal is man I s only 

We can see that the opposi t:l.cn between thEl two views of man has 
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at its root the question of the relation of man to hlstory. 'rhe tragic 

and apocalyptic view of man ultimately deny history/since thei~ universe 

of discourse is limited to the individual, and his baslc concerns, sin 

and salvation, are abstracted from the historical process. Bei.ng non­

historical it ultimately is anti-social and. anti-moral also. When the 

individual himself is made the central element, then all else becomes 

peripheral. The highest good becomes individual salvation or immortality. 

This i'::l anti-social in the sense that it includes others only to the ex-

tent that they participate in the drama of salvation. It, is anti-moral 

because it makes self-sacrifice inconceivable. I may sacrifice myself 

only to obtain salvation. I act ethically only because of my heavenly 

reward and. not became it is right. 

The prophetic view on the other hand is in its very essence his­

torical. History if/4.irected by demands which are made because the right 

is to be realized or i.s in jeopardy-. It is in th:l.s imposition of the 

moral form on historical material that the historical moment is achieved. 

From such actions other historical demands are raised which the next 

generation faces and to which it resp_onds. It is this national and ul.­

tima tely uni versa 1 response to a particuJ.ar historical sit ua -ti on in terms 

of an ideal goal which makes history and prophecy possible. It is the 

inability to escape the moral demands of history which makes prophecy uni­

versal. The concept of one mankind, one humanity and one history enables 

each individual 1s ethical act to anticipate a universal and world-w:ld.e 

ideal. The messianic ideal :i.s a basically historical ideavsince U in-
, 

corporates into its content all of man.kind arrl all of history. 



94 

CH.APTER XII 

'!'HE ETHICS OF BIBLICAL LAW 

We have seen that the corrtrast between ideal and actual ts one 

of the most essential elements of Biblical ethics. It is characteristic 

of Biblical charactery and especially of Biblical law. One of the most 

repeated criticisms of the legal sections of tr.eOld. 'festament concerns 

the principle of an eye for an eye, aid a tooth for a tooth. 'fhts is 

interpreted. literally, that is, that one I s eye should be actually plucked 

out to compensate the plucking out of another's; such a legal pri.nciple 

is seen as bestial and uncivilized. We know that the Talmud speaks of 

monetary compensation in such situations and that certainly modern law 

views the repayment of damages in monetary terms. However, it is argued 

that the Bible holds the literal concept • Now in order to fully under­

stand the concept of lex talionis, we must comprehend a number of basic 

concepts implicit in B:i.blical l av. The first and most important concept 

is that a man I s life has infinite worth. Man is not li . .ke property and 

his value cannot be transfonned into dollars and cents. Eichrodt points 

this out clearly men he states that; 11in sharp ccntrast to the custom of 

otb<:lr people cap:i tal punishment ceases to be inflicted in Israel for 

crimes against property; this has nothing to do with a general relaxation. 

of the ancient strict calcula ti.on of punishment • • • it is rather th at, the 

personal thought of andent Israel as a community of justice is illumj_­

nat,ed from a new angle: in contrast to a]l value attached to things the 

life of a guilty man is reckoned as unconditionally more valuable, so 

that it; cannot be balanced against the dam.age done, and may not be sac-
83 

rlficed to the egoistic protectfon of property by tra community. n This 
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implies that it is impossible to ask how much money can buy a life sime 

it is priceless. Other ancient legal systems did conceive of man as 

property and there.fore one could in principle purchase not only a man's 

84 
life but his eye, his tooth, etc. The Bible, however, asserts that 

man cannot be purchased. 

A second concept which must be clear is the distinction between 

ideal and actual in Biblical legislatio1:1.. This underlies the distinction 

between principle and practice. Ideally man's life or eye is priceless. 

'rhey cannot be compensated for, so that ideally only another life or an­

other eye can justly compensate for the lost eye. However practically 

the loss must be compensated monetarily. At the very heart of this dis-, 

tincti.on is the concept of justice - absolute justice necessitates life 

for life, eye for an eye. Practical.ly monetary compensation must suffice. 

It is interesting to see that the Talmud understands the law in this way. 

They asked, how is it possi.ble to exactly duplicate an t:zy·e for an eye; 

suppose one man was blind in one eye, then there would be no exact com­

pensation. Thus they v1.ewed it as practic al'.cy necessary to exact mone-
85 

tary compensation. The ideal of justice is crucial here and it is a 

task to be actualiz,ed i.n legislation. It is the ideal of justice which 

shapes the actual and gives it its moral dimension. The actual can only 

be comprehended in terms of the ideal of justice which is the goal of the 

diverse particular laws. 
a 

I believe that in Biblical times the meaning of the formula of/ life 

for a life, an eye for an eye was monetary. This intei,pre:t,aticm :i.s based 

on a number o.f verses. In the thirty-first verse of the thirty-fifth 

chapter of Numbers, it is said, 111VJ:oreover you shall accept no ransom for 
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the life of a mur.d.erer who ts guilty of death; but he shall be put to 
86 

death$" This verse states that ransom cmnot be taken for m:urder., 

clearly demonstrating that one must make a separation between property 

and life, an:l also that ransom is to be taken for lesser crimes. 'l'he 

question o.f the passage is whether ransom which is acceptable for lesser 

crimes can be extended to the crime of murder. This extension is ex­

plid.tly rejected in the verse. The above passage ended with the state ... 

ment, he shall be put to deat,h. This statement is made explicitly wher­

ever capital punishment i¢11(1ant. Otherwise the formula, life for life, 

eye for an eye, etc., is used. We can see this in a passage from Levit­

icus. There it states, 11 He that smiteth a beast so that it dieth shall 
87 

make it good, life for life. 11 This certainly does not mean that they 

kill the beast of the individual who smote it. Rather, life for life 

means compensation. If there is any doubt about this, a later passage. 

clarifies it. It states, HHe that killeth a beast shall make it good 

88 
and he that kill eth a man shall be put to death. 11 This is also evident 

from a statemerrt in Exodus, ttif men contend and one strike the othe,r with 

a stone or a club and he does not die but is confined to his bed, then · 

if he rise again and can walk out supported on his staff, the one who 

struck him shall be acquitted, only he must pay for the loss of the 
89 

other man I s time until he is thoroughly healed. 11 

It is therefore clear th at the idea of lex talionis is an attempt 

to arrive at absolute justice and cannot be interpreted literally. The 

pr:Lnciple of eye for an eye inst,ead of being something to deprecate when 

seen in its proper context is an e:x:tremely :hnportant princ:l.ple. Embodied 

i.n it is the concept of equality. This principle introduces individual 

responsibility rather than collective responsibility. The individual, 
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not his family or tribe is punlshed for the wrong committed. 90 This 

principle insists that the punishment fit the crime, the question af 

fairness and equitable treatilBnt is introduced. All citizens are then 

equal before the law. The same law applies to the stranger and. the home­

born. The same law applies to the rich man and the poor man. Only if 

we keep in mind the principle of equality can the diverse legislations 

in the Jl>entateuch be understood. Such statements as IIThere shall be one 
91 

law for the native and for the stranger who sojourns among youtt or ttAnd 

I charged your judges at that time 'hear the cases between your brethren 

and judge righteously between a man arrl his brother or the alien that is 

with him' •
1192 

Or again, 11You shall not oppress a stranger; you know the 

heart of the stranger, for you were strangers in the 1 and of Egypt. n 93 

It was this ideal of equality and justice that inspired. the pro­

phets to urge the people to return, to repent o:ytheir evil ways. '.r:he 

idealo.f equality was continually opposed to the actuality o.f the his­

torical situation. Ideally, men were brothers but slavery was a fact.
91-~ 

Ideally, absolute justice must, be the ideal of judges, but actually 

bribery and corruption were constantly manifesting themselves. 95 'rhe im­

portance of the ethical legislation cannot be overestimated, for i.t was 

this ideai}whichthe prophets harked back to. It was these principles of 

equality and justice that motivated tm prophets to condemn Israel for 

96 
her sins. The meaning and character of the law rested on the idea of 

the covenant. If we are to understand the ethics of Biblical law, we must 

see its foundation in the idea of the covenant. The bas:i.c and essential 

character of the covenant is that, i.t rests upon and presupposes two fun­

damental ideas. First., the idea of freedom, and second, the idea of ob-
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ligation. The covenant as a sod.al contract was not j1nposed upon Israel 

by a sovereign will; rather, the law was freely accepted as binding upon 

the people. However, the basic c mtent of the social corrtract or covenant 

which bound them to accept a constitu'ti.on by which they would live was one 

dominated by concepts of righteousness, justice and equality. This ac­

ceptance was not only binding on the people but even on the kings and it 

constituted a unique situa-t:i.on in ancient history. The kings themselves 

had to obey and follow the law. There is no question here of the law is­

suj_ng from the sovereign. The sovereign was bound by the law and if he 

acted against the law the prophet was around to remind him and judge his 

t . 97 
ac ions. 

Although it may be shown that the concept, of the social contract 
98 , 

was derived from the Biblical concept of covenant; still the Biblical 

covenant is essentially different from the social contract. Kagan points 

this out in his comparison of the Rousseauian and Hebrew concept of social 

agreement. He states, 11The basic d:lfference in the nature of the agree­

ment is that for :Rousseau the parties to the contract were the people who 

entered into mutual promises, in the same manner as any two or more per­

sons at the present day may enter into a business :relationship with each 

other. Thus Rousseau's social agreement gave rise solely to rights~ 

~~ between the members of the corrnnuni ty who entered into the under­

standing. It did. not create anything but a contract as indeed its name 

1 Social Contract' i.ndi.cates. Very unlike th:i.s, however, is the agreement 

in which the Hebrew jurists believe. The people were inspired by special 

ideas and wi.th a special purpose, namely to create an everlasting reign 

of justice. . .. In Hebrew law, although the rela ti.on ship did o:rigina te 

j_n agreement, yet once that agreement had been reached, there resulted not 
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a contract creating a right in personam but a social institution i.n which 

the parti.cipants created for themselves and for their successors a right 

99 in ~, an institution which enshrines ,justice in its broad sense." 

I believe that at the bl.ilsis o.f this distinction between the social con­

tract and the Hebrew constitution is the question of positive and natural 

law. If the will of the people expressed throug~ the sovereign :ts the 

ultimate authority, then there cannot be any goal or direction for the 

law. There then is no standard for judging the actions of a nation. How-­

ever if the law is seen as embodying certam basic and universal princi­

ples of justice and equality, then it has a criterion for its actton. 

Hebrew law thus fits in well with a concept of natural law as opposed to 

posit:i.ve law. This allignment with natural law is e:x.t,remely crucial for 

ethics since ethics sees the law in terms of the ideal goal of establish,~ 

i.ng through the law a reign of righteousness and justice for all mankind. 

Natural law enables the establishment of legal principles which apply to 

one world or one mankind, since it has a unlversal basis and goal. It 

is important to be clear on this distinction between the concept of a 

right 2;:; person~ and a r:ight in E.~• In the former 1t is the agreemerrt 

itself which constitutes the rationale for government') in the latter, it 

is the goal or substance of the agreement, which constitutes the rationale. 

The agreement is a necessary requirement in the.· latter, however, since 

all responsibility is rooted in the concept of freedom. Once this dis­

tinction is made, it can be clear to us how the concept of social agree­

ment can provide for basic rights of the individual. 

We have seen that the basic ethical foundation of Biblical law 

were rooted in a concept of the covenant which is the ground for the con­

cept of rw. tural 1 av. And further.more that the basic goals and ideals of 
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Biblical law were aimed at justice and equality. 

One of the most s ign'ificant aspects of the ethical character of 

Biblical law is the inclusion of charity under the concept of justice. 

This can be exe:mplifie d in the attitude tow a rd the poor, and the under­

pri viledged. Not only is the support of the poor a legal obligation, lOO 

but also a number of philanthropic provisions for the poor and under-

These pro-privileq.ged were i.nstituted in the law as a legal obligation. 
101 

visions include the leaving of the forgotten sheaves, the sharing of 
102 

offerings, the distribution of the tithe, and the remission of in-
103 

terest in general and on the seventh year in particular. These pro-

visions clearly indicate the humane and charitable character of Biblical 

law. Perhaps this idea may be best expressed in the command not to be 
104 

partial to a poor man in his cause. This statement i.s possible only 

in a context which would normally regard the poor man and place M.m· in 

a favorable light. 1'ven in treating a poor man, equality and justice 

must be dominant. A judge must be absolutely just no matter if the de-

105 
fendent is poor or rich. It was the concern both for justice and for 

the poor that contributed to the humane legi.slation which brought pro­

visions of charity under the direct funct-loning of justice. 

Perhaps the most remarkable aspect of Biblical law in reference 

to its ethical fonnula tions is the continued appeal to the personal moti ... 

vations and. inner life of man as a moral being and its consequent ex­

pression of the law in terms of conscience and thoughtfulness and love. 

It, is this characteristic which places the legal injunct:i.ons on a higher 

moral footing and it is the root of the difference between morality and 

legality. Such statements as the injun@tion to love thy neighbor as thy 
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self, and even more to the point., to love the alien, and to ident,'i .. fy one­

self with him because you, too, know the feeling of being a.liens, poirrl:, 

to a f oundati.on of action which transcends all legality and mE~re per­

formance of an act because of its legal character. This is highlighted 

not so much by an appeal to similar. experience and situation alom but 

rather rises above it with the conception that one law shall rule over 

all. One law shall be for the Israelite and for the stranger. One law 

because man in the Bible is not the Israelite, or the free man, or the 

rich man, but all men, mankind • 
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CHAPTER XIII 

RABBINIC El'HICS AS LEGAL ETHICS 

The vastness and complexity of Rabbinic literature makes it ex­

tremely difficult to discuss any aspect of it apart from the rest. This 

is especially true of Rabbinic ethics. Throughout the Halachi.o and Hag­

gadic material developed by Rabbinic Judaism which covers over a thousand 

years, questions of ethics are discussed and fonnulated. Anyone who wlshes 

to deal with the ethics of the Rabbis in any critical sense must there­

fore be thoroughly acquainted with this material. Unfortunately, I am 

not competent to deal with this mate:ri.al wtth any degree of thoroughness. 

The only possible approach for me to use i.n invest,igat:ing Rabbinic ethics 

is to outline its most general features and consider its general character. 

The general character of H.abbinic ethics is its legal charad,er. 

The one aspect of Rabbinic thought which was dominant throughout its his­

tory, regulating the life and thought of the Jewish people, was the Ha­

lachah. The Rabbis attempted to concre·t-ize basic ideals and values through 

elaborating a legal system which regulated personal and social relation­

ships. Because of this tbe Rabbinic ethics can be designated as legal 

ethics. 

In our discussion of Biblical law, we endeavored to show that ques­

tions of law were always viewed in terms of ethical principles. The in­

junction of justice and righteousness dominated the particular laws and 

statutes. we pointed out that concern for the poor and needy was insti­

tuted i.n the law and classified under the heading of justi.ce. Now this 

trend of concretizing basic ethical ideals inJegal enactments was earried 

out with great deta:t.l and breadth by the Rabbis. The Rabbis were too 



first to institute community charity., and community education.
106 

107 
created the synagogue, and in general instituted a nomocracy. 

103 

They 

The 

point of the legislation was to brmg about in praC'tice, as much as pos-

108 
sible, the ideals and. values of the prophets and the Torah. The Rabbis 

spec1.fically dt.scuss tre question of the rela ti.on of law to justice t.n 

the Talmud. The discussion centers around the explanation of a text in 

the second book of Samuel. The text states, "And David executed law and 
109 

righteousness towards all his people. u The problem the verse poses 

is the apparent impossibility of David's being both lawful and righteous 

to both parties at the same time. One answer to this is that arbitration 

was meant. This answer would take into consideration both parties and 

would still be based on the law involved. Arbitration also is consistent 

with that verse in Zechariah which asks the judge to 11 execute the judgment 
110 

of truth and peace➔ in your gates. 11 Arbitration ts the only judgment 

which will also effect peace. Another view interpreted the law literally 

maintaining that David gave out of his own pocket when the fine fell on 

a poor man. This translates, ~, as charity. The reply to this in­

terpretation is that the verse would then have said 11 towards the poo:r.u 

and not "towards all his people. 11 The answer must therefore be that 

"even if David had not given/,he asslstance out of his own pocket he never­

theless would have executed law and justice; law to the one to whom he 

awarded his dt1es, and justice to the other by freeing him of an. ill-gotten 

thing in his possession. n 

· Kagan dis cusses this question and concludes the presentat:ion of 

the different views by saying that 11the discussion in the '.l'almud on these 

vers'es is not li.mi.ted to the mere interpretation of the words contained 
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in them. The Rabbis o.f the Talmud were concerned wtth the problem of law 

as a whole arrl wi.th its relation to justice in particular. In this pas­

wage of the 'ra1mud several approaches to the concept o.f justice can. be 

found.. One depicts the underlying idea of justice as the furtheri.ng of 

human happiness and the alleviation of human sufferi.n,g as in the above 

example of David giving to the poor. Another is based on the idea of 

human perfection, on moral and ethical sta.ndardE1, as in tre second exam­

ple that the unsuccessful party should be glad th at he has been freed 
111 

from the odium of reta:Lning an ill-gotten or unfair enri.chment. n 

~;he impl:i.cit assumption of the:i wl:1010 discussion is the goal of 

achievd.hg both peace and justi.ce in adjudfoation. We cannot here dis­

cuss the nature of particular legislation in order to see the degree to 

which the ideal of justice was concreti.zed in , mariy · and sundry laws. 

We can however point out that workers and scholars in these areas have 

definitely illustrated the close connection between law and justice. 

Kagan, in his book, '.f'.e:r:ee Great Systems of Jurisprudence, shows with 

. 112 . 113 1.1/.i 
regard to the legal quest;i.ons of uses, trtk,Pt, pledge, and family 

115 
law, that regard for justice and righteousness ,were dominant in their 

formulation. Kagan bel:Leves that the close connection between law and 

eth:Lcs which is represented in Jewish law is based on i.ts character as 

a mon:i.stic system. As such :lt did not have two separate machineries, 

such as common law and e~1ity in English law, or the civil law and the 

Pra.etorship in Roman law. He states, ,wthe Romans and the English had 

different forms of machinery for the intervention of equity in their 

respecti.ve legal systems. On turning to Hebrew law however ••• lt will 

be seen that, whereas other systems found it difficult to identify the 

co~cept of law with the idea of natural justice, the 1'almudi.c lawyers 
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never had to make any distinct,lon in their ey-stem between the two notions, 
1116 

since for them law and justice were in perfect harmony. u · 

We have seen in our di.scusfJion of Biblical 1.aw that the idea of 

natural. law as opposed to positive law was actually implicit. Tb.is is 

especially true of the Rabbis and is underscored by the general idea that 

the ethical character of the law can be arrived at through reason. The 

whole discussion of rat:Lonal and dogma tic commandments in general and 

Maimonides conviction that all the commandments were rational although 

we may not at present know the reason for all of them implies the belief 

that the laws are in truth rational and universal in character. The idea 

that the commandments can be arrived at through reason not only implies 

their universal. character but also supports the overall view of revelation 

which we discussed above. 

Now the concept of natural law implies that individuals have basic 

rights which must be respected and which mu. .. ct be recognized by any system 

of law. It also implies that law is concerned with rights that are es­

sentially rational and logically derivable. Natural law also gives a 

standard by which legislation can be determined. All the elements of 

natural law, reason, and justice are interrelated in Rabbinic thought. 

It is however important to see this interrelationship in a more detailed 

manner. Fortunately, Dr. Atlas in his excellent and sti.mula ting article 

on 11Rights of Private Property and Private Profi t 11 clearly relates these 

diverse elements by demonstrating the basic regard for rights, rational­

ity, and natural law in Rabbin:'Lc jurisprudence. He also shows the place 

of ethics il'l law in a more specific sense by illustrating di verse legal 

questions which were explicitly formulated in terms of ethical injunctions. 

In reference to the basic concept of rights in Jewish law, Dr. Atlas,states, 
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11 The contrast betwefm Jewish and Roman law with rega:rcl to duties inter­

fering with rights follows from their dlfferences as to the very concept 

of property. While for the Romans, property is a concept of power ••• 

accord:i .. ng to J ewj_sh law propert,y :Ls a concept of right, and when strict 

ownership interferes with justice, property rights had to be accommodated 
117 

and changed accordingly. n This has significant implications. It im-

plies that rights are di visible. If ownership were identified w:i. th power 
. ri,ghts 

then there could be no division of property:4 even where this would be 

necessar;y- for the social welfare. Dr. Atlas clearly state,., this implica­

t,ion. He states, "If too concept of ownership should be defined as full 

and unlimited power over a thi~, then limitations of property-rights 

are s omel'.1ow incompatable with its very definition. Jewish law of property 

corrta:ins a great deal of limitations of proprietary rights. And this is 

because Jewish ownership is not an expression of the individual will and 

power but of ri.ghts, and the rights can be divided as well as limited in 

the interest of the comrnun:lty as a whole. The idea of tm common weal 
118 

frequently ov-errides in:lividual property rights.n Dr. Atlas goes ori 

to show that :rights have their basis in natural law. While discussing 

the limitations wM.ch Jewish law pl.aced on the King., he epigrammatically 

states, ttThe rights of sov-ereignty are subordinated to the sovereignty of 
11v-----•·l'II --------- --......... -~--

rights.11 Now the sovereignty of rights find their basis in natural 

law.,· Dr. Atlas continues by summarizing the basic concept o.f natural law 

as applied to the right of property. He states, "The TaJmudists apparently 

considered the right of property to be rooted in th9'1aw of nature and 

120 
sought to mHke possession simply a natural right." 

We have previously discussed the importance of reason for the con­

cept of law in general an::i natural law in particular. Dr. Atlas clearly 
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states the bas:i.c function ar:rl significance of reason for law as well as 

its close interrela.t."i.onship with natural law. He states., 110ne of the 

main sources of •ra1mudic jurisprudence i.s logic. It is the determining 

factor in ihe dlalectical discussion of the Talmud for the definition of 

the law •••• there is always observable an attempt to encourage as far 

as possible the autonomy of juri.stic thought ••• The Talmud is not sat1.s­

fied with describing the positive law but seeks to give it a logical 

1'31 
foundation and thus to evolve a law of nature •11 I have already men-

tioned the Rabb:i.nic idea that the rational commarrlments are derivable 

from. reason. 'l'his idea of the rational foundation of the commandments 

has been dealt with in a thorough manner by Lazarus in his Ethics of 
].22 ' -~ --~ 

~~~ai~ so there is no need to dwell upon it here, except to mention 

that it is an extremely important concept in developing a system of na.-
123 

tural law. 

After having discussed the question of right and reason and their 

relation to natural law, we can see more adequately the basic relation-

ship between ethical principles and legal enactments. Dr. Atlas men-

tions a number of legal enactments which were aimed at ethi.cal goals. In 

discussing the right of preemption he states, 11Because it is in the in­

terest of the associate to get the object fulJ.y in their possession, while 

it does not disadvantage the seller, the Talmud granted priority to the 

a~€ociate. Moreover, when it had already been sold to a third person the 

·transaction can be nullified by the claiming partner. The 'ralmud. moti­

vates this right with the••• principle: "And, thou shalt do that which 
12h 

j_s right arxi goocl. 11 In dealing with the debtor's ri.ght to redeem his 

I 
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former property Dr. Atlas states, "the reason given for thi.s law in the 

Talmud :i.s the Biblical passage, •And thou shalt do that which is right 

and good I which is a rooral duty interfering with the rights of the cred:it,.. 

or. Indeed this duty imposed out of moral consi.d.eration, became a part 
125 

of the law of property. 11 Another example given by Dr. Atlas concerns 

the legal enactments based on the verse in Leviticus which states, "And 

if thou sell aught unto thy neighbor or buy of thy neighbor I s hand, ye 

shall not wrong· one another. It The verse continues to discuss tttm sale 

of land 1n relation to the number of years preceeding the Jubilee, yet 

the Talmud has irrterpreted the (entire) passage to imply regulations 
126 

governing just prices in general. 11 

In concluding his essay, Dr. Atlas conci.sely formulates the close 

in:terrelationsM.p between law and ethics. He states, ,w.The epic struggle 

in which mankind is now engaged (he was writing in 19/_d.1.) is in the last 

analysis, a struggle for the concept of law which has developed through 

the centuries under the influence of both Roman legal thinking and the 

Biblical concept of right. ltrom the point of view of order, law and 

right should be gi.ven the highest place in the scale of values • • • The 

struggle for law is at the same ti.me a struggle for justice., for law in 
127 

itself is not an expressfon of interest and power but of right." 

Dr. .Atlas I stat~ement shows the close relationship between the aims 

of law and those of right and justice. He also mentions a scale of values 

expressed in the law. The idea of a scale of values is extremely import-

1 ant., and we shall deal with it briefly. 

The 'l'almud establishes a scale of values so that one is perfectly 

clear as to what conditions entail the sac:d.fice of one 1 s life and what 

conditions prescribe the saving of one's life, and the trangression of 
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the law. Maimonides illustrates this point well. He states, 11if an 

idolator w:l.11 force an. Israelite to transgress one of the commandments 

of the Torah and threaten him with death for disobedience, it is manda­

tory that he transgress the commandments and not be put to death. Thus 

if he chose death and did not transgress, his blood is upon his own head. n 

The point of this passage is that one I s life is to be valued as higher 

than all other goods (values or commands) except three. Maimonides goes 

on to explain this. °Concerning all other commandments save idolatry, 

adultery, and blood shed., respecting these three commandments if one will 

say to him transgress one of the three or die, he shall die and not trans-

129 130 
gress. Another case is cited :ln the Mishna Terumoth. Here it states 

that when an enemy says to a group of women yield us one of you so that 

we ma.v defile her or else we shall defile you all. Then all shall be de­

filed rather than surrender any one. Another case is stated in Sanhed-
131 

rin in reference to a man who coveted a woman. Because of his lust 

he became so ill that his life could be spared only if she slept with him. 

The doctors then thought that he might be spared if she stood naked in 

front of him, but the rabbis said no., rather he should die than disgrace 

the woman. Even her talking to him through a screen was forbidden. 

There is a controversy in the Talmud between Ben Petura and Rabbi 

1\kiba. 11If two men are travelling on the way and one has a pitcher of 

water; if both drink they will both die; if only one drinks,l'le will reach 

civilizati.on ( and survive). Ben Petu:ra taught that it is better that 

bo'ji,h should drink and die rather than one should behold his companian 's 

death, Rabbi. .Aki.ba taught that it is written nthy brother may live wi'th 

three, 11 that is to say, thy life precedes h"l.s life. 11132 

128 
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I believe the above illustrates that the 'ralm:ud makes clear under 

what conditions an act should be perfonned. It states through a scale 
• 

of values the relative significance of actions and. hence gives them an 

eithical character. It is interesting to note that there is a difference 

of opinion between Maimoni.des and some other author:i.ties on the questfon 

of the negation of the three exceptions to the preservation of life. 

Some hold the view, that one who violates the commandments and kills., 

commits ad1Lltery, or y:er.form.s idolatrous acts, rather than be killed 

transgresses in each case the negative commandm3nts not to do so. For 

Maimonides., on ·the other hand., they do not transgress it, since in such 

cases it is considered compulsion. Maimonides says., "Because he committed 

the transgression under duress., he is not lashed. Needless to say no pun­

ishment of death is inflicted upon him by a tribunal even though he commit 

murder in duress, for ~i_l'~hment of either lashes or death i.s ~~ 

unless one commits the crime willfully, in the presence of witnesses and 
133 

received a warning." 

The basic principle cover:ing the three exceptions in general and 

all the cases mentioned is the principle of individual worth. A man 

should not only li.ve and enjoy life but he should be worthy of the life 

he leads. This means that his continued survival depends on his worth 

to continue living. This is exemplified by the situat,ion in which the 

man cannot go on living unless he sa:tisfies hi.a lust1:J. I.f mm is reduced 

to such a level, the Rabbis forbid him to even talk to the woman th:rough 

a screen. If a man I s life were based me rely on the express:i.on of hi.s 

I J . t 131+ H. 1 · f lusts or inclinations., then the mm s .ife is no worthy. 1.s 1 e 

to have worth must have a spiritual and moral character. He must, have 
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an integrity about, his being. This means ·that survival tn itself is not 

a good unless i.t has a moral purpose, and if one were ·t,0 survi:v-e at the 

cost of immorali.ty, then one has no r:i.ght to l:Lt'e. Now the prlnciple of 

morality that the Rabbis mrnd was the :i..dea that one person I s blood is no 

redder than another I s • 'rha t is, men are equal and should apply the same 

principle :for all. This exlud.es making another person more important or 

less important than you. In the case of the women that were to be defiled., 

one could not send. any of them I since this would mean that the woman eamt 

would have been less worthy than the others. However, since all are of 

equal worth., then none could be sent. They would all have to be defiled. 

Similarly in the discussion between Ben Petura and Rabbi Akiba, the gift 

on the part of one of them of' the water to the other wottld const,itute the 

principle that the one who receives it is more worthy than the one who 

gives it. This however goes against the principle of equality.. Now in 

reference to the three limitations of com .. rnandments which one cannot negate 

for sur:li'ival, the limitation on murder can be clearly deduced from the 

principle of equality. Idolatry follows from the concept of worth. An 

i.dolator rejects the whole foundation md meaning of the spiritual life. 

He would be going against his integrity by rejecting all he held sacred 

and meaningful. If the perseverence of life forces one to deny everything 

that gives meaning and significance to life, then he is better off dead. 
,,lJ~ 

Adultery i.s identified with murder by Maj.rnonides. There.fore, it falls 

under the principle of equal worth. One has no right, to suppose that 

one Is life is worth more than the humiliation the woman suffers. How­

ever, I believe that, the concept of integrity fits in here also. A 

woman's integrity and sense of worth may be so damaged by being violated 

,that one cannot p,remle;r."Ve his life a-tfl:,he expense of her worth. 
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We have shown that Rabbinic ethics was legal in character. We 

have also shown that the law was not on. one level out was scaled accord­

ing to the principles of equal worth an~ integrity. In this way the 

basi.c point o.f this chapter which sought to show the subordination of 

law to ethics was expanded to include the basic concept of worth, dlgni ty, 

and justice which we have sought to establish as the basic concepts o.f 

Jewish ethics in general. 
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CONCLUSION 
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We started our discussion o.f ethi.cs in general by dealing with 

method. This method involved the establishment of basic categories by 

which we could coordinate the various dimensions of the ethical object. 

In tra ahapte:ra.itb,~ :fnll~•WEH:i:, we arrived at the basic ethical concepts of 

the autonomy of the will and the negat:i.on of any predetermined good. We 

established the necessity of having a normative ethics as opposed to a 

descriptive one. We attempted to show that ethics must relate the good 

to the will and establish a highest good. We further distinguished na-~ 

tural and moral agency and sought to establish the freedom of the :i.n­

d:lvidual. Finally., we based the foundation of eth:i.cs on reason. 

We maintained that only an ethics which met those requirements 

could be genuinely moral. Now H, is important for us to see to wl1c.:rt ex­

tent Jewish ethics has fulfUled the requirements of ethics. We must 
,1 ~ 

see whether or not the ethics of Judaism -. consistent with the above 

requirements. 

First of all, we must see to what extent Jewish ethfos is con-~ 

sistent with the autonomy of the will. 'rhe autonomy of the will pre­

supposes both freedom and moral obligation. 

It can be seen in our. discussi.on of the idea of man md his.tory 

that we viewed man as historical, as above nature, and independent of 

it in so far as he can present to himself an ideal to be actualized, and 

then ac·b upon that ideal. We contra_t:1ted the cosmologi.cal character of 

religion wl th the M.s-~orical character of prophetic rel:i.gion and in that 

way illustrated the tmpossibility of viewing man as a process of nature 
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:fur1ctioning according to natural laws. We also showed that as long as 

man was an aspect o.f nature, then all that was possible for him was the 

appeasement of the natural rathe1~ than its trans.foimation. In our sec­

tion on Biblical law, we :1.11.ust,rated the importance of the covenant as 

a contract whfoh necessitated the acceptance of responsibility on the 

part of the people. The prophetic movement with i'ts accent on .change 

and repentence arrl its condemnation of the peQpl.e I s act,iom i.mplied the 

acceptance o.f the concepts of freedom and obl:1.gation. We have seen this 

to be the case more particularly in the prophetic judgment on the Kings 

of Israel, and in the very concept of man as self-transcendent. The self­

transcending character of man necessitates the concept of freedom., i.n so 

far as he is a creative, innovating being. The :l.dea of obligation is 

also necessary! since it is man I s task to be the aetualizer of the messi-• 

anic age. 

Another basic presupposition of the autonomy of the will is the 

negation of any predetemined good. 'rhis means that the good must be 

deduced from, or follow from the wi.11. I believe that this is implicit 

in prophetic rel:Lgion. We demonstrated that the prophets were failures. 

They recognized that the chances of their success was slim. Isaiah was 

fully conscious of this as well as Jeremiah. Nevert,heless, they .felt an 

G>bligat,j_on to prophesy in spite of personal consequences. A further il-. 

lustration of the accent on action rather than the consequence of 

action was their condemnation of the prosperity · of the Kingdoms :Lf :i.t 

were based on injustice, thereby mai.nta:inlng that only through r:Lghteous 

action or through the recognition of justice was a1,y good possible. We 

illustrated this particular aspect of prophetic teaching by discussing 

the pathos of Isa:lah., and his weeping over the people's incapacity to rea­

lize that only through justlce and ri.ghteousness was any happiness., or 

. ,,1 
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salvation possible. However, in all these cases, the prosperity or sal­

vation was always secondary and dependent on moral action. This we ex­

plicitly discussed in our contrast between prophecy and apocalypse. In 

prophecy one seeks to actuali:z,e the messianic age through righteous ac·tion. 

11he Iliessianic age j_s not a certainty. It is an ideal goal that necessi­

tates man I s action. Apocalypse, on the contrary, postulates a prede­

termined good which is hypostasized into ·!:,he saved and the damned. This 

destroys: the autonomy of the will because it conditions· the will. In 

our opposition to apocalypse and our consequent accent on prophecy, we 

illustrated the autonomous character o.f the will. We also substantiated 

the autonomy of the will in our discussion of rev~:ilation. Apocalyptic 

:revelation was associated. with the concept of sin and grace. Therefore, 

i.t necessarily was not sub,ject to reason. However, in our discussion of 

revelation, we illustrated its rational base. Not only was it considered 
.. 

some thing that one I s higher self would naturally do, but in the prophets' V""t,t£Jl1 
revelation became identified with moral action and righteousness., which 

all nations were duty bound to accept. We furt.her showed that the con-

cept of the covenant, revelation was conceived as a right in ~, under­

standable by all. In the Rabbinic period we demonstrated. the signif'i.-

cance of the concept of rea.s on not only in the fonnulation of the law 

but in the systematizing of it. It was founded on the concept of natural 

law which was rationally conceived. We furthermore stated that many 

Rabbis and philosophers believed that the ethical aspect of law could 

be arrived at by reason independently of revelation. The significance 

of rationality in Judaism was also illustrated by the general belief on 

the part of Jewish ph.llosophers that any doctrine which was contrary to 

reason was unacceptable. 

I 
I 

i' 
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It can be seen that the autonomy of the will which was the basis 

of our d:i.scussion of ethics in general is not only stated but insisted 

on by Jewish ethics. We must now see whether the object. of the will, i.e., 

the highest good, is cor1'1listent with the ethics of Judaism. Now the very 

formulation of the highest good in Kant was based on the idea of the King­

dom of God. It was equivalent to the miessianic a.ge. There is no question 

that the messianic ~1.ge is the central concept in 1Jewish ethics. It is an 

age of peace and justice where each man will be safe and happy. Now the 

rtllessianic age can only be achieved through a reign of equality and jus­

tice. The concepts of equality and ,justice are the ideals of both B:ib­

licaJ. ethics and the prophetic writings. In this sense the regard for 

every individual as havi.ng equal rights and morally having equal worth 

is a necessary requirement for the messianic a.ge. We have shown that the 

messianic age can only come about through the trans.foxw:at:i.on of na~ure 

so that an individual's worth can be commensurate with his happiness. 

This :i.deal was characterized in our descri.ption of the role of man as 

striving to become the center of the universe, and our discussion of the 

two views of creation. 

We endeavored to show that the highest good was derived .from the 

categorical imperative i.n terms of the concepts of equality and justice. 

These two concepts are not only basic to the prophetic writings but also 

explicitly formu.lated by the Rabbis in their discussion of self-sacrifice. 

The recognition of the worth of an indiv:i.dual and his equal worth to any 

other ind:Lv.ldual fits in perfectly with the basic idea of the categorical 

imperative. · The recognition of a scale of values as exemplified in the 

commandments also is consistent with our discussion of Kant I s ethics as 

not purely formal in character.•, as well as w.ith our criticism of Hegel's 

pos:l.tion. 
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I believe I have shown the inner consistency between the .foundation 

for the possibility qt ethics in general and the concrete discussions of 

Jewish ethics. The basic distinct:lon between normative and descriptive 

which is basic to ethics was insisted upon in our discussion ot ethics in 

general and was seen to be a key concept in Jewish thought in the recog­

nition of the gap and opposition between the ideal and the actual. This 

basic distinction was broadened to include questions of equality, justice, 

worth, and their relatfonship to the actual si tua.tion. This brought us 

to the concept of man and his relation to history, and finally to the ideal 

goal of action which made both morality and history possible. 

In conclusion, I would like to say that this prolegomena to Jewish 
•) 

ethics is not intended to be a descript,ive exposit:Lon of ethics in general 

nor of Jewish ethics in particular. It is intended t,o be normativ~ :Ln 

cha1"acter. I believe ·t.hat we must restate and refo:rmula:t.e basic Jewish 

ideas in terms of a critical and systematic philosophy of Judaism. This 

means th at we must investigate the thought and 1i terature and history of 

Judaism with the intention of constructing an over-all philosophy, that 

is consistent,, comprehensive and applicable to our time. In this way we 

can determine the basic categar ies which will enable u.s ·t.o accept and reject 

·l;.he past and innovate for the present and future, by means of a philosophical 

method which determines the basic categories that make the subject matter 

possible. It is for this ·reason that we discussed the transcendental method 

and elaborated the basic principles which would render ethics possible• 

Only if Jud~d.sm is dealt with in the above manner (however limited my at­

tempt may have been) can the present Dogmatism and Scepticism be overcome. 
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