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The question of the relation between morality and
religion which, during past periods of the history of
Western philosophy, constituted the kernel of moral
reasoning, has been systematically ignored by
contemporary moral philosophers. The causes for this
abandonment are many, some even guite obvious. It is,
to say the least, unfashionable to concern oneself witlh
religion while God is being killed, wmourned, and
buried. But, even worse, a conlradiction of sorts
seems to be involved in any attempt by atheists or
agnostic  philosophers to engage in spcculations
concerning God: And, indeed, such a contradiction
would exist if any and all discussions relating to the
concept of God did in fact presuppose Lhe solultion of
the question of his existence. Bul, it so happens that
the existence of God has no bearing whatever on the
philosophical fuunctions of the concept or notion of
"God. " In other words, a demonstration of the
impossibility of the ontological proof does not, by
itself, imply the absurdity and, wuch less, the
uselessness of the notion of "God." Furthermore, it
might well be the case that the necessity of the
concept of "God" can be demonslrated independently from

any proof of the existence of the being God. This 1
believe to be the case, and Lhe purpose of this paper
is to illusrtate this point in regard to ethics. The

thesis that 1 am proposing is, then, that moral
reasoning, insofar as it is aimed at providing an
ultimate justification for moral action, requires the
concept of "God." Or, to put it differently, the
notion of obligation points Lo God. This thesis is
developed in two parts. The first one 1is a critical
analysis of some views on the role of the notion of
"God" in morality, which [ take to be particularly
revealing. The analysis does nol pretend to be
comprehensive or exhaustive, and its purpose is rather
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to spell out the genesis and the implications of the
central issues Lo be discussed in the second part.
This part consists of an outline of the series of
arguments needed to clarify the role of the notion of
"God" in wmorality. The purpose of this outline is
primarily to point out the problems which need to be
dealt with and to suggest the strategies which might
help solve them.

The Issues

I would like to start this part of the paper with a
warning: nothing of what will be said in the following
pages implies that I consider all attempts to develop a
naturalistic account of morality to be doomed. On the
contrary, I think that human behavior as a whole,
including moral behavior, can be explained in a
comprehensive and satisfactory manner [rom a purely
naturalistic or materialistic perspective. Social
science will become a serious enterprise only to the
extent that it manages to develop a materialistic
explanatory framework. And in that respect the claims
of thinkers from Marx to Marvin llarris seem to me to be
reasonable. By far the majority of earthly events are
earfhly and the mysteries vhich envelop them when they
first occur <an be solved by digging holes in the
earth, so to speak.

But the ultimate and, hence, the most important
task of ethics is not the explanation, but the
]urtl[lcatlon of human behavior. No system of morals
is complete wnless it gives us guidelines for bhehavior,
unless il exhibits the way to the good life. With the
exception of a few modern skeptics this has been a
conviction shared by philesophers of all Llimes.
Certainly, any attempt to provide a philosophical
justification of behavior presupposes an understanding
of its nature and conditions; but such an understanding
does not provide all the matelial required to build a
moral code and to recommend it in good faith to persons
interested in doing the right things to go to heaven.
Oor, to put it differently, the understandlnq of the
basis of bhuman behavior mlght and, in fact, ought to

make possible the construction of a moral code ]]ﬁttng
the conditions of possibililty.for human social life,
for human life in general, namely a list of bhasic
virtues. Although such a list of conditions or virtues
is obvxouqu a mediate precond1t10n for the good life,
it is not self-evident that it is also an immediate or
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sufficient condition for the good life nor is. it
evident that the mere knowledge of this list will
generate a willingness to be virtuous. Moral
relativism results from the failure to undersLand this
simple distinction. Relativism is the consequence of
expecting more from the discovery of some of Lhe causes
of human social behavior than ought reasonably to be
expected. what 1is wultimately required, then, is a
means of jumping from the knowledge of the conditions
of l1ife in general, to the conviction that life is good
or valuable or desirable and, even further, to the
conviction that a certain style of life is superior to
or more desirable than the innumerable other Jlife
styles made possible by these conditions.

Intuitionists seem to me to be those among modern
philosophers who have best recognized this problem. ‘o
solve 1it, they take Lhe course that appears Lo be the
most adequate and direct, namely, they assume that the
desirability or goodness of the condilions of human
life is inscribed, printed on them, that it is there to
be seen by all those able and willing to do so. But the
intuitionists can support their thesis only by making
certain assumptions that imply the existence of a more
complex human nature than the one that in fact exists.
In other words, Lthe intuitionists violate the
prohibition to engage in the needless and arbitrary
multiplication of the attributes of human nature. But
this argument, in itself sufficient to discard
intuitionism, is unnecessary, for if one examines the
terms of the problem one will soon notice that -
intuitionism elegantly begs the question it is meant to
answer. In fact, the question would not even arise if
the problem were simply one of shortsightedness or
blurred vision. Given that there is but one 1list of
conditions of possibility for human life, what has to
be explained is the diversity of forms of life without
having to make Che arbitrary assumption that the
“forces of evil" have managed to blind most humans,
thus having systematically prevented them from seeing
the right way to materialize Lhese conditions.

Intuitionism is, it seems to me, also motivated by
the modern discomfort with the notion of God. For, in
the end, postulating the existence of eternal,
unchangeable truths, divectly accessible to humans in a
manner similar to those that give them access to the
knowledge of nature, is a way of dispensing with Cod
while retaining the notion of the "absolute" and, thus,
leaving the door  open for providing final
justifications for woral action. But the strategy of
the intuitionists is self-defeating for it ignores the
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lessons taught by the Neo-Platonists and, especially,
by Augustine. One of the greatest contributions of the
Latin Father to theology was his clear realization of
the connection between the Parmenidean-Platonists'
notion of the absolute and the notion of God. The road
that lcads to one, leads eventually to the other. This
insight was later developed in a rather revealing
manner by several Medieval philosophers, and
particularly by St. Anselm in whose theory it plays a
crucial role. The eternity of truth is established by
the same arguments that establish the eternity of God,
which is why Anselm feels free to identify the two.
This identification is the ground for the theory of
rectitudo which allows the conclusion that moral truth
and truth in general are one and the same thing.
Rectitudo is the one criterion of truth in regard to
logical, pract}cal, sensory and all other types of
human activity. So we cannot rely on a rarmenidean
conception of the absolute and still pretend to avoid
making ontological commitments regarding the existence
of God. panl Tillich has suggested this in a general
manner in connection with his criticism of what he
calls ‘“"value theory," which, as we know, is in most
cases a form of intuitionism. Tillich argues:

1f there are such "absolute values"
(absolute in the sense of being
independent of a valuating subject),
what  is the source of  their
absoluteness, how can they be
discovered, how are they related to
reality, and vhat is their
ontological standing? These
questions lead unavoidably to a
situation that the value theory by
its very npature tries to avoid--
namely, a deoctrine of being, an
ontology. For values have veality
only if they are vooted in reality.
Their validity is an expression of
their ontological formulation

And the ontological question regarding the absolute, 1
should hasten to add, always becomes theology.

As far as 1 can see there are only two ways,
historically speaking, that have been suggesled to make
the jump thal the intuitionists fail to make. One is
provided by Kant, the other by Aristotle and all those
who  have followed his path. The best way of
chatactevizing the Aristotelian solution is perhaps by
calling it the 'immanentist way." This, in general, is
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the belief that the justification for moral action can
be derived from a definition of human nature. This
belief has one immensely important consequence, to wit,
that however we conceive the good, it cannot be
something which lies beyond the qualities and

capacities of human  beings. So, for example,
eudaimonia is something Lo be attained by the finite,
living individual according to Aristotle. ‘I'he

individual has only to rely on his capacities, innate
and acquired or Jearned, to reach the state of
blessedness and joyfu) contemplation, for such a state
is nothing but the full development and realization of
the potentialities with which he is endowed by nature.
But, as Kant has perceptively pointed out, even if we
consider the state of contemplation to be a semi-divine
state, the idea of happiness or eudaimonia in itself
does not provide the sign or proof we desire for the
final meaningfulness of human existence. Kant's
argument has three steps.3 The mere fact, he says, that
there is someone to contemplate or to know the universe
does not give it any worth, for it is not by becoming
objects of experience that things acquire value. This
is obvious for Kant due to the limitations he
attributes to theoretical reason, the task of which is

merely to present an object. Hence, if value were
something to be known in this sense, it would have to
be a sort of quality, which is not the case. But, on
the other hand, it is not self-evident that

contemplation itself has worth, and, certainly, if it
had some, such worth would have to be determined in
relation to a “final purpose" external to it.
Moreover, and Lhis is the second step, even if we admit
that eudaimonia is possible, it does not follow from
that simple fact either that a man "should" have a
happy existence or that he should exist at all. We are
forced to conclude, Kant says, that man himself is the
"final purpose of creation," i.e., the source of worth.
of the universe. But, clearly, he cannot be such a
source insofar as he is dependent upon the world, since
if this were the case, the worth of the world would
depend upon itself and not upon man. “Thus, man can be
thought of as the final! end of creation only insofar as
he can give something to himself spontaneously and, in
this way, to the world, which is not determined by the
world. In other words, man can be the final goal of
the wuniverse only to the extent that he is free, a
moral being.

At this point we do not need to get as far as the
proof for the exisltence of God. But, Kanl's arguments
or something like them are probably enough to expose
the inherent insufficiency of Aristotelian immanentism.
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It is mnot at all surprising that, as has been pointed
out repeatedly, Aristotle did not develop the notion of
"obligation."  The reason is not only that this notion
implies the idea of "external compulsion” which clashes
with his definition of voluntary action.4 The deeper
reason, it would seem, is that the notion of
obligation, when pushed far and hard enough, becomes
indistinguishable from that of final justification, and
there is, as Kant points out, no basis in Aristotelian
ethics to support this last idea. Ilappiness is said to
be the "supreme good" because we choose it for its own
sake. But in a chain of justification it will appear
not as an absolute, but simply as a reasonable and
desirable ending point. That is, granted that we seeck
happiness, it does rot follow that we "ought" to desire
cach of the actions that lead to it. All that follows
i= that, insofar as we are reasonable persons and
honest in our desive for happiness, we would be better
off desiring the means to achieve a certain goal that
we might have in mind. Desiring happiness, then, helps
us determine the practical necessity of certain

actions, not their moral necessity.

such Christian philosophers as MAugustine and
Aquinas were able, partially at least, to make up for
the deficiencies of the Aristotelian position, while
preserving its immanentism basically intact. This they
did with the help of the notion of "God." Uappiness is
defincd as the realization of all the potentialities
with which human nature is endowed. This realization
is to be accomplished through the means and capacities
available to humans gua humans. The difference {yom
Lhe Aristotelian conception is that some of these
capacities are thought to have a non-natural or,
better, a supra-natural dimension. Insotar as they are
supra-natural they are also supra-temporal. This means
that their fulfillment cannot and does notl. have to be
realized during the natural existence of humans. It is
realized during their supra-natural existence. But.
given that the real fulfillment will come only later,
all the actions undertaken during the period of natural
existence will have to be seen as secondatry in relation
Lo the final goal of supra-natural fulfillment. But,
of course, in regatd to this final fulfillment, as in
regard Lo the mundane happiness of the Aristotelian
view, one can always ask the question, why should anyone
desire it? In the case of Aristotle there was no
answer to this guestion, no possible answer in terms ol
what ought to be done. The supra-natural character of
the fulfillment ecnvisioned by the Christian thinkers
opens the door for a possible, plausible answer, for ve
can say that Lhe supra-natural fulfillment not only is
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to desire it because we are nol. masters of our being,
but depend on the one who conceived and gave us that
being, who, in turn, is the only one who can guarantee
our final fulfillment. In other words, we ought Uto
desire the fulfiliment of our being, because we owe it
to someone who demands caveful and punctual payment.
The notion of "God," then, permits the introduction of
the idea of "demand" or “"debt" for which there is no
place in Aristotelian ethics, and which underlies the
concept of "obligation."

But this course of reasoning does not (ully
compensate for all the shottcomings of the Aristotelian
conception, since  together with  the notion of

"obligation” we incvitably get the one of "compuision.”
The Christian strategy to dissolve the paradox of
claiming that we have an obligation to desire the
supreme good has always been Lo stress the loving
nature of God. God is like a loving father, and the
obligations he imposes stem from his infinite love and
wisdom. In facl, they appear as a burden only to those
who have chosen to go in the wrong direction and,
hence, to forfeit their only chance to reach happiness
or blessedness. God's demands appear as compulsory
only to those who have alienated themselves from him.
One Finds here one of the reasons why the notion of
liberum arbitrium is so crucial to CcChristian thought.

T Jove and not sheer compulsion, in the form of either
fear or utilitarian considerations, 1is to motivate
humans, then Lhey must be free beings, fotr love is not
truly so unless it is spontancons and contingent. The
notion of necessrary or obligatory love is a
contradiction in lerms. This i=s why, for the
Christians, freedom, in jts most basic sense, is bLhe
capacity to be spontancous, to act voluntarily.

For FKant, too, as we have scen, freedom plays a
crucial vole in facilitating the transition to Lhe idea
of a “final purpose” of moral action. The notions of
"obligation" and "God" are also essential to his
system. PRut Kanl goes beyond the tLraditional Christian
thinkers in onc respecl, namely, he avoids making an
ontological commitment in relalion to the existence of
God. His "proof" of the existence of God is  based on
the "subjective" demands of reason, and, therefore, all
it proves is that Lhe existence of God is a necessary
assumption. This assumption is nol even necessary to
support the validity of the moral law, which would lose
none of its absolute imperative force cven if God did
not exist, that is, even if we refused to assume thal
he exisls. Without. CGod goodness would, in the end,
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make no difference, but it would still be mandatory
according to the moral law.5

Kant is led into Lthis path by a variety of
considerations, most of which are well-known and depend
directly on his analysis of theoretical reason. But
the only reason really relevant to our discussion is a
kind of corollary to his analysis, to wit, the
necessary rejection of the theory of rectitudo. In the
framework of Kanl's system, moral rightness cannot be
identified with empirical truth, nor with theoretical
truth. ‘The rvejection of the theory of rectitudo closes
the door for any argumenlL of the Augustinian Lype
concerning the relationship between moral obligation
and God.

But it is not only his examination of theoretical
reason which induces Kant to rely on a purely moral
proof of the existence of God. He is pushed in this
same direction by his study of physical or natural
teleology. The consistent development of physical
teleology, Kant says, "could only found a Demonology; "0
that is, it could at most generate the idea of an
“intelligent-world-cause," which is all that is needed
to satisfy the requirements of the "theoretical
reflective judgment." But the idea of an intelligent
world-cause is miles away from the idea of a Deity,
which is what is needed to introduce finality into the
universe and satisfy the demands of practical reason.
Here Kant has arrived in his own peculiar way at the
same conclusion forcefully expressed before him by Duns
Scotus in his criticism of Aristotle and, indirectly,
of Aquinas. The notion of God's perfection is not
exhausted, the Doctor Subtilis argues, by that of an
unmoved motor capable of an infinitely durable motion;
that is, one cannot derive the perfection of God from
the infinitude of motion alone, for the notion of
"Divine Perfection" includes more than the simple
notion of physical perfection. God 1is more than a
perfect artifact.? Etienne Gilson has explained bLuns
Scotus' argument by saying Lhat what it proves is that
arguments based on experience can never lead us beyond
the natural realm to the supra-natural realm which is
the dwelling place of the Divinity. For Duns Scotus
the way to the Deity is an a posteriori but rational
proof; for Kant, on the other hand, the argument must
be moral.

Although with this move Kant in some sense escapes
some of the problems that bothered the Mediecvals, he by
no means can be said to have escaped all of them. The
"paradox of obligation” remains with him in an
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augmented and more treachcrous form. fet us examine
this briefly. Although God gives some sense or purposc
to our moral action, the cateqorical character of the
moral law is not grounded on God's will, for, as we
saw, according to Kant the moral law appeavs as an
absolute imperative even Lo the skeptic. Bul il Cod's
will is not behind the mora) law, neither is his love,
and, hence, we are left wilh the idea of dulty or
obligation in its purest fovm, i.e. unmiltigated by
love. Love has a certain role to play in Kank's
system, bul only after having been totally deprived of
its "emotional" content, only after having become a dry
love, so to speak, and therefore incapabhle of operating
as a mitigating force upon obligation. To love Cod,
Kant says, is simply "to love to do ilis commandments. "8
"True," someone is likely to say at this point, "but
you are forgetting the notion ol freedom, for it is
after all freedom which grounds the moral law." licre
we have come to the most difficult problem of Kant's
ethical system, the conciliation of the notionz of
freedom and obligation. Obviously, this is nol the
place to embark on a detailed discussion of Lhis issue,
and such an enterprise is unnecessary for the limited
purpose ol this paper. The only general question we
need to answer is whether freedom and obligation as
presented in Kant's system relate to each other in a
way which avoids producing the paradox thalt Aristotle
solved by banning the latter notion from hiz ethical
system.

To the question, why should 1 comply with the Moral
Law, Kant anzwers, "because you are a valional being,
and rationality implies universal lawfulness." Bul
does this mean, we might then ask, that we are
determined by "nature" to be rational, to acbL according
to law? If by "nature" we mean physical causality,
rant wonld respond, then the answer is no, and in this
sensc we are [rece in a negative sense; bul, i by
"nature” we mean simply that we have a capacity to he
rational, i.e. te order our behavior by wmeans of our
will in such a way that it. corvesponds to law, then the
ansver is yes, and we are free in a posilive =sense.
The problem with this is that even il we grant thal
Kant is right so far, we are left up in the air, for
this response is not enough Lo show Lhat we have an
"obligation” Lo follow the moral law. AlJl il chows is
that we should "desire" to follow il, but mere "desive"
even when it is desire of the moral law, is nol
"obligation," and nothing is changed heve if instecad of
the word "desire" we use the word "will." Another way
of putling this same problem is to ask, why should I do
my duty, or why should I desire to do my duty, or even
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more clearly, why should 1 desire to exercise my
"positive" freedom; why should 1| not allow myself to be
overwhelmed by desire? The answer made possible by the
moral proof of the existence of God is not fully
satisfactory, since at most it results in an admonition
to act taking into account a reasonable supposilion.
Such an admonition is no more effective than Pascal's
wager, and, perhaps, it is less so because Kant's God
is handicapped, for this god does not back his demands
and promises with the big stick of the traditional God;
he does not threaten anyone with eternal damnation.
God, insofar as he is simply a sense-giver, but not a
law-giver, camnol be thought of as the source of
obligation. But then we are left with a new paradox,
for it appears that the obligation inherent in the idea
of the categorical imperative is itself contingent in
some sense, namely, contingent upon our desire to
exercise our pure will. In other words, even if we
grant that Kant has proved that humans have the ability
to act as causes upon some world and modify it so that
it corresponds to the commands generated by their
legislating will, we do not have to grant also that
they have an "obligation" to attempt to modify the
world in that manner. Proving that man has a certain
capacity or faculty does nolt presuppose or imply a
proof of the necessity to exercise that capacity. 1t
is only with reference to God that "having” and "doing"
can be said to be identical; in the case of human
beings such an identification is impossible, since the
person is not all powerful and hence can at most aspire
to be a Demiurge; one can attempt to order and reorder
things, not to create them ex nihilo in a particular
order. This Kant knows, for otherwise he would not
feel the urge to introduce the idea of God into his
ethical system.

It seems, then, that without the idea of a supreme-
lav-giver it is not possible to conciliate the notions
of “(reedom" and "obligation.®" It all we have Lo rely
on are people's capacities and incapacities, a qulf
will always exist between these two notions. Kant had
to pay a certain price for living in somewhat skeptical
times. Hle had Lo pretend to ignore the fact that the
notion of "law" was first introduced into wetaphysics
in conjunction with that of an all-powerful creator.
Before, law had always been perceived under the modes
of contingency and practical necessity. 'This can be
seen clearly in Avistotle's treatment of the notion.
Law is not desired for its own sake, for truly virtuous
people are above the law, wvhich is merely an efficient
mechanism of compulsion. 1t is necessary only because
there are beasl-like humans who respond only to threats
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and force; it is external, alien to humanily, and il
partakes in reason only accidentally. In fact, by
itself, it can produce only an appearance of happiness,
since happiness, as Kant himself remarks,? camobt be
the subject of command. But God, insofar as he is a
loving-father, can make absolute laws and stipulate the
pursuit of happiness as an obligation. The difliculty
arises when, like Kant, we want to think of God as a
mere postulate while insisting on the absolute autonomy
of human reason, for then we can have neither absolute
commands in the strict sense of the word, nor a command
to make ourselves happy.

The problem is immensely complicated by the (act
that God is the only being which can be conceived as
beyond the conflict belween reason and passion. Cod
alone is infinitely resonable and infinitely
passionate, for in him the differvent attributes of
being cannot collide. This is why he can be both a
legislator and a loving father at the same Lime. Rut
in humans passion and reason oppose each other, =o Lhat
they cannot be both passionate and Jaw-givers. A
serious legislative activity wmust thevefore  be
passionless, unemotional. Man can play God only at the
expense of crippling himself. This has vightly and
consistently been perceived as the greatest weaknegss of
Lantian ethics, although, as far as 1 have been able Lo
see, very few philosophers have made serious proposals
to compensate for this weakness. This is partly due to
the, strictly speaking, CGodless character of most of
the original systems of modern ethics. Some of these
systems do not even include the nolion of "obligaltion,”
as, for instance, in the case of most naluralist
schools, particularly utilitavianism. Other schools,
such as exislentialism, for example, have sought to
escape Lhe problem by watering down Kant's ideas to the
point that tLhey become meaningliess and devoid of
explanatory power. They confuse freedom with caprice
and distort the notion of duty to make it reappear as a
weak and purely subjective sense of commitment that
individuals are supposed to feel in regard to their
fellow humans. Such theories are not very enlightening
and serve less to solve Lhe problem than to illustrate
difficulties. Oon  the other hand, we have already
ment.ioned some of the limitations of moval
intuitionism, which is the olther impotrtant modern
attempt to deal with the issues being examined here.

Curiously enough, however, vhat seems to mc to be
the most serious (albeil somewvhal. incomplete) effort to
advance Dbeyond Kant in the study of movality and its
relalion to the notion of God comes from a religious
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man, Tillich. In his brief lectures on ethics (cf.
p. 49 above), Tillich seeks to produce a synthesis of
Christian and KantLian ideas which, while preserving the
notions of “law" and "“obligation," is able to
accomodate those of "God" and "love" and to make
concessions to the circumstantial or contingent
character of man's earthly existence. Let us briefly
examine these ideas.

Tillich's starting point is the Aristotelian claim
that. the good for man is the full development of his
potentialities. The central problem of moral
philosophy becomes again that of jumping from this
assertion to the imperative that man ought to develop
his potentialities. To assist him in accomplishing
this feat, Tillich calls on the notion of Cod. But the
God he summons is not a law-giver in the traditional
sense, for God, being at the same time creator and law-
giver, has inscribed his law in the essence of his
creatures. Thus, the obedience demanded from these
creatures is not mere submission; it does not imply
external compulsion, but it is nonetheless totally
uncondiltional. Nole, however, that the unconditional
character of the moral demands does not stem
exclusively from the fact that they reflect our
essence; Lthe principal fact to be considered here is
the God-given goodness of this essence. 1t is then not
because it is ours that we have an unconditional
obligation to heed the demands of our essence, bul
because it is a "good" essence. Goodness itself and
not our contingent essence, is the origin of the
unconditional moral imperative.

Bul  whal. does our essence demand? Simply, Tillich
says, it demands Lhat we develop ourselves as persons
and that we Lreal persons as ends in themselves, that
we Lreat persons as persons. ''his basic demand we call
"justice." Because of Lhe kinds of things persons are,
because of the fact that they are, to use Buber's
expression, nolt mere "its," our perception of persons
as persons cannot he merely this, but has to lead to a
certain atltachment or 1involvement; it has to be
accompanied by love in all its multifaceted forms.
Here we need nol to go into lengthy discussions of
Tillich's notion of love, although this would certainly
be a most interesting task given that, to my knowledge,
no other thinker has treated the issue with comparable
depth and seriousness. et us simply point out what
love, as the concrete content of the moral imperative,
adds to it, and what are, in Tillich's view, the main
advantages of these additions.
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Justice, as regards the human condition, must be
both univers} and flexible. Now law, in the sense of
human law, can be universal only at the expense of
being purely formal, that is,'general enough to ignore
the particularity of each situation. on the othev
hand, law can be flexible only by lLimiting its scope of
applicability or, in other words, by renouncing its
claim of universality and waking itsell relative to a
set of particular circumstances. Justice, then, if
identified with human law, bedomes either  void
formalism, as is the case 1in Kant's philosophy, or
relativism.

But the main limitation of human law, Tillich
thinks, is its essential inability to reach the deqree
of flexibility needed to "accept the unacceplable;" law
does not have the power of C[orgiveness, for such a
power '"must come from something above the law." 1In
this respect Tillich's views on lav are closer to those
of Aristotle than to those of Kant. Human law, in his
opinion, iz necessary when human beings exercise their
freedom Lto alienate themselves from their essence, to
act against their own essence. When this happens law
itself is impotent to redeem, for it cannob “accept the
unacceptable," namely the very same thing il is
supposed to prevent.. Only love has the power and Lhe
flexibility to redeem.

But, one might ask, how do humans recognize the law
of God dwelling in their essence? Tillich answers this
question with the help of what he calls the Pauline
notion of "conscience." Conscience is nolt the source
of morality, but 1is capable of "witnessing" the law.
It is through "conscience" GCthat humans gain an
understanding of divine law.

There iz, however, another important advantage of
love over human Jlaw. The latter, Tillich arqgues,
cannot adapt to historical change without being
annihilated, (or insofar as human law is relative to a
set of conditions, wherever those conditions change
radically, whal will be necded is not. a mere
modification of the old Jlaw, but new laws. In
Tillich's words, law cannot respond to "Kairos." This
term is central in Tillich's thought, and what it
denoles is, basically, the appearance or the coming Lo
be of a new historical wmomenl, such as  the one
initiated by the coming of the Christ. Love, on Llhe
other hand, remaining substantially unchanged, can
modij fy its appearance to match the demands of "Kairos."
Tillich's explication of this process of adaplation
seems to me to be one of the weakent elements in  his
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moral theory; but, at any rate, in its concrete form,
the historical transformations of the appearance of
love result in an extension of justice in the world,
that is, more and more people are regarded and treated
as persons.

Even Lhis skelchy and imperfect presentation of
Tillich's moral theory should be sufficient to help us
see some of 1its obvious advantages over Kantian
formalism. But there is one important respect in which
it falls short of solving the problems that Kant's
theory was designed to address. For, after all,
Tillich did not live in a historical period any less
skeptical than Kanl's. We are no more in a position
simply Lo affirm or assume the existence of God than
Kant was, but it is precisely this assumption which
underlies Tillich's views. 1 realize, of course, that
these views constitute a part of a much broader
theological system, but the problem is, precisely, that
wuch of Lheir correctness depends on the correctness of
certain theological speculations. Nevertheless, it is
clear that, granted the assumption of the existence of
a God interested in human affairs, Tillich's theories
provide a better picture of the nature and the
mechanisms of this interest than do Kant's theories.
I'his does not mean, however, that the picture is
faultless. Let me Lry to point out some of the dark
spots | perceive.

For all its merits, Tillich's moral views remain
firmly grounded on the presuppositions of bourgeois
individualism. 1 will not attempt to discuss here the
very interesting suggestion of the Peruvian
philosopher, Antonio Pena, who claims that Christian
thoughl is essentially individualistic and that, thus,
it Ffinds its most accomplished expression not in
scholaslic but in early modern philosophy. The thesis
seems to me Lo be quite plausible and, further,
consistent with Tillich's claim concerning some of the
Lheoloyical views of the reformers, which he regards as
important rediscoveries of the initial and true
Christian  spirit. My «c¢laim here is rather that
bourqeois individualism is a major obstacle for the
perception of the true nature of persons and of the
relationship between persons.

Now, Tillich is aware of the fact that justice must
be realized in a social setting and, hence, that
whoever altempts to fulfill the moral law and develop
himself as a person, must at the same time attempl to
promote the personhood of his fellow men. What bothers
me is not this, bult the way Tillich pictures the
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relationship beltween individuals. Individuals, he
says, are each a "self" and "every sell is self-related
and a complete self is completely self-related." The
individual is an independent "center," jndivisible and
impenetrable and therefore is righltly called an
individual . "0 Love is the force that brings these
separated centers together, and it can do =o because
they are not completely sltrange or alien to each other,
but simply “estranged" from each olher, there being a
certain fundamental unity among them. But a fulfilled
love relationship does nolt imply the annihilation of
the separate selves:

1t is the superiority of the person-
to-person relationship that it
preserves the separation of the
self-centered self, and nevertheless
actualizes their reunion in love.
The highest form of 1love and thal
form of it which distinguishes
Eastern and Western cultures is the
love which preserves the individual
who is both the subject and the

object of love. In the Jloving
person-to-person relationship
Christianity manifests its

superiority to any other rveligious
tradition.11

The fundamental ontological unity of all self-
centered selves is in God, who is the basis of all
being or being-itselfl. To the guestion, why did God go
to the trouble of disrupting this (undamental wnity,
thus making love necessary, Tillich answers with a
variation ol the old Augustinian avgument to explain
the existence of evil and imperfection in creation:
"The power of Cod,"” he says, "is that He overcomes
estrangement, not that He prevents il; thal lle Lakes
it, symbolically speaking, upon himself, not that fle
remains in a dead identity with flimselr."12

Estrangement jis the basis for the "dynamics of
life," hence, the image of a world in which all
estrangement has been overcome cannot be confused wilh
that of the Kingdom of God; the Kingdom of God, in
other words, is, strictly speaking, nol of this
world.l3 This conclusion, it seems to me, reveals the
real nature of Tillich's moral theory, which is
grounded on the bouvgeois assumption Lhat conflict and
tension constitule the juice of existence, the
"dynamics of life." This conception gives us an
inverted picture of reality, for it represents the
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relations between persons not as fundamentally
cooperative, but as prima facie antagonistic. This is
precisely why Tillich 1s forced to attribute a divine
quality to love, for purely human love would have to be
contingent, since, by Lhemselves, two strange
individuals cannol generate a necessary urge to unite.
But the role of God, then, appears diminished, almost
like the role of God in Lhe tragedies of Euripides, a
God which emerges from the wings to impose necessily on
a world condemned to contingency.

It is only by conceiving the generation of persons
as a process resulting from the necessary cooperative
intercourse between human beings, that the notion of
woral obligation can be introduced without arbitrary or
seemingly arbitrary references to the pivinity. God,
then, should not be introduced to denonstate Lhat
humans have an obligation to relate to each other and
to treat each other as persons. A purely naturalistic
account of morality should be able to provide a more
than satisfactory demonstration of this fact. God 1is
necessary, Lf at all, as Kant clearly saw, to introduce
the notion of absolute necessity. [ should not need to
think of God to kanow how 1 ought to relate to my fellow
humans; "God," or any similar notion, is required only
to. convince me that 1 should desire without
reservations to fuifill my obligations toward myself
and Loward other persons. Or to put it differently, a
purely naturalistic account of morality is successful
if it shows that the mere self-awareness of a person as
a person suffices to indicate to him his duties toward
other persons. But, what no naturalistic account can
do is prove that one ought to desire to exist as a
person, that one ought not be Lempted to commit
suicide. Tillich's theory, although illuminating in
many respects, . is deficient in that it relies on the
notion of “God" Lo generate both the idea of moral
obligation and that of absolute moral obligation. So,
although the strategy followed by Tillich to explain
the relationship between the notion of “God" and
moralily is superior to that used by Kant, the latter
musL be acknowledged to have recogunized the problems
involved in the solution more clearly.

In a brief booklet dealing with the problems facing
conlLemporary theologians, Peter Berger has made a point
similar in some ways to the one | am attempting to
express here.ld Qe claims that any serious tLheological
speculations undertaken now a days must start with
people; in other words, that it must face what we could
call Lhe Feuerbachian challenge and show that every
well-developed science of  humanity, a serious
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anthropology points at  the  Supernatural. The
understanding of human natute, Berger believes, can
constitute the basis for general arguments to show the
ptausibility of postulating the existence of a
supernatural realm of being, of which humans are
constantly aware. whether one agrees with  his
particular claims and arguments, one has to admit, it
secms to me, that Berger's wmost general claim, namely,
that all theology must be grounded in an anthvopology,
is correct. Tillich, like 1leidegger in his later
years, wanled to start from the opposilte end, from a
general ontology. But to do so is to deny the
elementary Aristotelian rule which is the inevilable
rule of inquiry in our time, that what is first in the
order of being is not pecessarily firtst in the ovder of
inquiry. Modern philosophy has raised too  many
extremely serious epistemologica) doubts that cannot be
simply dismissed. The reconstruction of ontology
cannot be