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In hıs research, erner olbert 1S dealıng wıth SOINC of the MOST basıc 1SSUEeS
wıthın MOra philosophy and Chrıistian ethics. He has written important 00
philosophica theorI1es, OIC the principle of human dıgnity and ONC Arzu-

for and agaınst utilıtarianısm. He has made MOStT interesting study the
prohıbition of 1ng, and he has treated fundamental problems moral eol-
O Ove all he has wriıtten the role of the Christian ethics and the
interpretation of moral statements 1DI1Ca

In hıs dissertatiıon MOra eachıng the First of Corinthians, chapter 7’
erner olbert discusses S MOra theology learn irom the and
NOWw moral sStatements 1DI1Ca be interpreted. He makes important
dıstinction between “exhortations ”, j{& recommend us do what already
know 1S rıght, and “normative ethics”, hıch develop crıter1a for rıght aCHON.
Since IHALLYy 1DI1Ca contaın exhortations, and NOL normatıve ethica AI gU-

ıt might be contested 11 Christian eth1ics g1ve ally partiıcular contribution
the Content of normatıve ethics .}

sımılar roblem 15 ea wıth Dy Werner Wolbert hıs rather 1CW book
Was sollen WIr tun? Thıs book 15 also study ethical hermeneutics of Bıb-

1Ca and ıt ra1ises the 1ISSuUEe of the authorıty of the dS SOUTCEC

Christian ethics. erner olbert evelops the thesıs that 1DI1Ca dIC

hortations do what kKNOW 1S rıght, and he g1ves thorough interpretation of
the golden rule, the love commandment, and moral eachıng the Sermon
the Mount One particular roblem CONCETJNS the relatıonshıp between these
and theory of natural law moral theology. Cccording thıs theory humans
gel MOra insight by usıng theır 1CaSONN But what 1S the relationshıp between thıs
insiıght and the of moral insıght gıven DYy 1D11Ca. texts?“

In thıs wıll discuss three dıfferent models of Christian ethıcs. One of
them 15 closely elated theory of natural law Thıs posIition claıms that dC-
tion 1S rg 1f It 1s aCcCordance wıth uman Every PCISON 1S capable
gel MOra iNnsS1g Dy rational consıderations, independent of the dıvine revelatıon

hrıs Ihus there AIC moral cCOonvictions which AIC unıversal and
Justified independent of 1DI1Ca.

olbert, Werner, ische Argumentation und Paränese In Kor E Düsseldorf 1981,
18f and 54{ff.
olbert, Werner, Was sollen WIT tun? Bıbliısche Weıisung und thische Reflexion, Frei-
burg C  reiburg Br 2005, 441
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Thıs position 1Ss oday questioned Dy perspectives ethics developed wıthın
postmodern reflection. Postmodernity 1S challenge ethica theories wıthın hu-
manısm and enlıghtenment phılosophy, but ıt 1S alsSo challenge towards the the-
U: of natura| 1aWwW Reason 15 longer elleve| be adequate basıs for
moral considerations, and CVCILIY of ethical unıversalısm 1S rejected. 'ost-
modernıty questions all ideas ADOU! moral truths, A well dS the idea that there 1S

specıfic human IC 15 the basıs for moralıty
In thıs PUITDOSC 1S discuss HNOW Christian ethıics should relate

these challenges from postmodern reflection. Thıs 1LICAalls that also all discuss
how Christian ethıics Ooday should relate the classıcal COTY of natura law
Should S{1 ma1mntaın that uman nature 15 the basıs for moralıty and Aarguc
that CVCLY human being Dy her 1CASOIN Call understand what 1$ rıght and 200| Or
do eed oday ethica posıtion beyond LTeCAason and uman nature? Should

ST{1L defend the kınd of MOra realısm and ethıca unıversalısm which AIcC

of theory of natural law? Or should acCcept the of ethical contructivism
and the kınd of ethica: contextualısm hıch AIC eiende: wıthın postmodern
philosophy” ou ethiıca contextualısm ımply ethıcal relatıvism which 1s dıf-
ficult accept?

Thıs 1LLICANS wıll primarıly deal wıth [WO basıc problems
One 1S what of argument Cal be gıiven Justify moral Judgements and S
AIC the OUTCECS moral insıght. Is moral INns1g primarıly ase' uDON 1C4SOIl

and ratiıonal considerations” Ihe second roblem 15 f there AICcC ally unıversal
crıter1a for rational Justification of moral belıefs, 1C AIC independent of dıf-
ferent ultural and soclal How cshould Christian eth1ics today relate
theCbetween ethıcal contextualısm and ethıica) unıversalısm?

Natural Law In Chrıistian Ethics

One of the MOST influential ethıcal models wıthın Christian tradıtion 1S the theory
of the natural law Thıs theory 15 developed Dy Augustine and rımarıly by Aquı-
1Nas, but it 15 18{011 only part of thomistıc moral theology. natural law MO 1S
of ımportance Christian ethics today, and ıt has obvious similarities wıth
ethıica theories wıthın estern humanısm. One basıc idea 1S that actiıon 1S
rıght ıf it 15 aCcCCordance wıth human nature Another ONC 15 that uman nature
15 characterized by rationalıty, hıch LLICANS that AICc oblıged ACt ‚OI -

dance wıth 1CasSsOl In her analysıs of the theory of natural law scholastıc the-
ology, Jean Porter wriıtes:

AT the SaIinle tiıme, ratiıonalıty 15 consıdered the human characteristic Dar excel-
lence. hıs fıts ell wıth the understandıng of nature equlvalent the essential
PTrOpCI characterIistics of specıfic kınd of eing; ıf the natural law 1$ understood
expression of the princıiples of actıon intrinsıc g1ven kınd of na)  T'  q then ıt makes



193(’hrıstian 1CS Beyond Humanısm

Sa Y that the properly uman expression of the natural 1aw involves acting In d -

cordance ıth TCcason, because the charaeterIistic expression of human 1S aCT in
accordance wıth ICasSOIl3

Ihe simılarıties between the theory of natural law and ethics wıthın humanısm
AIcC quite obvıiıous the ethıcal MoOode developed by the German mora theolog1an
TUNO Chuller In hıs book OLLY Human Here he o1ves MOst ımportant inter-
pretation of the theory of natural law One basıc idea wıthın thıs theory 1S that
the divine revelatıon hrıs 1s NOL prerequısıte for mora InsS1g) Every hu-

being 15 capable understand what 1S ng and g00d Dy usıng her practical
1CasSsonNnN Ccording thıs posıtion, ethics 158 ASel FEASON, all
which be gıven Justify moral Jjudgements dAdIC ase: UDON human exper1-

and ratiıonal cCONs1derati1ons. ora CONceptions be Justified independent
of the divine revelatıon hrıs

Cchuller wrIıtes the Chrıstian PCTISON kNOW the requırement of
moralıty the Sa1Llle WdYy CVCIY human being does, namely 0Ug her COMN-

Clence natural 1CasonN ven those moral imperatıves hıich aATICc expressed DYy
15 hıs teachıng dIC principle poss1ble understand Dy natural 1C4SON

Every human being has CONsCIlence, hıch makes it possible for her kNnOw
what 15 g00d and evıl, independent of the Christian message.“

In hıs book, CNuller that the cContent of Christian ethics 1s WdYy
dıfferent from the Content of ethıca models other tradıt10ons. He embraces
what Call dentity eory, accordıng hıch the Content of Christian
ethics 1s possible aCCept independent of the ultural and rel1g10us tradıtiıon
which belong. There 1s un1que Christian contrıbution the Content of
normatıve ethıcs. The question concerning what 1S rıg and x00d 1S purely
phılosophica 1SSUE, HS Christian tradıtıon does NOL g1ve Aally particular
contrıbution.

However, accordıng CANulier the divine revelatıon hrıs o1ves
contriıbution moralıty of dıfferent kınd o1ves us Strong recommendatıon

do what already know 1S rıght. In the New Testament there dIC everal 1M-
peratıves, which ell us do what 1s g00d, and the act1on of (G0d 1S often I‘_

garded be mMode for OUT aCt10N. ese imperatiıves do NOoTL g1ve us anıYy 1ICW

mora insıght, but they dIC “exhortations”, 1C INCAaNs they urge us do
what 1S rıght One such Chriıstian exhortatiıon 1s the recommendatıon lıve In
the imitation of hrıs God’s aCctT hrıs 1S model for OUT actıon, and thıs

the storl1es about hrıs g1ve recommendation promote what 15

ST Jean, Natural and Dıvine Law Reclaıming the Tradıtion for Chrıstian Ethics,
Grand ‚p1ds 1999,
chüller, Bruno, OLLY Human. Essays the COTY and Language of oralıty, Dub-
lın 1986,
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200d TIhus, Christian faıth o1ves motivation aCT according what al-
ready kNOW 15 right.”

What, then, 1S the crıterion for what 1S 200d and right? TUNO CANuller
delıvers crıtique of deontological interpretation of the theory of natural law
ccordıng roblem wıth deontological rule ethics 1s that ıt solve
the conflıcts between dıfferent rules, when they o1ve dıfferent recommendatıons
for human act10ns. Instead, the love cCommandment, which 1S the basıc LOTIN

the natural laW, should be interpreted d teleologıcal principle. ccording
thıs princıple it 15 OUT duty promote what 15 g00d for all human beings.®

What, then, Call be regarde be g00d for human beings? ccordıng
CNuller what 1S g00d 1s the truly human Ihe human ıfe 1S the crıterion fOor what
1s 900d ın iıtself. Ihe terms “morally d” and “human  27 dIC SYNONYINOUS,
1C INCAanNns that truly uman act1on 1S morally g00d aCt10N. ccording
thıs theory human nature 15 NOTIN for moralıty the that actıon 1S
rıght 1f ıt truly human lıfe Thus, the term “human  27 alsSO be
derstood d term hıch CXPICSSCS obligation.’ CHAuller wriıtes:

foregoing reflections should make It clear that eed interpret the phrase »hu-
Ian being« strictly oblıgatiıon NaMeC, hat »{ be human« »havıng ne  s
destiny and vocatıon In moral goodness«, which makes it self-evıdent why erm!: 1ke
»morally go(_)d« and »human« aAIiCc SYHNONYINOUS, ıke »morTally bad« and »Inhuman«”.

The theory of natural law embraces accordıng Chuller partıcular value the-
O Thıs 15 Cog2NIilLVviIsSmM, accordıng 1C. value Judgements arec either iIrue
alse ora Judgements ATCc NOoTt only EXPreSSIONS of emotlions OT recommenda-
t10NS; they AIC propositions 16 ave value. This alsSO
ave accept moral realısm, accordıng 1IC Mora values have objec-
t1ve existence, independent of uman CONSCIOUSNESS. (G00dness has inherent
ontologica Status, accordıng ChHhuller Every human being understand
what 1S g00d Dy usıng her practical rCasON, but values AIiIcC NOTL constructed by
humans

What of ratiıonal be given order Justify moral
convıctions? Ihe theory of natural law, which 1S eiende: Dy TUNO chüller, 15
ombined wıth thıcal universalısm. ccording thıs position, there AICc

moral CONVICHONS which d1iC for dıfferent tradıtions and ultural CON-

ere dIC aft least SOMNC moral principles and values1 dIC unıversal,
the SCI1ISC they dIiIC accepted by all humans, independent of the
1C. they belong.

chüller, holly Human ZIE 24f and 29f.
er; Bruno, Die Begründing sıttlıcher Urteile ypen ethischer Argumentatıon in
der Moraltheologie, Düsseldorf 1987, 202f, 206f and 208f.

Schüller, holly Human 107f and
Schüller, holly Human 114
er, ONLY Human 184, R 8Off and O1f{ff.
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thica universalısm a1sSO embraces epistemological position, 1C
maıntaıns all humans Call Justify moral CONVICtIONS Dy the Samle kınd of La-

t1onal considerations. 1 possible and desirable o1ve arguments for the Just1-
ficatıon of moral CONvıict1ons which Can be accepted Dy all humans, independent
of ultural ccording the theory of natural laW, there 1S unıversal
uman nature IC 15 the 19(0)000| for moralıty, and all humans Cal understand
S truly human ıfe 1S, Dy usıng theır practical I1CaSONN Thıs thıs
theory does NOL accept epistemological relatıviısm, hıch CVEIY
ultural CONnNtexTt has Its OW understandıng of moral rationalıty.

Postmodern Crıtique of Humanısm

ere dICc Obvı1o0us simılarıties between the theory of natural law and ethıcal mod-
els developed wıthın Western Humanısm. Ethics humanısm 1S Ooday closely
elated enlightenment phılosophy, wıth ıts Stırong belıef uman rationalıty.
Thıs 1S iIrue for Kantıan ethics, where ethics 15 regarde be autOoNnNOMOUS a_

t1vity wıthın the lımıts of PDUIC TeCAaSON. Thıs 1Ss also iIrue fOor utiılıtarıanısm, 16
efends normatıve theory ase!ı ratiıonal cons1iderations wıth StıTroNg unıver-
salıstıc claıms. ven if there AI dıfferences between these theor1es, they rest

UDOI SOMNC ideas.
One of these 1S that moralıty 1S AUTONOMOUS 1S rg and x00d 1s 1‘_

sult of human wıll and human dec1s10n. Thıs INCAanls that the dec1sıon what 1S
rıght and 200d 1S NOTL taken Dy anYy MOra authorıity above the humans ccordıng

humanısm, CVCIY human being 1S$ autonOmMOoOus the SCIISC che ec1ıdes
herself S  D moral princıples and rules che has follow Since che 15 ratıonal
being wıth free wiıll che nNOot be overned DYy aNnyONC else moral issues. !!

econdly, umanısm has SırONg belhef uman rCasOIN, also the dICa of
moralıty 1CS 15 ase| ICaSON, 11INCalls that CVCILY human eing Cal gel
MOra insıght by ratıonal consıderations. ccording humanısm, moral Judge-

Justified Dy ratıonal CaSsONS, which Call be accepted DYy all human
eings Thıs 15 the posıtion of Kant, when he writes that act1on 15 rg OT

NOTL depends uponNn the ratiıonal princıple hıch the wiıll Pure ratıonal
Cons1iderations AIC the basıs for vallı ethical rule Thıs 15 also the position of
John awls, when he evelops hıs contractarian theory moral princıple 1S

Grenholm, Carl-Henric, 'om humanısmen. Fn studıe krısten etik, olm 2003,
ST

11 ( Grenholm, Bortom humanısmen 41f. C Beauchamp, 10om, 5 Phılosophical
1CS, New ork 1991, 180OTf.
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Justified f it 1s chosen Dy free PCISONJNS ratiıonal choıice under the veıl of 12NO-

Thirdly, ethics humanısm often defends principle of uman 12N1
ccording thıs principle CVEIY human being has value herself, and all
humans have equal value Thıs INCAans humans should always be treated
A ends, only dAS L1CcCalnls Ihe argument favour of thıs princıple 1S that
share human nNature ccordıng Kant AIiIcC all rational eInNgs
wıth free will and therefore should Ways umanı ourselves and

CVECLIY other uman being NOL only dS INCAanls but always a1sSO A end .}
Ethics humanısm 1S anthropocentric. maımntalns that what 1S g00d 1

self 15 what 1S g00d for human beings. Only experlences and relatiıonships be-
LWeen humans have Intrınsıc value In classıcal humanısm the er1ıter10n for what
1s g00d 1s uman nature, which often INCcAanls that iIrue human 1fe 1S regarde
be the happıness cshould str1ve for Ora g00dNeSS 1S realıse UT poss1bili-
t1es dS human beings. “

Finally, humanısm pıcally efends ethical unıversalısm. ccording
humanısm, there AIC mora CONVICtIONS hıich ATr for all humans
least SOINC values and moral princıples dIiC accepted Dy all human eings, inde-
endent of theır sOC1al and ultural CONTLexXTt Humanısm also maımntaıins that there
dAdIiC crıter1a for ethıca) rationalıty 1IC ATiIC unıversal. rejects epistemological
relatıvism, and AI gUCS that all umans Cal Justify moral CONVICHONS DYy the Sa1lllc

kınd of ratıonal considerations. ?
As SCC, there AIC obvious simılarıtles between ethıics humanısm

and natural law MO Christian ethics. However, ethical theorıies hu-
manısm AIiIC 'Oday challenged by postmodern phılosophers. Postmodernt 15
critical modernıity, partıcularly ideas wıthıin enlıghtenment ph1loso-
phy delıvers crıtique agamnst MmModern phılosophy and 1beral tradıtion, NOL al
least agaınst Its rationalısm and belıef human LCASON. Postmoderni 1S
characterised by relatıvistic posIition, where the belıef ITCasSsOIN and absolute
truths 1S weak The only truths have ATie partıal, subjective, and individual.!®

1 Kant, Immanuel, Grundlegung ZUF Metaphysık der itten, nfte Auflage. Herausgege-
ben VOIl arl Vorländer, DiIie Phiılosophische Bıblıothek 41, Leıipzig 1920, and
Rawls, John, Iheory of Justice, Oxford 1976, 1E and

13 Kant, Immanuel, Grundlegung ZUT Metaphysık der en
C.-H Grenholm, 'om humanısm 40f.

15 C.-H Grenholm, Op.Clt., 54f. One example of such erıteri1o0n for ethical rationalıty,
1C| 1S regarded be unıversal, 15 the “princıple of unıversalızabılıty ”, 1C| 15 PIO-
posed Dy chard Hare In OTra Thinking. Its vels, Method and 'oint, (Oxford
1981, 21 and 108 CT Hare, chard M., Freedom and Reason, (Oxford 1963, 1ÖT, 30ff,
and 3°]{t. Another example 15 the “principle of consistence ”, 1C| 15 part of the eOrYy
of reflective equılıbrıum propose by John Rawls In eOTY of ustice, 20f and 48{171.

16 akelan« Paul, Postmodernity TYıstıan Identity In Fragmented Age, Miınneapolıs
1997, 1ff and 1 3{rt.
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Postmodern ethics 1S critique of perspect1ves moralıty wıthın MoOder-
nıty ‚y z2mun! auman ShOws In hıs book Postmodern ethics postmodernt
challenges the rationalısm and the unıversalısm which dIC of ıberal tradı-
t10n and ethics humanısm. Postmodern ethics ma1ımintaıns that there 1S LAd-

tional basıs fOor moralıty, and ethical unıversalısm 15 neıther possible 1101 desir-
able Thereby, postmodern ethics 1s C  enge NOL only humanısm but also
the theory of natural law wıthın Chrıistian ethics.*/

Fiırst, postmodern ethics mamintaılns there 1S ratiıonal basıs for mMoral-
ity Instead, moralıty 1s beyond 1C4ASON the that ıt 1S NOL 4SE!l anıYy
eneral principles, 1C. dIC ratiıonally Justified. Ccording auman there 15
moralıty postmodern culture, but ıt 15 NOL ase: uUDON ethıcal theory OQur
moral CONnceptions aIic NOL Justified Dy ratıonal cons1ıderations. Thıs I1NCAans that
moralıty postmodern culture 15 NOTL possible control and foresee. Moralıty

soclety wıthout foundatiıons be asel| uDON ethics.'®
econdly, postmodern ethıics maımntaıns that have lıve wıthout mora

principles and ethıca rules. Postmoderni 1S characterised Dy moralıty wıthout
ethics. There ATIC ethıica: theorı1es, 16 Cal g1ve us guldance when face
mora emmas Thıs that the human PCISON creates her OW. values and
HNOTTINS postmodern culture She evelops moralıty, characterised by 1C-

sponsı1bılı for the Other PCISON, 1C 1S independent of ethical theorI1es. Thıs
responsıbıilı 1s experlienced in relationshıp wıth the er but there
15 ethical guldance the 1lemmas face human relationships. We ave

aCCEDL moral insecurity. ”
Thırdly, postmodernı delıvers critique of the idea that there 1S pecıfic

human nature, which 15 the basıs of moralıty ere 1Ss human 1a-

ture, but the uman being be regarde be socC1al construction. Thıs
INCans that moral subjectivity 1S orme: wıthın partıcular socı1al and ultural

The human PCISON 1S NOoL isolated INnd1ıvy1Cua PCISON but sıtuated
self, ependent partıcular culture and soclal posıition. TherefTfore,
human nature be the er1ıter1on for S 1s rg and g00d.““

oUu  y, postmodern ethıcs contaıns critique of the mora realısm 16
often 1S ombıned wıth the theory of the natural law Postmodern phılosophers
maımntaın NOL only human nNature but also moral values aAIc soc1ally COMN-

tructed Thıs INCcans that they defend thical CONSIruCHVISM, accordıng
which values do NOoTt exIist independent of the human Values dIiIC created Dy
humans, soc1ally constructed wıthın partıcular ultural Thıs position 1S

Bauman, Zygmunt, Postmodern etik, Ööteborg 1995, 13ff, 84f and 8T7T.
Bauman, Zygmunt, Skärvor och fragment. Essäer postmodern moral, Ööteborg 1997,

(1 Bauman, Zygmunt, Ostmodern etik 19f, JT and
Bauman, Ostmodern etik 4371.

Henrıiksen, an-Olav, Grobunn fOor moral. (Im moralsk subjekt postmodern
kKultur, Kristiansan« 1997, I3 EFA and
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ombıined wıth epistemological relatıviısm, accordıng which moral CONVIC-
t10NSs Call be Justified only wıthın the 1C they ave been COIMN-

structed “}
INnally, postmodern1ı IS ecrıtical agaınst ethical unıversalısm. ccording

pOosS  odern phiılosophers ATE 1ving wıthın pluralıstic soclety wıth COIMN-

111OI moralıty ere dIC dıfferent moral CONVICtHONS wıthın dıfferent tradıtions
and ultural ere ATiIC also dıfferent 1deas about the WaYyS 16
MOra CONVICtI1ONS Cal be Justified. Every CONTLEXT and CVCILY tradıtion has ıts OW)

crıter1a for ethiıca rationalıty. Thiıs INCAanls have aCcept ethıca plu-
ralısm wıthout anıYy moral consensus .“*

0S  Odern ethıics efends thical contextualısm, 1C maımntaıns that
there dIC eren! moral CONVICtHONS dıfferent sOcC1al and ultural
Every human being 15 part of partıcular CONTLEeXT wıth ıts OW: moralıty and ıts
( W understandıngz of ethica rationalıty. Thıs position 1s relatıvıistic [WO 1C-

15 descriptive relatıvısm, accordıng 16 there 15 moral COIl-

OUT plural soclety. 1s also epistemological relatıviısm, according
hıch CVCIY CONTtEeXT has its OW: conception of what kind of argumen(ts be
g1ven Justify moral convictions .“

Ethics eyon Reason

We have SCCI1 that postmodern ethics 15 challenge ethıcal theories wıthın hu-
manısm and a1sSO the theory of natural 1awW wıthın Christian ethics. Postmodern
ethics maımntaın that ICasSOIl 15 NOT adequate basıs for moralıty, and MOra val-
ucs AIC NOL ase'! uDON uman nNature Postmodernity 1S also elated

criıtique of moral realısm and alıYy kınd of ethical unıversalısm. How should
Chrıstian eth1ics relate these pOos  odern challenges” Thıs question implıes
ecrıtical evaluatıon of the theory of natural law Fırst, have ask ıf there dIiC

LTCaSONS malntaın that CVCIY uman being gel MOra insıght Dy purely 1d-

tiıonal consıderations. Should accept the postmodern critique of ethıics ase‘
upon reason?

ere AL in opınıon SIıTONS Casons agaınst the position that moral
Conceptions dIC only ase!| uDOoN rational cCons1iderations. Certamly there AIiIC r_

tional LCASONS which AIcC relevant moral discourse, C Can maımntaın that
reasonable moral Jjudgement be part of coherent SySstem of OpIn1ons.

Z An analysıs of postmodern non-realısm 1S gıven In Schweıker, Wıllıam, Power, Aalue
and Conviction. Theological 1CS In the 'oS!  ern Age, EVi  an hio0 1998, 28f£f,
581 and 62f.

2 Schweiker, Power, alue and Convıction 25f and 59ff.
23 Bauman, Ostmodern etik 19f, 531{1 and 8 1{ft. ( renholm, op.Clt., 18
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However, thıs 1S NOL enough. valı mora Judgement chall also COlINcCc1ı1de wıth
OUT MOra feelings and human experlences. In Chrıstian ethics, also have
take into consıderation the divine revelatıon hrıst, order Justify mora
elefs Ihe revelatıon hrıs o1ves perspectives S  Lar Mora eelıngs and
S  G human experlences d1iC relevant theory of Justification. INa Yy also g1ve
us deeper and 1CW perspect1ves moral ideals H> already t24

ere dIC above all objections the posıtion that ethics 1 ase.
1CASON alone One 1S ıtD. VIEW of human beings 1C. 1S O0
optimıstic. In Chrıstian tradıtion, humans dIC regarde be NOL only the image
of God but also sinners. ere aAIc dıfferent interpretations of human SIN, but

opınıon ıt INCAanNns nNOoL only that sometimes faıl do what know 1S rıg
do Human SIN also that sometimes ave lımıted understandıng? of

S  . 1S Z00d and rıght. JIherefore need the guldance of the divine revelatıon
order gel complete MOra INS1g

Ihe SeCOond objection 1S that moral COnceptions AT developed wıthın dıffer-
ent tradıtions and socC1al We ATIC always elated partiıcular ultural

and tradıt1ons when reflect UDON mora problems Thıs I1Calls that
OUT ethıca reflection 1s uenced DYy OUTr VIEW of hfe.; and Christian ethıcs 1Ss
closely elated the Content of Chrıistian faıth Ora reflection Chrıistian ira-
dıtıon 15 elated NOL only the doctrine of Creation but also Chrıistology and
eschatology. Thereby, the revelatıon hrıs wıll have SUOMNC ımpact OUT 1N-
terpretation of Christian ethics.

Ihe adıcal alternatıve ethıcs ase: upDON L1CAaSON 1S the posıtıon that ethics
1S asel UuDON revelatıon alone ccording thıs posıtion all ar guments 1C
Can be g1ven Justify moral Judgements dIC ase. uDON the revelatıon hrıs
Reason be used Order understand the Content of thıs revelatıon. HOow-
CVEI; independent of the Chrıstian revelatıon ıt 1s NOL possible Justify moral
elıefs Dy rat1ional cons1ıderations and human experlences. Thıs 1s the position
taken Dy the North American ethıicist Stanley Hauerwas.

Ccordiıng Hauerwas Christian ethıcs 1S dıfferent from ethıcal models
ıthın modern humanısm and ıberal MOra phılosophy. Christian ethics 1s virtue
ethıcs, IS us what human traıts of character dIC esirable does NOoTL
contaın an Yy moral princıples 1IC. gulde OUT act1ons, but conception the
virtues should develop Christian tradıtıon contaıins specıfic conception
virtues, 1 1s developed wıthın the church dAS SOC1al communıty. The Chris-

Grenholm, Carl-Henric, ”(jränser för et1S| ratiıonalıtet  A Artıcle ın JTage ed)
Ratıo es Studıa In honorem Hans lof vist, Abo 2001,
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t1an hurch ı15 Community of uman beings who develop virtues such d faıth,
hope and sacrıfıic1al love  25

Every tradıtion and SOC1al 15 characterised and held ogether by
10r1€eSs accordıng Hauerwas Ihıs 15 irue also for the Christian tradı-

105 and the SOC1al of the Church Ihe best WdY of talkıng about God
15 ell 1OTr1€eSs about the ıfe death and resurrecCctio: of EeSsSus ese for1es 1n_

Clude recommendatıon follow Jesus lıve hIs imıtatıon Thıs LI1CAalNls that
chould develop such traıts of character hıch ATIC ascrıbed EeSUuSs Vırtues

such dAS faıth hope and sacrıfıc1al love dIC desirable and should be-
COMIC PCTSONS who AT the HNARC of God

Ihıs ethıics accordıng Hauerwas 15 ase! entirely upon (J0d S

revelatıon Hrıs Ora INS1g IN only Dy the revelatıon hrıs' and
Dy membershıp the Chrıstian COMMUNITLY (G0d S revelatıon 15 manıfestation

human ıfe through certam historical such ASs the lıfe and death
of EeESsSus In order understand the 1Or1€eSs about EeSUus need usc OUT hu-
Ianl 1CAaSON However aCL10N hrıs and the 1OTr1€eS about Jesus dIiC PIC-
requısıles for moral insıght ese TOr1€es ADOU! Jesus ell us what traıts of char-

should develop
The that moral INS1g 15 only by the revelatıon Hrıs Can-

NOL be accepted ere ATC [WO CT10US object1ons thıs Fırst of
all 1{D VICW of human eINSS 1C 15 1878 pPESSIMISTIC In Chriıstian
tradıtion uman eIngs dIC regarde: be nNOoTt only but also created the
HNASC of God ere ATIC dıfferent ODHNONS what thıs but

interpretation humans d the IMALC of (0d AdIcC rational eINgSs wıth CapaCcıly
gel al least artıal moral INnsS1g) through ratıonal consıderations uman

does NOL 111Call that have completely lost thıs CapaCıLy
Secondly, the that ethıcs 15 A4SE| upon revelatıon alone 15 IC

combıne wıth mutual and rational dıalogue moral 15S5UC5 be-
tween humans wıth eren! of ıfe In understandıng, ethıcs d {1-
cal reflection moralıty 15 discourse hıchp such dialogue
However if only pPCTrSON who aCCEDIS 1st1an belıef (G0d Cal atta: moral
insıght such erıitical dıalogue 15 NOL possible ccordıing thıs ( ATSs-
an ethıics gels rather exclusıve character wıth lımıted relevance

Therefore WOU prefer thırd accordıng hıch ethics 15 AaSsel
uPpON both 1CASON and revelatıon I hıs INCAalls that SOMINC argumen(ts 16 be

Justify moral CONCEPLONS dIC ase UuDON human C  S and 1A-

25 Hauerwas Stanley, The Peaceable ingdom Primer Christian Ethics otre Dame
1986 20{ff and Hauerwas Stanley, ommunıty of (’haracter Toward Con-
structive Chrıstian Socılal Ethıic otre Dame 1981 113

Hauerwas Ihe Peaceabhle Kıngdom 2417f LD and 761
JE Hauerwas The Peaceable Kıngdom and
28 Grenholm om humanısmen 259
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t1onal considerations, whıiıle SUOLLIC arguments for the Justification of mora ehefs
ATC AaSEe. uUDONM the revelatıon hrıs Ihe Chrıstian revelatıon Cal g1ve I1CW

perspectives OUT MOra beliefs, but have mora insıghts hıch dIC ase!l
L1CAaSOI and independent of revelatıon hrıs

Thıs 1S posıtion taken Dy the Ameriıican eformed ethicıst James ustaf-
SU:  S In hıs important 00 Ethics Jrom Theocentric Perspective he
that ethics should nOot be anthropocentric but theocentrIic. Moralıty does NOL 0i
for the sake of humans alone, and NOL only humans have value in themselves.
In ethıcs firom theocentr1ic perspective the basıc ethıcal question 15 “ What 1S
G0d enabling and requırıng usSs be and do?” TOmM perspective the
human being 15 NOTL the of moralıty but part of greater community.

am 1S nNOoL only promote the appıness of humans, but promote the
g00d for the creation its totality.“

Ethics irom theocentric perspective delıvers crıtique agamnst both
utilıtariıanısm and Kantıan ethıcs. ese theor1es dIC regarde be O0 anthropo-
centric. However, Gustafson maımntaılns that Christian ethıics cshould SITIVEe for
dialogue wıth moral phılosophy and ethics dıfferent tradıtlons. theological

of Christian ethıcs should always be philosophical reflection. Ihus,
MOra insıght 1s g1ven NOL only Dy the divine revelatıon hrıst, but also Dy
perlences and rational cons1iderations. ere dIC four OUTCECS the CONTtent
Christian ethıcs: (1) the and the Christian tradıtion, (2) phılosophical theo-
rMmes and methods, (3) sclentific owledge of realıty, and (4) ordınary human
experlences. ese OUTCECS A equally ımportant, 1C. INCcCAanls that ethics 1S
ase. uUuDON both 1CAaSON and revelation. ”

In opınıon there AL Ur arguments favour of thıs posıtion. One 1S
that ıt 18 elated VICEW of humans hıch takes ser10usly both the possıbılities
of human being and her lımıts SIince all humans dIcC created 1ın the image of
God, have Capacıty understand what 1S rıght and by rational COIMN-
siderations. However, SInNCe all uman eings AIc sınners, often gel 1miıted
mora insıght, and therefore also need the guldance of the divıne revelatıon in
hris

Ihe second argument 15 ethics aSse!l uDON TCason and revelatıon takes
ser10usly both the particular character of Chrıistian ethıics and the necessity of
dialogue between dıfferent tradıt1ons. ccordıng thıs theory ethics 1S evel-
oped wıthin dıfferent tradıtions, and thıs INCalnls Christian ethıcs has ıts iden-
tıty ıts relationship the Content of Christian faıth However, thiıs does not

29 Gustafson, James M., Ethics from Iheocentric Perspective, Vol Iheology and Eth-
LCS, Chicago 1981, /76ff and 9If. us  son, James M., Ethics from Theocentric Pre-
spective, Vol HE Ethics and Iheology, Chicago (1984) 1992, and 41T1.
Gustafson, James M., Protestant and Roman Catholie Ethics Prospects TOor Rapproche-
MECNLT, Ndon 1979, 147f. J Gustafson, 1CS from 1Iheocentric Perspective, Vol
HE Ethics and Theology 14371.
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INcanll that it 1s impossı1ıble develop ratiıonal and crıtical dialogue moral 1S-
SUCS wıth other tradıti1ons. mutual dialogue and critique ACTOSS the orders of
tradıt1ons 1S possible.”

Modified Contextualism

Postmodern ethics 1S NOL only C  enge ethıics ase: upDoNn 1C4SON alone. SEeC-
ondly, it 15 a1sSO challenge MOra realısm and ethıcal universalısm. How
should evaluate thıs challenge? Are there LCASONS maıntaın that there AIcC

mMora. CONVvıct1ons and crıter1a for ethical rationalıty hıch AIC for dıf-
ferent tradıt1ons and socC1lal contexts? Or should aCCepL the ostmodern CY1-
t1que of ethica universalısm?

Christian ethics 1S often ombıined wıth efence of mora realısm, aCCOTd-
ıng hıch mora values have objective exıistence, independent of human
CONSCIOUSNESS. Ihe American ethicıst ıllıam cChweılker maintaılns that thıs po..
s1t1on 1S implıed Christian belıef God If G0d has created the WOTr.
cshould alsSO accept that values created Dy G0d and therefore reject postmod-

ethıcal constructivism. SsecCOonNd argument favour of moral realısm 1Ss that
there dIC values and LOTINS IC AIC for all sOc1letles. In all human
cultures there dIC SOMNC ideas about g00d human 1ıfe and basıc human
needs, e indicates there 15 objective moral reality.”“

In INY OpIn1ON, these arguments dIC NOL quıte CONVINCINZ. First of al ıt 15
NOoL regar moral realısm be implication of Chrıstian belief
God might be poss1ıble understand Christian VICEW Creation and human
eIngs such WdYy that ıt Cal be ombined wıth ethıcal construct1v1sm, AC-

cording 16 values ATIc results of human cho1ices and interpretations Varl-
OUS ultural econdly, empirical studies of values 1ın dıfferent socleties
demonstrate obvious moral pluralısm. In dıfferent cultures there AICc dıfferent
Conceptions of moral princıiples and g00d human ıfe ora disagreement
multicultural soclety 15 dıfficult explain if aCCept moral realism.

Therefore, it 15 possible defend thical CONStruCHVISM, accordıng
hıch moral values do NOL exIist independent of human CONSCIOUSNESS. ccording

thıs theory moralıty 15 soc1al construction, and values AT created Dy humans
dıfferent ultural Thiıs theory Cal easıly be ombıned wıth ethical

contextualısm, according which there ATIC unıversal moral CONVICtLONS. Hu-

31 C.-H Grenholm, om humanısmen 260
Schweıiker, Power, alue and Conviction ZUE 61f, 82f and 140f.

33 Grenholm, Carl-Henric, aktısk moral och ei1s. teor1”, Artıcle In Östnor, Lars (ed),
18 pluralısme Norden, Kristiansand 2001, 30ffT.
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create values dıfferent socı1al‚1S ımply MmMora. pluralısm and
dıfferent understandıngs of ethıica) rationalıty.

thica contextualısm aCCEeDIS Certain relatıvistic posıtion. In
MOStL ıt 1S NOL ombined wıth normatıve relatıvism, accordıng 16
act1on be rıght OIIC soc1al and ultural CONTEXT, 1ıle ıt 15 In another
Context Such Normatıve relatıyısm 1S NOL reasonable, SINCEe it denles that CVCTY
valı moral udgment should be possıble unıversalıze. However, ethıcal CON-
textualısm 1S plcally ombıned wıth descriptive relatıvism, accordıng
which OUT moral CONVICHONS AdTiIC dıfferent, depending uDON OUT soc1al and cul-
tural Context actiıon which 1$ considered be rıght ın ONE soclety 11l often
be consıdered be another soclety. ere 1s unıversal agreement

MOra 1SSUEeS.
ere dIC also g0o0d ICAaSONS aCCEeDL epistemological relatıvısm. In

opınıon it 1sS possible g1ve rational for and against mora Judge-
but dıfferent there dIC dıfferent understandıngs of what ration-

alıty INCcans Dıfferent tradıt1ons have dıfferent erıter1a for eth1ıca rationality, and
there dICc unıversal erıter1a for the Justificatiıon of moral judgements.““

Wıthın Christian ethıics there dIC dıfferent forms of ethical contextualısm.
One of these 15 strıctLy thical contextualısm, accordıng IC all arguments
which AIC g1ven Justify mora Judgement dIC context-dependent. Thıs 15 DO-
S1t10N taken Dy CYy Hauerwas. In hıs book The Peaceable Kingzdom he
that ethıcs 1s dependent uDON the ultural CONTLEeXT and the particular soc1lal
Communıity wıthin which it 15 Orme'! In dıfferent tradıtions there dICc dıfferent
mora Conceptions and dıfferent crıter1a for ethıcal rationalıty. Thıs that
Christian ethics has partıcular character and 1S relatıve the Chrıistian COIMNIMNMNU-

nity wıthıni it 1s developed.””
ccording Hauerwas Christian ethics 1S orme: wıthın particular soc1lal

communıty, hıch 15 characterised and held ogether by the StOr1es about
actıon uman hıstory. Ihe church does NOL g1ve us anlYy moral princıples and
rules, but ıt 1S Community for the development f partıcular ideals for human
personalıty. Ihe church 1S the CONTLEeXT wıthın 1C Christian ethıcs 1s orme:
and developed, and MOra insıght 15 gıven Dy membershiıp Christian COINMMU-

nıty Thereby Christian ethıics has ıts partıcular dentity other eth1-
cal models, and wıthın the church partiıcular WaY Arguc mora 1SSues 15
developed.”®

ere ATC ar gumen(ts agaıinst thıs trictly ethica contextualısm. One
objection 1s dialogue moral 1SSUEeS between PCISONS belongıng dıffer-
ent tradıtions wıll be dıfficult, f there dIC crıter1a for ethıcal rationaliıty 16

E Grenholm, om humanısmen 18ft and
Hauerwas, The Peaceable Kıngdom Lff.
Hauerwas, Op.Clt., 6ff, 17/IT, 60Off and YOft.
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dIC for al least SOMNC tradıtions and soc1al communities. In order
cCommuniıcate moral 1SSUES pluralıstic soclety, need uDON al
eas SUOMINC kınd of arguments hıiıch AICc relevanı And such dialogue mora
1SSUES between dıfferent tradıt1ons 1S ımportant democratıc soclety.

The second objection 15 that strictly ethi1ca contextualısm implıes
uncriıtical posıtıon MOra conceptions wıthın 1fs OW: tradıtion. ese CONCCD-
t10Ns Call only be evaluated from crıter1a for ethıcal rationalıty 1C dIC AC-

cepted wıthın the tradıtion, hıch implıes position IC 1S {OO uncritical.
ICS should be erıitical reflection moralıty, 1C implıes willingness be
critically examıned Dy elongıng dıfferent ultural contexts.?’

If aCCeDL these men  , another form of ethical contextualısm 15 be
preferred. Thıs 1S modified thical contextualiısm, according which SOMNC d1i-

guments for the Justification of moral Conceptions AIC dependent OUT ultural
Context and tradıition. ere 1S unıversal agreement upOonNn crıter1a for ethica
rationalıty. However, accordıng thıs position OUT understandıng of ethica 1A-

1onalıty 1S NOL completely dependent upON OUT culture and soc1al posıition. ere
dIC al least SOTINC crıter1a for ethical rationalıty which AICcC for al eas
SOMLC dıfferent tradıtiıons and soc1al Contexts

Thıs 1S posıtion taken by James Gustafson. He ethics 15 al-
WdYyS developed wıthın particular cContext and tradıti1on. CS 1S always Aase!
uDOI uman experlences, and these experlences dIC always made wiıthin pPar-
ticular sOocC1lal Communıity. They AIcC artıculated and understood oug the cul-
ture 1C belong.“® Gustafson writes:

“'There 15 WaYy In 1C Can be totally elıeved of the boundarıes of the partıcular
communıities 1C| belong and the partıcular per10ds of culture in which lıve
and work” }

According Gustafson, theological and ethıical reflection 1S always developed
wıthın partıcular tradıtiıon and particular cultural Context ere 1 Uun1ver-
sally accepted moralıty, and ethical theory 15 independent of partıcular COMN-

text thıca reflection 1S Oorme! Dy the tradıtion belong to  40 Thıs 1s also irue
for Chrıstian ethıcs. Theocentric ethıcs, aSs developed by Gustafson, 15 obvıously
orme! by the eformed tradıtion, particularly ideas wıthın Calvın’s theology.
Ethics from theocentric perspective 1S elated VIEW of and VIEW of
humans IC extent dIC orme: Dy Calvinist tradition.“

C.-H Grenholm, om humanısmen, 248f.
38 Gustafson, 1CS from Theocentric Perspective, Vol Theology and Ethics

115f and
Gustafson, Op.Clt., P

40 D.CIt 126f and ST
41 Gustafson, 1CS from Theocentric Perspective, Vol eOology and Ethıics

I3 16317, and 294ff.
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the SAa1Llle time Gustafson maImintaıns that Christian ethıcs should be OPCH
for dialogue wıth moral phılosophy and ethics other tradıt1ons. Cccording
hım CVCIY tradıtion does NOL have understandıng of ethıical rationalıty 16 1S
completely unıque. 1Ss possible develop dialogue dC1I1OSS$S the borders, SINCEe
PCTSONJNS elongıng dıfferent ultural Caln uDON al least SUOTLIIC

crıter1a for ethıical rationalıty. Such dialogue 1s9 Order develop
criıtique of moral conceptions wıthın OUT OW tradıtion. By elatıng ethıca
models dıfferent tradıt1ons understand the lımıts of OUT OW pOSI-
t10Ns .“

modilie: ethıcal contextualısm of thıs kınd be reasonable pOSI1-
10N. maımntaıns that moral Conceptions and ethıcal theor1es dIC developed
wıthın partıcular tradıt1ons and Some for the Justification of
mMOra COoncept1ons AdIiC dependent (QUT ultural CONTEXT, but there arc al least
SOMNC crıter1a for ethica' ratiıonalıty hıch al eas SOMIC eren! tradıtions

uDON. Therefore, it 1S possible lısten and learn from storl1es and
periences from dıfferent Irom OUT OW dıalogue AdCTOSS the borders 15
possı1ıble, and Dy earnıng irom different cultures Can develop erıtical PCI-
spective conceptions OUT OW. tradition.®

Chrıstian Ethics after Modernity
In thıs pPapcrT have discussed HNOW Christian ethics should relate the pOostmod-

crıtique of ethıica theorı1es wıthın humanısm. We have SCC1MH that postmodern
ethics 1s challenge NOT only estern humanısm but also the theory of
ral law wıthıin Christian ethics. delıvers crıt1que agaınst ethics ase. upon I1Ca-
SON and all kınds of ethical universalism. Ihus, have er wıth [WO problems

One 15 1f moral insıght 15 primarıly ase. UuDON rational cConsıdera-
t10ns. er problem 1s 1f there aATeC anYy unıversal crıter1a for rational ustifi-
catıon of moral elıefs

In have argue agamnst both the position that ethics 1S aSsel
ICasSson alone and the position ethıcs 1s aSsel entirely uponNn the revelatıon
hrıs Ihe ar guments hıch be given Justify mMOra cConceptions AI ase:
UDON both 1C4SOIN and revelatlon. have also argue against ethica unıversal-
1Sm, accordıng hıch all humans Call Justify mora CONVICHONS by the SAaInNe
kınd of rational considerations. JIhere AIiIC g00d ITCasOoNSs aCCepDL ethica: CON-

textualısm, which maımntaıns that there aTrec dıfferent crıter1a for ethıcal rationalıty
dıfferent tradıt1ons. However, thıs does 8{811 11Ccan that all arguments IC dIC

g1ven Justify mMoOorTra. Judgement AIC context-dependent.

Gustafson, Op.Clt.,
43 ( Grenholm, om humanısmen 2497
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The posıition defend 1S modıiıfiıed ethica) contextualısm, accordıng
which SOMC arguments for the Justification of moral conceptions AIiIc dependent

OUT particular ultural cContext Dıiıfferent tradıtions dıffer theıir Conceptions
of ethıcal rationalıty. However, OUT understandıng of ethıca rationalıty 15 NOL

entirely context-dependent. ere AdIC al least SOMNC crıter1a for ethical rationalıty
which AIiC for al eas| SOINC dıfferent tradıtions and soc1al One
example of such chared er1ıter1o0n for ethica. rationalıty 1s the idea that LC4SONN-

abhle moral Judgement cshould Coincıde wıth human experlences.
Modille!| ethica contextualısm makes it poss1ble lısten and learn

from storl1es and experlences wıthın dıfferent tradıtions and ultural
Thıs 1S posıtion sımılar the cCommunicatıve eth1ics dASs developed by Jürgen
Habermas and eyla Benhabıb They elıver critique agalnst ıberal unıversal-
1SM, whiıich does nNOot take ser10usly that the moral self 1S always sıtuated and part
of particular sSOC1al Context the Samnle time they maımntaın that it 1S possible
communicate ACTOSS the orders of dıfferent Contexts Thereby ıt 1s possıble
learn from others and develop crıtical perspective moral Conceptions wıthın
one’s OW: tradition.““

How should Christian ethics relate the postmodern critique of ethics
wıthin humanısm? 1ırst of all, Christian ethics Cal learn lot irom the critique
of ethica' unıversalısm. thiıca reflection 1s always sıtuated wıthın partıcular
tradıtion and partıcular soC1al Context. Wıthın dıfferent there AIC dıf-
ferent moral Conceptions and dıfferent understandıngs of ethica. rationalıty.
However, dAS ave SCCIL, Christian ethics cshould NOL accept trictly ethica
contextualısm.

econdly, Chrıstian ethics chould learn from the postmodern critique of the
idea that moral conceptions AICc ase‘ rational considerations alone. There AIC

lımıts for ethical rationalıty, hıch AT elated the lımıtations of human 1CAa-

SO  S Thıs INCAalls that moral cConceptions and ethical theories AIcC dependent
dıfferent VIEWS of lıfe, and the cContent of Christian ethıics 15 arge extient 1C-

ate'! Chrıistian faıth However, Christian ethics 1s nOot entirely ase! uDOI
revelatıon. To certaın extitent there 1s rational hbasıs for moral conceptions.

Thırdly, Christian ethics Cal learn firom the postmodern critique of the idea
that there 1S uman nature, which 1S the basıs of moralıty Not only
values but also Conceptions of uman nature SCCII be Oorme: within particular
soc1al and tradıtlons. However, thıs does NOL INCAall uman subjec-
t1v1ty 15 wıthout anlYy pecıfic dentity Ihe human being 18 Orme! wıthın trad1ı-
tion 16 o1ves her both dentity and particular relationships.

Inally, Chrıstian ethics learn from postmodern criıtique of eth1ca theo-
ries. ere unıversal ethica) theories which contaın eneral moral princ1-
ples, from 1C. moral LOTINS and oblıgations Can be erıved TIhe task of ethics

[ S Grenholm, om humanısmen 249f.
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15 nOoL unıversal theorı1es which Cal g1ve us guldance when face
moral diılemmas However, it dıfficult deal wıth MOra 1SSUES
wıthout anYy mora princıples al all ora intultions often o1ve rise princıiples,
EVECIN 1f they ATiC orme: wıthın particular contexts ®

Thıs INCAanNs Christian ethics today certaın cshould be eth1-
cal reflection beyond humanısm. ertamly, ethıca theor1es wıthın humanısm
contaın ideas IC ST1. SCCIH be reasonable One of them 15 erıitical
dialogue wıth other tradıt1ons 1S important. ven ıf moral conceptions dIC orme
ıthın particular ıt 1S possıble and desirable have dıalogue aAC1I1OSS5
the borders of tradıti1ons. Ihe ICaSON 1S there dIC al least SOINC crıter1a for
ethiıca ratiıonalıty 1Cc dIC for al eas SOINC

Secondly, ethiıca theories wıthın humanısm often have CONnfTtent 1C
Christian ethics Cal UuDON Ihe princıple of human dignity, accordıng
which all humans have equal value regardless of LTaCC, gender and soc1al DOSI-
t10n, IS important also wıthıin Christian ethıcs. 1S elated the idea that all Nu-

AT created the image of God ven f do NOL aCCept the anthropo-
centric posıition, that only umans have value themselves, cshould defend
the idea that all humans should be reated NOL only dS INCAans but also AS ends.

However, there AIC ethical pOsIt10Ns wıthın humanısm hıch should be
eriticized. First of all, Christian ethics should NOL aCCeDI the ethıical unıversalısm
of humanısm. modıfied ethıcal contextualısm 1Ss be preferred. econdly,
Chrıistian ethıcs should nNoTt be ase. upOoNn rational cons1ıiderations alone 1S
asel UDON both ITCasSOomN and revelatıon. In these [WO both humanısm and
the classıcal theory of natura| law eed revised.“®

1Inally, Christian ethıcs has Content hıch 1S pa dıfferent from the
Content of ethıics humanısm. Common 1S the princıple of human 1gn1 16
1s the basıs for the ideas should promote what 1S g00d for all humans,
and strıve for Just dıstrıbution of the g00d However, Chrıstian tradıtıon also
g1ves unıque contriıbution the Content of ethics. I he un1ıque contrıbution dIC
the stories about Jesus Hrıst, hıch o1ve us 1CW perspectives the meanıng of
love for others, g00d human lıfe, and S  DE kınd of PCISON}NS should be Ihe
Christian 1idea that should strıve for sacrıfıc1al love all humans, in the 1M-
ADC of hrıst, g1ves Vis1ion of g00d human 1fe beyond humanism .“

45 OB.CIE:
46 G Grenholm, 'om humanısmen 254{ff.
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