CHRISTIAN MORALITY: OLD MORALITY OR NEW MORALITY?

by Germain Grisez

As everyone knows, there has been donsiderable debate among
Christians concerning whether older conceptions of morality ought not to
be replaced by newer perspectives. This debate hss concerned many issues,
end no one could easily show which issues are pivotal. In this paper, I
shall directly confront only one of the issues which--if not the key
issue-~is certainly one of the centrsl issues in the debate.

The issue to be considered here is: Must a Christian morality
include any universal moral norms, that is, norms which hold true always,
everywhere, and for everyone, norms which must never be set aside regard-
less of the peculiarity of circumstances and the good intention of the
person acting? I hold that there are such norms. Most who have discussed
the question in recent years deny that there can be such norms. In treat-
ing this question here, severallrelated problems in the confrontation
between o0ld and new moralities will be considered in passing, and I hope
illuminated. It should become clear to the reader that while my position
on the issue to be considered here can be characterized as an old-morality
position, my integral view neither rejects all of the insights of the new
moralists nor uncritically defends all of the positions of the old moralists,

First, a word to clarify the issue. No one doubts that there sre
moral norms which admit of no exception, if these are norms stated already
in morally significsnt terms. Thus, unjust acts are always wrong; benevolent
(or loving) acts are always good. The question is: which acts in the concrete
qualify as unjust, on the one hand, or, on the other hand, as benevolent?

Murder, at least, is always wrong--all would agree. But "murder" means

unjust killings killing as such is not always wrong, or, at least, the common



Christian moral tradition has not held that killing is wrong in all circum-
stances--for example, in the cases of capital punishment, just war, and
self-defense against an unprovoked and deadly attack., The real issue is
therefore to be stated as follows: Are there any patterns of behavior which
can be described in terms which do not include an explicit or implicit moral
characterization, patterns of behavior which thus described nevertheless
settle the morality of an action in which they are performed, settle that
morality so definitely that the moral character of such action could not
change from bad to good or from good to bad regardless of circumstances and
intention?

Further clarifications are necessary., The question is not whether
all patterns of behavior described in non-morel terms determine the moral
quality of acts including such behavior patters; no one supposes that it is
always right or always wrong to eat 2 slice of bread or to turn one's head,
The question is whether there are eny--that is, at least one--patterns of
behavior which described in non-moral terms define the morel character of
an act including such a pattern of behavior.

Moreover, the question is not whether circumstances and intention
m;ght not make some difference in the moral quality of any act., If circum-
stances are difficult and an intention good, such facts might mitigate the
evil or intensify the goodness of an act already receiving its definite
moral character as evil or as good from the very behavior pattern included
in it,

Furthermore, I do not think that any pattern of behavior is such
that a bad intention could not render an act including it ewél., In other
word:éhI willingly concede that there are no universal affirmative moral

no 7 o patterns of behavior to be done everywhere, always, by everyone

r§gardless of circumstances and intentions. My thesis is limited: I only



maintain that there are some patterns of behavior which render actions in
which they are included evil, and that this evil cannot be eliminatede-
although it could be mitigated--by circumstances and intention.

Further, the thesis I defend--namely, that there are some negative
moral norms which hold without exception--is a thesis about the objective
morality of the act. A sincere but erroneous conscience binds, and I do
not think there is anything which someone might not erroneously think to be
morally good and even obligatory. But if conscience can be erroneous, it cesn
be so only in contrast to the ﬂ%ﬂiﬁﬂﬂnﬂ truth of a moral judgment it fails
to comprehend. The thesis that there are some moral norms of a negative
character which hold without exception therefore is a thesis about inter-
personal moral truth--that is, it is a thesis about principles which I main-
tain every right conscience should conform to.

Many authors expound the position which I oppose here.l I shall
not undertake a survey, but shall instead limit myself to one statement of
the opposing position, the statement of it p;g;;agﬁé by Josef Fuchs, S.J,,
in the article, "The absoluteness of moral terms," which was published as
the lead article in the theological journal, Gregorianum, 52, 3 (1971),
pages 415-457.

I have chosen this article for examination for several reasons.
First, it is fairly recent, not out of date. Second, Father Fuchs is one
of the leading Catholic morel theologians today; he has published many
scholarly works in the field and has taught moral theology at the Gregorian
University in Rome for many years., Third, his article was published in one
of the most important theological journasls, and accorded prominence there.
Fourth, Father Fuchs’ presentation of the position I will criticize is
clearer and more coherent than most formulations of the position. Fifth,

Father Fuchs provides an important theological framework for his view, and



I consider it extremely important from the viewpoint of Christian ethics

not only to expose the definciency--as I see it--of the ethical theory pro-
posed in the article but also to expose the unorthodoxy--again, as I see it--
of some of the more important aspects of the propéosed theological framework,

Of course, I cannot discuss here every aspect of Father Fuchs!
article with which I disagree. Readers should not assume that I agree with
everything which I pass over in silence,

Father Fuchs speaks in his title of "moral terms" and elsewhere
of "imperatives." These differences in terminology are not insignificant,
but I do not think it will distort his position if we speak here of "moral
norms¥she himself speaks of 'behavioral norms," which he sometimes characterires
as "moral behavioral norms" (for example, p. 457). I shall use "moral norms"
without qualification.

Father Fuchs limits himself to "actions relating men and his world,"
excluding actions such as blasphemy which bear directly upon God., If his
general thesis were correct, I do not think this limitation could be Justi-
fied, since actions which we think of as against God do not harm Godj they
are in conflict with the humen value of orientation toward or relation to
God, This value is only one among others; indeed, if it is absolutized,
one invites religious fanaticism with its readiness to sacrifice any other
human value for the sake of religion. This, however, certainly is not
Father Fuchs' intention, and so I accept his limitation of his own thesis
and qualify mine accordingly: I shall maintain that there are some universal,
negative moral norms in addition to those regarding patterns of behavior
in which there is some direct reference to God,

| Father Fuchs refers in his title and throughout the article to
the "absoluteness" of moral norms, He explains that moral norms can be

considered absolute either in the sense that they sre objectively (I would



prefer "interpersonally" as the word to exclude relativism, but shall use
his terminology) true, that is, non-arbitrary snd grounded in humen reslity
itself, or moral norms cen be considered absolute in the sense that they are
thought of as universally vslid, subject to no exceptions. He does not deny
moral absoluteness ;n the first sense--that is, objectivity. His position
is not a moralmh’&h would exclude truth from moral judgments.
In fact, his argument is that the very objectivity of moral judgments is
what demands that from a theoretical viewpoint universal moral judgments
must be excluded. Since I agree with Father Fuchs in maintaining moral
objectivity--interpersonal truth of moral judgments--and disagreewith him
on the issue of the possibility of some universal; negative norms, I shall
not use his terminology of "absoluteness," which requires repeated clarifi-
cations and gains nothing once the appropriate distinctions have been made,
Father Fuchs' position is that theoretically "probably there can
be no universal norms of behavior in the strict sense of 'intrinsece malum'."
Practically, however, norms formulated as universals can have their worth,
The use of tﬁe word "probably" in the conclusion should not be tsken 28 a
quelification on the content of the position; Father Fuchs evidently hesi-
tates to state dogmaticelly & position he knows is difficult, but earlier
on the same page he held it self-evident that "a precise description of an
action as a2 ststement of fact would, theoretically, scarcely admit of a
universal moral judgement in the strict sense" (p. 450). The expression
"intrinsece malum" is technical; it means precisely what I meen by saying
that there are patterns of behavior which of themselves settle the morality
o? eny action in which they are included, regardless of intention and
cgrcﬁmstances, and settle the moral issue negatively--the act éannot help
but be evil,

I shall first take up Father Fuchs' theoretical position, explain



it, and argue against it. Second, I shall propose an alternative I consider
sound, Third, I shall take up and criticze his practical position.

Father Fuchs' theoretical position,ppdeffiElly is the following,
The locus of objective moral truth is not in some natural reality, from which
such truth can be read off (p. 432). Rather, the locus of objective moral
truth is in right reason; right reason is not necessarily discursive, but
is an observing-judging-understending which can also be intuitive (p. 432).
From a positive point of view, the work of discovering or projecting moral
norms "consists in underst-nding men himself, his own total reality, together
with his world, in order to assess the significance of the alternatives for
action available to him and so arrive at a moral affirmationo(pp. 434-435).
Right reason finds expression in two forms. 1In one, it projects norms of
behavior in advance of the concrete act; the force of these norms is their
objective validity, not universality. In the second role, right reason forms
a moral judgment of conscience at the very moment of the act., From this it
follows that ths antecedent norm cannot represent an exhaustive judgment of
actual reality; the person acting "must judge in light of his conscience to
what degree a norm of conduct corresponds morally to a given situation"
(p. 433).

In its role of formulating norms in advance of actions, reason
is subordinate to certain criteria, Behavior should correspond to the
"meaning" in genersl of being man, and to certain givens, such as sexuality.
Practical knowledge of the possible outcomes and consequences of kinds of
acts under "all kind of presuppositions" also is necesssry. But experience
alon?, and especislly individusl experience, is not enough., Conduct must
be r&lated to its interpersonal significence and implications. In short,
to airive at a behavioral norm, a whole complex of factors has to be

considered:



What must be determined is the significasnce of the action as
value origgé-value for the individual, for interpersonal reles-
tions and,human society, in connection, of course, with the
total reality of man and his society and in view of his whole

Velues implied mot e meiched Trste rmerey ey oerrorelt

man as assessor (the evaluating human society) arrives at a

judgment, tentatively or with some measure of certitude, as

to which mode of behavior might further man's self-realization

and self-development. (p. 436).

The norm which is formulated is a locus of moral objectivity or truth. The
norm defines moral good and evil, to the extent that it embodies the
evaluative act of right reason, At the same time, the various walues or
goods which are considered and whose priority and urgency are weighed are
pre-moral, although really human, values or goods (pp. 435-437).

The position in other words does not deny that certain goods, such
as life, health, knowdedge, and the like, are human values and their opposites
humanly bad. What the position maintains is that considered in themselves,
2ll such humen goods are pre-moral; they do not find direct expression in
universal or even in objectively correct morsl norms. For such pre-morel
velues to gain expression in a formulated norm, an entire-socio-cultursl
context must be considered; then moral norms can be formulated which best
express the modes of behavior which would further human self-realization
or self-development,

But this does not end the matter. Moral norms thus formulated
by an evaluating human society are not necessarily objectively correct in
all respects, much less necessarily valid in a universal way. Rather than
homogeneity, there is diversity within society; mofeover cultures themselves
gradually change (p. 438). I would agree with Father Fuchs on this point;
in fact, I would go much further than he does. The faot is that in any
civilized society, at least, one can hardly speak of the moral norms of
the society. @s we find in our own socio-cultural situation, so we find--

if we take trouble to look-~in the socio-cultursl situsation of Greece and



Rome in the first century of the Christian era, a multiplicity of competing
life-styles. There is no contemporary moral code; there is not even a
contemporary western Furopean moral codej there is not even a contemporary
Parisian morsl code. Indeed, one will find important differences in moral
Judgments between any pair of sub-cultures one wishes to examine. The very
concept of an "evaluating society" thus becomes suspects what it perhaps
means at most is the community of those who share a certsin morsl norm in
common and who have developed it by some communication emong themselves,
however much they may differ from each other on other matters, including
other moral norms,

In any case, Father Fuchs next considers the problem of the concrete
application of moral norms. Any norm formulated before the act has a certain
generalitys; confronted with the full, concrete situation, there can remmin
unexpected factors which require either an exception to or a restriction
of the presupposed norm (pp. 440-443). This leads to the essential ques-
tion:

When is human action, or when is man in his action (morally)

good? Must not the answer be: When he intends and effects a

human good (value)--in the prédmoral sense, for example, life

health, joy, culture, etc. (for only this is recta ratio); but
not when he has in view and effects a human non-go¢l, an evil

(non-velue)--in the predmoral sense, for example, death;

wounding, wrong, etc. What if he intends and effects good,

but this necessarily involves effecting evil also? We snswer:

If the realizstion of the evil through the intended realization

of good is justified as a proportionaldy related cause,
[note omitted] then in this case only good was intended, (p. 444).

Thus we encounter the concept of "proportionatly related cause" in the
context of concrete morsl judgment, just as we encountered the concept of
weighing the priority and urgency of all the values involved in the
cdntéxt of social formuletion of norms,

Two comments are necessary at this point, before we proceed further

in the explication of Father Fuchs' position. First, to the extent that any



proposed norm arising from social evaluation is not fully concrete, to the
extent that it always can be incomplete and one-sided if not downright
erroneous, the concrete moral judgment can hardly stop with an appraisal of
one or another implication of a possible course of action, which might
introduce an unusual balance of good and bad--pre-morally so-called--by
a proportionally related cause. No, concrete moral judgment, if it is to
deliver objective truth, somehow must consider everything involved--I say
"mist" on the assumption that only the total impact of the act on man's
self-realization and self-development is the true, ultimate criterion of
moral goodness, Thus, Father Fuchs' position theoreticaslly at least demends
that concrete moral judgment become right reason by ebmsidering the signifi-
cance of the action as value or non-value for the individusl, for inter-
personal relations and human society, with reference to the total reslity of
man and society and in the sontext of the entire culture; that the priority
and urgency of the various values involved must be weighed; and that the
action will be right of the evils it will effect are offset by proportionally
related causes (goods)--"evils" and "goods" here both understood, of course,
in a pre-moral sense,

A second comment is that the case in which an action intends and

effects a good, but in the process also effects an evil, is by no means an

exception; it is, in fact, Whenever anyone undertakes
to bring about a certain good, and actually does so, something is lost; at
least, valuable human resources such as time (part of one's life) and energy
are used, and they will not be recovered. On the other hand, no one ever
sets out to effect an evil--in the pre-moral sense, of course--precisely as
such} The most malicious person who ever lived nevertheless acted in his

malice for certein purposes which he conceived as pre-moral humasn goods;

in fact, perhaps, his gosls were only partial aspects or pale reflections of



10

the integral, human goods recognized by less malicious persons. Still,

the Marquis de Sade did not seek evil as evil; he sought the pre-moral good
of artistic ereativity in an hitherto unexplored medium and he also sought
pleasure, which he undoubtedly viewed as healthful for himself, at least,

I do not propose the example as a reductio ad absurdum; one can easily and

plausibly argue that the Marquis had no proportionally good reason for what
he was @oing. My point simply is that once one undertszkes to define the
moral good and evil of humen actions in terms of the pre-moral goods snd
evils intended aend effected, then all concrete morsl judgments will hasve to
consider and weigh all the relevant pre-moral goods and evils, since there
are always some of both to be considered.,

Thus, when Father PFuchs s;yg.that "the evil (in a premoral sense)
effected by a human agent must not be intended as such, and must be justified
in terms of the totality of the action by appropriate reasons," the first
part of the requirement is vacuous, since no one intends evil (in a prg@oral
sense) precisely as evil. The important point which remains, and which
expressggiﬁaghs' position, is that pre-moral evil must be justified in terms
of the totality of the action; the totality includes all the consequences,
extending outward to the whole socio-cultural context.

My interpretation of Father Fuchs' position can be confirmed and
the sense of it made clearer by considering theee further points which he
mekes,

First, he argues that morrlity in the concrete is determined only

by simultaneous consideration of the object of the act, the circumstsnces,

rnd the end. He explicitly denies that the pre-moral badness of the object
of the sct can settle the morality of the act; he specifically states that
in tsking this position he is setting aside a reservetion which was part of

the "traditional doctrine" of the fonts of morality.(p. 445). Norms for
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actions as such prior to a consideration of circumstsnces and end cennot be
moral norms, for there is a tacit assumption that one has taken into account
all possible circumstances and intentions, which cannot be done a priori
(p. 446). At time%, Father Fuchs goes so far as to suggest that there is
a logical mistake in regarding patterns of behavior as human acts: "killing
as such, since it implies nothing about the intention of the agent, cannot,
purely as such, sonstitute a human act" (p. 444). The answer to this, of
course, is that no one ever sunposed that the behavior pattern of killing
taken as such is a complete human act; the references one might find to it
as such simply mean that this is a pattern of behavior which is a human act
when some ciroumstsnces and intentions are added to it, Thus, if I say that
;;;35:Zéag sodomitic intercourseqégvgix-year-old children is a morally evil
act, I do not mean that the behavior pattern as such is a moral act; what I
mean is that engaging in such behavior, regardless of one's intention and
the circumstances, is a mor=zlly evil act.

Second, Father Fuchs argues that the maxim, "The end does not
Justify the means," excludes only the use of what has alresdy been Judged
to be a morally bad act as a means to some ulterior end. In cases of pre-
moral evils, the intention of the agent specifies the unity of the act;
thus, given due circumstences and a right intention, pre-moral evils can
be accepted as necessary physical means to a morally good action (pp.
446-447)., What Father Fuchs does not seem to realize here is that on his
own theory, what he refers to as a morally bad act cannot be assumed to be
a complete human act if there is a further possibility of its serving as a
means to an ulterior good end. In such a case, one must judge that the moral
act has been constituted too hastily, and a reasgﬁent might also entail that
the totality which had been considered a morally bad act can now become part
of a larger morally good act, since there is the added circumstance and

further intention of realizing the ulterior good end. (Of course, I do not
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mean to claim that Fgather Fuchs would have to maintain that the outcome of

reappraisal would always be favorable; he need not admit that every act is
( a Seome “ime 05)—/91— 7"0 Me s oment o CAoI(e
good, All I am pointing out iIs that even acts which}are judged and decidea—“"’/

to be morally evil can, materially, turn into morally good ones by a sub-
sequent review, if his principles are correct.)

Finally, Father Fuchs considers the notion of "intrinsece malum,"
which in past morsl-theological discussion and moral teschings of the
magisterium of the Catholic Church has been used to characterize certain
kinds of acts--for example, direct abortion. Father Fuchs maintsins that
no acts can be intrinsically evil in this sense; an intrinsicaslly evil act
is simply one which in the concrete situation, 211 things considered, is
evil. Such an act is truly wrong and absolutely to be avoided. But short

e Cheorelrcally
of complete concreteness, limits in tég;=s$éss% norms are always possible
(pp. 448-451),

The primary difficulty with Father Fuchs' position is that the
method of moral evaluation he proposes is impossible. I say "impossible"
in the strict sense; I do not merely mean i% faces difficulties. I mean

that the suggestion that anyone should make a morel judgment in the way he

proposes is an empty proposal, for one can no more follow the advice given
1€ 4 ‘Z"Le Humég,, ‘('weh‘f/ “Z’wa o 7'46

To see the impossibility of the adwice given, consider first the
ultimate objective criterion which is proposed: "which mode of behavior
might further man's self-realization or self-development" (p. 436). From
one point of view--from the point of view of a strictly pre-moral considera-
tionr-anything anyone ever does furthers man's self-reslization and self-
development in some fashion, Man is as much developed, his potentialities

are as truly realized, when he does evil as when he does good. Anyone who

does not understand this point would do well to study Nietzsche. From
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enother point of view, one which is not altogether pre-moral, the vague
language of self-realization and self-development can be given some content
by reference to specific human goods., Father Fuchs, in fact, does refer to
certain specific human goods: for example, life, health, joy, culture, and
so forth (p. 444). There aré suggestions of others in the article, but
these are sufficient., "Joy" is perhaps vague, but we can probably assume
that he means integral personal and interpersonal human functioning, unimpeded
by conflict either within or among individuals. "Culture" also is a rather
vague term, but we can probably suppose that this would include the expansion
of knowledge, the expansion of creative work in the fine arts, and the
perfection of various forms of play. In any case, Father Fuchs does indicate
a few human goods, and if they are to mean anything, they must mean something
definite, The preference he has for these instead of their opposites is
presumably not arbitrary; the judgment that these are humen goods is objec-
tively sound. But that objective value is no more to be found layihg around
in nature then is the objective validity of a morsl norm, Nature has no
special preference for life over death; both are dealt out eventually to
all orgenisms without exception., The common human preference expressed by
Father Fuchs when he regards life, health, joy, and culture as pre-moral
goods is, in fact, an expre831on of human evaluationj even if the evaluation
Co ncrete A t-elevant 15 pagralit becawse
is not yet %“moral judgmézz)vit defines possible objectives for human action.
If one is going to consider concretely which mode of behavior is
most likely to contibute to the achievment of such goods, then all possible
modes of behavior must be considered; since the final consideration can
be made only in the face of the full concrete reality, all possible modes
of behavior must be considered deliberately and in their full concreteness.,

Now, this demand might not seem difficult at first, since we usually

&iiberate about only two or a few alternstives. But we do this because we
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assume that there are many things we simply are not interested in doing,
end many aspects of the concrete situation we can safely (morally) ignore,
But when the criterion of moral goodness is what Pather Fuchs proposes,
we no longer can limit ourselves to two or a few possible courses of action,
If we do, we often will concretely contribute less to the good then we
otherwise might. However, if we set aside the assumption that we need only
think about live options, in any concrete situation there are actually an
indefinite series of alternatives which we could consider.

Not only must we consider an indefinite series of alternatives,
we also would have to examine all of their consequences; Father Fuchs' own
account extends as far as the whole socio-cultural context, But surely it
is parochial to stop there., We live in a world in which no society or culture
is an island; what we eat for dinner has a bearing upon starvation in a distant
land. If we are going to do justice to the consideration of the (prﬁﬁoral)
good and evil to be effected, we must consider all of the consequences of all
of the alternatives, extending into the future indefinitely, Of course,
inquiry begins to dry up at some point, but we can never be sure it will not
yield further, vital information if it is pressed é:; a little longer.

Not only must we consider the indefinite consequences of an indefinte
series of alternatives, we 2lso must determine whose (pr%@oral) good and
evil will count, end for how much. This may seem easy: let every humen person
count and let each count for one, none for more than one, Even at that
there would be a difficulty, since some acts might yiéld great benefits for
many over a long term, but only at the cost of devastating harm to others--
for example, experiments using human beings as subjects might hasten the
techniques for curing cancer, and these experiments might be earried on much
more effectively if the scientié}ts felt free to cause cancer in people who

are free of it. There is the further difficulty: where do we draw the
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boundaries around the human race? Are the unborn to count, as they have
counted for some purposes--for example, in arguments sbout preventing
genetic damage from nuclear fallout? Or are they not to count, as the
United States Supreme Court decided in dealing with the abortion issue?
Or ere they to count, but on the principle that some persons are less
persons than other persons--a position Father Fuchs himself seems to adopt
when he says that in permitted abortion there is a liability with regard
to the life of the fetus (a pre-moral value) (p. 447)%

Perhaps the fact that Father Fuchs! method invites us to consider
and weigh all the consequences of all possible alternatives and to take
into account somehow all persons--interpreting the last requirement in one
way or another--are enough to make it clear that the moral method he proposes
is in some difficulty. Yet, one might argue, this is only difficulty. Per-
haps all these problems can be solved. We are not yet faced with the demand

fossible.

But we are.

For his method tells us to weigh #hé priority and the urgency of
the different values, to allow pr%@oral evils when there is a proportionally
serious resson--in other words, to quantify all the values to be effected,
and to consider that alternative morally right which yields the greatest
net good over evil consequences, This calculation is imppssible. The values
of the prggoral domain which he mentions--life, health, joy, and culture--
are not commensurable with one another, There is no scale on which they can
be weighed; there is no common denominator among them. No one can say that
two units of health are equal to three of joy and one of culture, for there
is no such system of units and no way for making the various units commensurable
even if the various values themselves could be measured.

Trying to commensurate--weighe--values in divegge categories is like

& uen‘f“y tuwol
esking: '"Which is larger, this page or the number g!!? The question is
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@2l nonsensical. We can assign a number to the units of continuous

quantity which make the size of the page, but only by arbitrarily selecting
— 29, o condimelis, ——

some unit of continuous quantity)as the one by which we will measure.

Continuous and discrete quantities are not in the same genus; therefore,
while the word "larger" can be used of both in somewhat the same sense,
the two kinds of quantities cannot be directly compared in the way that
the question assumes,

Moreover, even trying to commensurate values of the human kind
in the same, generic category runs into the same difficulty. If we take
for granted & traditional ethics, according to which no innocent person
should be killed, then it makes sense to argue that each persont's life is

unmeasarable

equal to every other's, for all share ﬂk the same, imfdnide dignity. But
as soon as we accept the view that there are no universal negative morael
norms, we also must admit that there are no inalienable rights, At this
point, discussions of right to life are inundated with arguments concerning
the "quality of life," and this means preecisely that the lives of people
who are reasonably happy and productive are one thing, while the lives of
those who are miserable and useless are another matter altogether.‘3 Since
the very idea that there is any balance to weigh the values upon is non-
sensical, such arguments about quality of life are unanswersble--not because
they sre too cogent to answer, but because one cannot reply to (Pl nonsense,

If what I have been saying is correct, someone might ask why it
seems to Father Fuchs and to so meny other intelligent people that the
weighing and balancing of which he speaks is possible? Why does this seem
to be a mesningful criterion, if it is not?

There are several reasons. In the first place, the metaphor of
the scale maskes us think of the act of choice, which we often imagine as

a weighing of alternstives and a tipping toward the one chosen., But choice
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is not morasl judgment; if anyone thinks it is, then he denies the moral
objectivity both Father Fuchs and I accept. Thus, while it is quite true
that I might prefer eating a good dinner to watching an interesting moving
picture show, or vice-versa, the choice I make is not a matter of weighing
the values involved. I treat one as less valuable to me here snd now, and

I do this by choosing it. I have to choose it in the end, precisely because

qnd come o a conclusior .
I cannot weigh the values AjfigfpZone compelling fashies, If it were possible

to weigh values, my concrete practical judgment would be determined by that
process, and I would need no choice.
Another reason why it might seem reasonakble to talk about weighing

A
values, including onefs from very different categories, is that we seem to

N —
do precisely this all the time. What else is happening when we put a monetary
vaelue on so many and such heterogeneous goods and services, meking goods of

diverse categories commensurable? We do impose commensurability, true, but

the imposed commensurability reflects the choiees people make or are likely
%»;i'f/m avarability of Varisws 1tems, > T e _/;C_/, Hial ore

to makey/ not an objective appraisal of relative values,

If one is dealing with a well defined anunified objective, which

can be obtained by definite and limited means, then one can seek the most
sucha one

efficient manner of attaining the objective. In %8 case, B8 can calculate;
this is precisely the sort of situation in which the methodology proposed
by Father Fuchs will work, In its place, it is an excellent method. The
whole difficulty is that the self-realization or self-development of man
cannot be defined as a simple, unified objective, which can be attained by

definite and limited means., There is no technique for living a good human



lifes; a moral theology which seeks aescape from legalism by adopting the
methodology of engineering might be new, but it is hardly better. Human good
cannot be engineereds; if one insists on applying the method of engineering
in moral theology, the result will not be the liberation of man, but the
reduction of him to the wi=mwmisi® condition of a depersonalized object.
Another reason we might suppose that the weighing Father Fuchs
proposes is possible is that in many cases there are widely shared preferences
about values in diverse categories, Perhaps we derive joy from watching =
beautiful sunset. But who would give his life to watch such a spectacle,
however lovely it might be? Again, we are dealing here with preferences,
We cannot say a priori that no one could ever sanely choose to watch the
glory of a beautiful suhset one more time, even if he were told by his
physician that the strain of getting up from his sick-bed to go to the
observation pletform might kill him, If one is dying anywsy, why not die
in.pursuit of joy? From this example, one needs only imagination to proceed
ﬂ infefinite extrapolationsagainst ##@ common preference; Of course, on
a moral principle which has nothing whatever to do with wéighing values one
against another, we do usually think that if I would not willingly give my
life to watch a beautiful sunset, it would be quite wrong for me to take
someone else's life in order that I or some third party might watch a beau-
tiful sunset, The principle here is the Golden Rule., It cannot be accepted
as a universal norm by those who reject all such norms, for it can be
stated in non-moral, purely descriptive termss "Do not treat others in a
way in which you would object to being treated if you were in their place,"
There is a further difficulty in the proposal Father Fuchs makes,
This difficulty does not demonstrate his position impossible, as I think
the difficulty about non-commensurability does, but it shows his position

to conflict with the moral intuitions @M o# most of us shere. The difficulty
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is that once one recogniges thet the morally good action as well as the morslly
bad one is a mixture of pré@oral good and evil, then if the criterion of moral
goodness includes a total evaluation of consequences, only one alternative
will be right, all other possibilities will be more or less morally evil,

In this case, one is in every situation held to do what is best; doing any=-
thing less is more or less immoral, Nor is it ew=® possible for anyone

ever to do anything above and beyond the call of duty in the concrete; the
most that can be said is that sometimes one has a strict moral obligation to
do what no general norm requires, what no one else would be expected to do,
and what people in general would consider one perfectly innocent if one
omitted to do it.

From a theological point of view, the fact that the weighing of
values, if it were possible, would lead deliberation to s determinate cone
clusion in such & way that choice would no longer be necessary, is a very
important implicestion. Human action is for a good. If one alternstive
definitely outweighs another in the objective value it conteins, then human
action by the very fact that it is for good must teke the alternative which
includes the definitely greater net good. It is no accident that those who
hold consequentialism have usually been determinists,

But determinism is absolutely incompatible with Christian faith,
We believe that God made man freely, and that God made man in his own image.
The creative act of God becomes the model of human freedom; significantly,
one finds no clear doctrine of freedom in classical Greek philosophy, but
it is clearly proclaimed in Philo and in the Christian Church fathers.ér
Moreover, God confronts man with a choice: accept the Covenant or reject it,
accept the Gospel or reject it, This choice, of faith or unbelief, is the
paradigmetic act of humen freedom; man makes or breaks his whole existence

by this choice, Thus a moral theory which implies determinism, as Father
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Fuchs' moral theory does--although he certainly did not intend it--is radically

unorthodox, not simply in respect to traditional Christian moral conceptions,
esavd 1o

but even wit[;l %ﬁ absolutely basic point of Christian doctrine regarding the

nature of man (cf. Gaudium et spes, 17).

While moral theology ought not model itself on engineering, an
analogy with an art, dietetics, might be useful to help us begin to see why
there must be some universsl, negative morasl norms, Of course, we must
remember thet this is only ansanalogy. In itself it proves nothing. But
consider that no one can set out what should be a good diet 2 priori. Wo
one cen tell without considering the actual foods available and }he persons
who will eat them, as well as many other circumstances, how best to feed
people with what is available. And, in unusual circumstances, even many of
the negstive rules of good diet must go by the boards., TFor example, usually
one should not eat a grest deal of mustard, unmixed with other food; however,
in case one has ingested certain poisons, the mustard might be the right
antidote. One can imegine that rules of dietetics differ in different places
and timesg undoubtedly, some of the best rules of the art will be modified
or overturned in the evolution of knowledge and human needs for nourishment.,

Still, one could lay down some universal, negative rules for
the dietician, and be quite confident that no developments will ever require
their revision. For example: "Never serve a lunch consisting of caustic
soda, ground gless, and asbestos, with hydrochloric acid as beverage."

The object of dietetics is nutrition; the substances mentioned would be
deadly., We do not have to say anything esbout how these dishes might be
prepered, about the peculisr conditions of those eating the lunch, or any-
thing else, Much less drematic but still true: "Do not substitute selt
teaching ber doughter bon fo (901/2_)
for suger in confectionary recipes.”™ A mothergﬁight have to tell her child

Salt aund Sugar
this; tee=tmmy after 8ll, look alike. But although the insight depends
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upon a certain amount of experience, it is nonetheless univerally valid.,

Of course, it might be objected that these examples work just
because the purpose of the arts of dietetics and cooking are well defined,
end so there are kinds of behavior which are simply incompatible with those
purposes. The good of men is not well defined; thus there can be no kind of
behavior which is incompatible with the good of man. This is a just observa-
tion, if we are speaking of the absolutely ultimate good of man. Undoubtedly,
providence can mske all things, including moral evil, work together for the
good of those God loves., But what God can make of immorality cannot be a
criterion for human moral action. And the point previously made stands:
the good of man is such that the process of enlarging the context of action
cen never put a human conscience in a position to determine what is begte-
"best" in the sense of yielding the greatest net good. A criterion which
cannot be a criterion of evil csnnot be & criterion of good either,

Father Fuchs tries to support his srgument ageinst unexceptioneble,
universsl morsl norms by pointing out that human nature changes, that man
is a historical being (pp. 429-431 and pessim), Undoubtedly, human nature
does change, for evolution continues within man's culture, if not much in
his biology, and culture also belongs to man's nature as person., The tenden-
¢y in other species is for individuals to gain s perfection of 1ife proper
to their type; the perfection of human persons is individual (not to deny
that it is also social)., Individual persons who are good are very different

has a an'ty
from one anothe:; each saint's life is an intelligible whole which €8 some-
thing like théi:;g:;’of a separate, sub-human spedies.

The stage of the development of human nature on the face of the
earth is not uniform; there is such a thing as cultural lag. Yet there is

real evolution, and humankind is responsible, within some limits, for its

own history. To deny this would be to deny the concrete reality of free



22

choice and to exclude the indeterminate creative capacity which men has in
virtue of having intelligence and free choice,

For this reason, it is altogether mistsken to try to establish
natural morel laws by simply looking at human nature as it is, and then
trying to resd off what is proportionate to it:7 In this I agree with
Fether Fuchs (op. 429-431), although I believe he continues to imagine that
norms are somehow estsblished by looking--now by looking st man's total
humen situation. It is this belief which mislesds him into thinking that
there is a social-evaluative process which produces basic norms of morality,
but which also condemns them to merely relative and conditional validity.

I would instead emphasize the unchanging conditions which are
necessary for the very possibility of continued human development, Father
Fuchs notices that there are some such conditions--for example, body-soul
unity, personality, accountability, interpersonality; he asserts that even
these belong to man according to variable modes (p. 429)., I think he
ought also to have included the fact that certain pré?oral values are
permanent goods for man--for example, life, health, joy, anc culture, Of
course, these too are reeslized in variable modes, and our understanding of
their possibilities grows as time goes by, Our modern conception of
health, for example, is far richer end more sophisticated than was that of
primiti;;:gr sncient civilized man,

The besic insight that life is & good to be preserved cen develop
e richer content as time goes by. But there is no one who understsnds whet
life and death are who does not know that for man death is a2 humen evil
to be avoided, In a certain sense, we do not understand death é;§z5£§-than
we understand 1life, but we are no more or less mystified by the reality of

death than were our remote ancestors, and we, they, and men to come will

be no less certain that death is a human evil.
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Of course, one cannot base a precepty ﬁgver kill a human person,
directly on the fundamental character of death as an evil which is directly
contrary to a fundamental and permanent human good. Father Fuchs never
tires of pointing out that the moral precept is not,ﬁggver kili; the moral

1) )
precept is, é%rder is wrong. And "murder" means unjust killing,

Two points should be noticed here. In the first place, the tradi-
tional Christian moral precept was not simply about killing nor was it
always formulated in terms of the moral characterization of killing as
unjust, It was formulated as a rule against killing the innocent. "Innocent"
did not necessarily have e morsl sense; it meant those who were outside three
categories: convicted criminals (those found guilty by an authorized social
process, whether in f:%%ﬁ%%%%%%;f;nnocent or not); members of the enemy force
in war (cé%atants, again whether justifiably engaged or not); and unprovoked
assailants threatening immediate and possibly deadly herm (again, apart from
consideration of their moral responsibility). In other words, three cate-
Ay mam/ Ccrteria
gories were exempted, not-me: sr—morse=berma but by rather clear empirical

@nd withoit c/»ez/am'ozq T‘ze «P /etlw;q a /n‘[zulclwt/j 1 These ﬁhﬂcdéj W&u.le] a_/waz
criteria. After setting these three gr565§~i§15§:Xthe rest of mankind was /5ffv¢vq0

declared off-limits to the would-be killer, Thus, the moral norm forbidding
the killing Of innocent persons was one of the sort which I wish to defend
and which Father Fuchs seeks to reject.

The other point is that the norm aga®nst killing the innocent
meant that this pattern of behavior could not be included as such in one's
act, It did not mean that one might not have to die, willingly, for example,
in defense of his faith., But in that case, his act was not killing; it

was the persecutor who killed while the martyr merely died. Some Christian

moralists have denied this distinctions I do not think Festher Fuchs would
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Traditional moral theology also distinguished between direct and
indirect killing. To kill even as a means to some ulterior, great good
was regarded as direcf killing, But if a person in one and the same
act both prombdted some value and at the same time, as a side effect
incidental to his main action, caused a death, then his act would not be
direct killing, provided thst certain additionsl conditions were fulfilled.
Since this matter is very technical and I have considered it st length
elsewhere, I will not temeat it further here.8 However, it is importsnt
to notice that if one holds that the intention pHdim specifies the unity
of the action--ss Father Fuchs does (p. 447)--then the distinction between
means and end is obliterated. In this case, no effect is incidental, and

the impossible methodology Fsther Fuchs proposes will be invoked to justify

thosC (nay be mveked 2, | A7y
A killings traditionally regarded ss indirect, but am killings tra-

ditionally regarded as direct.
The criterion of moral goodness I propose is that a morally right
act must be consistent with openness to the full human good. The full human
good, as faith teaches, is perfected.iﬁZeternal life with God in the heavenly
community; included in this eternal life also are the fulfillments of human
desires for bodily immortality without sickness and pain, for knewledge of
truth, for joy, for peace, and so on. No merely human act would be propor-
tionate to the attainment of this full human good, slthough the human-divine
act of Christ--that act which inizuded his tffe;fpassion, death, and resur-
: abo&

rection--is sufficient to pevedd

f men's full Jesmen
good., Our own acts, insofar as they are united with and incorporated into
this act of Christ)also contribute something to this finel end. But we can-
not directly determine the morslity of our scts by their relationship to this
ultimate end, since their relstionship to it remains to a great extent

hidden from us in the mystery of grace and iesbisc=mpmbees of the Kingdom.
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For this reason, fundamentslly, we cannot judge the rightness of
our acts by the velue--good and bad--of their consequences., We must instead
maintain an openness to the full human good. The various pre-morsl goods
such as lifé, joy and culture are ends in themselves in the sense that we know
no higher good by which we can specify our acts. ﬂégZii;S;sf goods are
many and incommensurable, We know that esch of them somehow contributes to
our participation in the full human good, but we do not see precisely how it
does so. This being the case, we may and ought to do what we can to pursue,
foster, and share such human goods. But we may not act directly against
any one of them.

If we do act directly against any of the goods which is intrinsic
to the human person and which is ultimate (as a principle of specification),
we do soO because we treat one of the other goods or that same good in some
other instance as absolutely superior. In other words, wr turn our action
against one of these goods only by disregarding the unique, irreducible and
incommensurable way in which it contributes to our participation in full
human good§ we treat that for which we do acf;(the "justifying value" which
we asppeal td;‘as if it were itself the full human good. e
the weighing and proportioning that Father Fuchs proposes reslly implies
thst we have access to the common denominator of all goods-~divine goodness,
To the extent that we try to act in the menner he suggests, we do not really
weigh and proportion; we make an idol out of the good we intend. Even if
we wish these good consequences to justify subordination of the other
human good only in one case, still in that case we have treated the good we
intend as if it comprehended the value of the good we act against. But
the intended good does not comprehend the goodness of the violated onej;
only the full good of man, which is in God, includes both. The method

o
of moral reasoﬂ Father Fuchs proposes, therefore, is precisely a method of
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rationalizing sin, It is a method of setting up what we intend(;ndqiretendlhj

+ 1o be
;s’fﬁéﬂé;eatest good to be obtained in a concrete situatioq)as a false god,

The alternative, then, is that we refrain from acting against

»
any of the goods intrinsic to the persorb!whzchdt ultimate%s £ principles
i 0ods such as
of specification{l. To refrain from actingagainstYthe good of human life
them

is not to make an idol of #%. These goods are the basic principles which
make meaningful, free humen acts possible, We must avoid undercutting
thse principles; their unfolding constitutes human cultural evolution to
the extent that this evolution is a creative development which can con-
tribute something to the restoration of all things to the Father, through:
and with and in Christ.

This is why we can say, at least,Adirect killing of the innocent
is wrong, To say this is by no mesns to provide 2 complete ethics or morad

'd;e 070 )L(;e-

theology for the guidance of action relative to #hés valuea One must salso
say: Feed the hungry, give drink to the thirsty, cloth the naked, and so
on. This positive side never can be formulated in mors1l norms that hold
always, everywhere, for everyone, regardless of circumstances and intentions.
But if the negative norm is not accepted, there is no room for creative
development, If I have killed the innocent, then no one can feed his hunger,

SormeozE
give drink to his thirst, or even cloth his nakedness. At best, 4&®¥y can
cloth his corpse—and give it a Christian burial, praying for his soul and
for 836333&6$0$$$$&$@Z@39@3338&333933&& him whose hand spilled this innocent
blood.

Thus there must be universal negative moral norms. To deny that
there are such norms is to assert either that we have access to the ultimate
principle of goodness--which in practice we do not--or it is to assert that
the goods intrinsic to the person which are the ultimate principles of
specification for our acts are not really irreducible aspects of man's

personal value, which is his naturel zre=smpeswwin@®E porticipation in divinity,
R R 0. © L2 e v .

L -
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What I have been arguing might become clearer if we consider it
in a restricted case. Marital love is a good intrinsic to the persons of
man and wife in their unity. This good is not merely a means to some further

ends; unlike an sutgmobile or gt%l?e of medicine, marital love is an ultimate

-~ -

principle of specification)Tor acts of’married life., Beyond maritsl love

lies only the ultimate and full humsn good--the heavenly community in

which Christ is united with his Church, of which marw@@@e itself

sqcrament.

The meaning of the good of marital love is not exhausted by our
present understanding of it., Every couple who trmly love one another grow
constantly in their understanding of their love; as they do so, thaylook
back with a realization of how little they understood at earlier stages.,
Some of this growth of understanding certainly can be communigated from
age to age. Thus our understanding of the demands of marital love grows.
It would be a mistake to think that a husband and wife today have no more
responsibflity to and for eech other than did man and wife in 0ld Testament
times,

Precisely for the sake of this growth, we must not attempt to
delimit maritsl love positively. To say, once and for sll, what maritsl
love is and must be, would be to kill it, Yet, if man and wife do not
have some way of understanding msritsl love, they cennot pursue and foster
it. The solution is simple: marital léve is "defined" negatively, in terms

of exclusive and permanent rights, mutuelly given and received, to madital

acts. Thus the negative, universal norms which exclude divorce (with

remerriage) and edultery fvg/meChbsdaup precisely B maintsin the openness

which is necessary for the constant growth in marital love,
If a married person thinks that some good outweighs his obligation

to marital love and thus justified divorce or adultery, he is assuming that
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the justifyinf good is definitely greater than the good which is subordinated
On the ore Iﬂan P wad
C““tﬁ’i???jfﬁfg—gggahption meand/ WM that one can calculate the value of
maritel love, and it is of only a certain, precise, finite value, If so,
one must know what marital love in its positive reality is; one must ignore
as irrelevant the irreducible and unmeasurable value of marital love, v :is

This irreducible and ﬁgﬁeasurable value is clear, for marital love is a

Sh=éo=a=lumen sacrament of mankind's participation in divine life, and it

on The other Laﬁé ,
is an aspect of the reality of which it is sacrament, Og the assumption

that the good which justifies divorce or sdultery is definitely greater than
marital love must mean that this justifying good is large enough to
comprehend the totel vealue of maritsl love, Only the divine goodness itself
7A i were
is so grest a good. To treat any good which can specify sn act g?T%ﬁE—_~’~—d
divine goodness itself is #dolétry. For the Christisn, therefore, divorce
and adultery not merely violate maritsl love; they are 2lso sins--instances

of treating the finite good as if it were dimine goodness itself, Moreover,

sacrame T,

inasmuch &s marital love is a ==

IS g o E i S

sins against it also are sins

against Christ and the Church, sins against holiness itself,

Unfortunately, moral theologians and canonists in the past have
tallled too much as if the issue at stake in the universal exclusion of
divorce and adultery were merely a matter of preserving "the boud" or
keeping sexual behavior within the boundaries of‘legal constraint, Many cer-
tainly knew better, and the justification oéiégzghical language is its
brevity and precision, But technical language also can be misleading for
those who have forgotten the underlying realities. What is at stake is an

irreducible and incommensurable aspect of human goody; of the life of the

couple themselves as persons who share in divine life, of the reality of

Christ's unity with his Church, and of the possible unfolding of this



29

reality--marital love--until in the heavenly community it converges with
81l other human goods in the ultimate fullness of eternal life,

This brings us to the third point of our consideration of Father
Fuchs' paper. While his position excludes universally valid norms
theoretically, he maintains thet prectigefZl such norms havg4value on
several grounds.

First, they point to values and non-values in the pré@oral sense,
Second, there are some norms stated as universals "to which we cannot conceive
any kind of exception; e.g., cruel treatment of a child which is of no
benefit to the child." Third, norms which respond to a particular human
and social condition can be stated as universals although they hold only
in general--that is, they admit of exceptions, Fourth, norms stated as
universals can serve as reference points for a thorough examination 8f the
extent to which & universal norm is inappliceble in a particular case for
which it was not intended, or no longer fits the conditions of contemporary
society (pp. 450-451).

In response to the first of these points, it is clear that if
Father Fuchs' theory were correct, the proper way of cslling attention to
pré@oral goods and evils would be simply by celling attention to them and
indicating precisely what they are, In other words, if the value of the
precept, "No one should ever kill an innocent person," is simply thst it
calls attention to the pré@oral value of human life, it would be much better
simply to say: "Human life is a very-eoéléé;;;;ie-good." To propose the
false precept is only to confuse and mislead, and since it is not necessary
to confuse and mislead, there seems to be no justification for it.

In regard to the second point, I em afraid Father Fuchs' imagina-
tion is simply weak if he cannot imagine a situational exception to the

norm he states., If one can justify killing the innocent, one surely should
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be able to justify torturing an innocent child to death., I shall come back

to this point shortly. .
r266¢] notms bovmulafed as urc veesals
In regard to his third point--that sies=answer to given condi-

tions but hold only generally, not without exception--Father Fuchs seems to
me not to realize the impact of the theory he has proposed., If there are

no universal moral norms, stating some general rules as if they were really
universal can only be misleading, If the # pluralism of culture is to be
taken seriously, we must realize that no norm will fit any larger group

than that which agreef in holding it. To consider such norms valid for such
groups is to confirm insularity and to invite a relativism which ultimately
reaches the level of the individusly at this point there remains no semblance
of moral objectivity., Moreover, inasmuch as Father Fuchs himself regerds

any norm short of the final judgment of conscience as abstract, even genersal
norms seem superfluous, for the resl weighing and balancing and proportioning
of everything involved must come at the end; otherwise, one is simply assum-
ing something without checking it out, and no such assumption can be justi-
fied,

A similsr criticism must be mede of Father Fuchs! fourth point:
that universal more norms cen serve as a fixed point for a thorough inves-
tigation. A false principle is of help only to the extent that inasmuch as
one knows a priori--as Father Fuchs claims one can know a priori in regard

to any universal moral norm--that it is false, one can look somewhere else.

But the investigation cannot hope to arrive at a true moral norm unless it
reaches the concrete particular with all of its circumstances,
In general, I do not think that Father Fuchs has realized that

in embracing an ethical theory which determines the rightness of particular
ACnera

acts by their consequences, he has made al 4moral norms irrelevant., Despite

the theory he has proposed, I suspect Eather Fuchs feels he can leave
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standing traditional moral teschings to which he does not see any objection.
The difficulty is that the consequentialist methodology simply removes the
foundation from under all traditional morality, tesed, as it was, on an
insight into the irreducibility and incommensurability of the fundamental
goods which constitute the human person.

To return to the cese of torturing an innocent child to death.
Let us imagine a situation in which a terrorist group, which has as its
slogan the readiness of members to die for the sake of gaining a better
life for their whildren, is engaging in exfgﬁely disruptive terrorist
activities. The terrorists keep planting bombs, which kill many innocent
persons, including many children., The irony of the terroristsf sttachment
to their own children and their disregard ¢f the lives of the children they
are killing is not lost on the population, which insistently demands effec-
tive action to end the bombings., Might we not imagine a frustrated govern-
ment issuing a degree informing the terrorists that the population at large
is as much attached to its children as the terrorists are to theirs, that
the bombing must stop, and that if it does not, any terrorist who is cap-

OF e amb;i—.g b whith childres qre R lled
tured and fonvictedynot only will be put to death, but he also will bve

oondemned(jg/?I;gzzﬁatch his own children being tortured to death, Such a
decree might be effective--who know? It could save many innocent liveg--
who knows? One thing we do know: terrorism really occurs, children ere
killed in the course of terrorist attacks, and children often have become
victims in counter-insurgency operations--for example, in Vietnam.

Of course, I do not think thet the argument proposed in favor of
torturing innocent children to death is a good argument, It is merely as
plausible as any consequentialist argument is likely to be. Since the
consequentialist methodology proves nothing, it can rationalize anything.

One could object that the killing of the terrorist's children could
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backfire, that it could have very bad consequences in the long run., One

could also argue that the long run consequences would be good. Some "evidence"
can be gathered to support either ‘conclusion.' In fact, neither position is

o /6/)»7 ce L’ﬂ“ 1'

a conclusionj both positions are taken in virtue of one's prior sewse=es-

what is right. The weighing and balancing really is impossible; therefore,

no one ever really does it., At the same time, within a consequentialist
fremework, no conclusion can be proved false, because there nowhere exists

any scale for checking the consequentialist's assertion’ as to what outweighs

what,

Fo i a f
e lt is not difficult to m&% numerous universal moral norms

which few consequentialists would wish to say admit of exceptions in practice.

For example, consider the following, No government ought to try to kill
every atheist within its jurisdiction., No one ought to force a sim-year-old
child to engage in sodomisic intercourse. No one ought to capture human
persons, transport them across the seas, and sell them at auction. No one
should push the buttons to initiste an a2ll-out nuclear war, No morsl
theologian or philosopher should publish an esrticle in which he asserts to
be true statements which he firmly believes to be false. No priest shouid
require those who are too poor to contribute anything in the offertory col-
lection to stand outside the Ghurch's doors end windows to hear Mass, No
one who has a plentiful supply of water should refuse to give a glass of it
to a pesceable, non-threatening and thirsty traveler who politely asks for
e drink, No one should destroy an artistic masterpiece to get publscity
for his own art works., No one ought to punish a child for stealing cookies
from the cookie jar by dipping the child's hand in boiling water., No pro-
fessor should give permanent grades to students in proportion to his affec-

tion for end dislike of them, disregarding their performance in the course
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and examinations., No one should grab a baby by its feet and bash its brains
out by hitting its head repeatedly sgainst a stone wall. No one seiling

a certain commodity should charge a higher price to customers desperately
in need of it than to customers whose need is less. No government ought

to require poor people to submit to sterilization as a condition for con=-
tinuing to receive the benefits of govermment programs generally awailable

to all citizens., No gang of youngsters should make a game of seeing which

member can deflate the most tires of automobiles parked in public lots with-
out getting caught by the police, No one should castrate choir boys to keep
their voices from changing,.

The foregoing exesmples include some limitations of certain tradi-
tional, more genersl prohibitions. Yet the resulting prohibitions are still
universal; they apply to all the instances of m of ceses,
These examples also include some mention of circumstances and purposes, but
the actions described are still such that they could be recognized without
value judgments; for example, the prohibition of forcing six-year-old chil-
dren to engage in sodomitic intercourse does not include the qualification
"unchastely" or "unjustly" or "except in the way in which Christ would do it."
Such qualifications are unnecessary, since the act is intrinsically evil,

dry Further
regardless of Jecircumstgnces and intentions,
 aastnd

Rather FuchQ,would grant that such moral norms are practically
to be taken as universal, but he would maintai n that exceptions cannot be
ruled out. We simply cannot think of the circumstances and intentions which
would Jjustify the exception, I consider these examples to indicate that
there are fundamental human goods which we do recognize as principles
which should not be directly attacked. We would not wish to think of excep-
tions. Still, if one accepts consequentialism and is sufficiently imagina-

tive, it-wed§§=%e possible to imagine some sort of plausible argument for
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allowing an act of each of these kinds in some circumstsnces with the appro-
priate good intention, After all, some of these acts have been done by
upstending persons who surely considered themselves to be acting in good

1
conscience.

The remainder of this article will be devoted to the theologicel
framework which Father Fuchs presents for his essay in the rejection of
univeral moral norms, He presents this framework in a few scattered para-
graphs at the beginning of his article., There he also discusses the ques-
tion of universal moral norms supposedly found in scripture, in the teaching
of the Church, and in natursl law, In the following treatment of the theo-
logical topics, I shall first summarize Father Fuchs' basic theological
position, second I shall criticize that position, and third I shall criticize
some of the more important statements Father Fuchs makes in his consideration
of the various supposed loci of universal moral norms.

Father Fuchs begins his article with the following statements:

Christ's mission was not to establish a new moral order, new

moral laws., Nor was it His primary intent to teach a moral doc=-
trine corresponding to creation., The significence of His coming
was rather to redeem sinful mankind, to transform him interiorly
by grace, to make him one who believes and loves (p. 415).
A few peges later, in setting forth hermeneutic principles for interpreting
the moral teaching of the New Testament, Father Fuchs begins by asserting:
"Holy Seriptur~ wes never meant to be a handbook on morality; consequently
it may not be so used" (p. 418). Agein, after concluding that St. Paul
does not teach morsl norms &s thesis-~a point to which we shall return--

Father Fuchs saystagtthe Church addresses herself thematically and dogmatically

to moral questions., He then asks and answers a key question:






































































































































































































































































































