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1. H. Richard Niebuhr proposed atypologyfor describing different approadesto
ethics. Describe Niebuhr'stypology, drawing on one theologian of philosopher to
represent each type. ldentify strengths and weaknesses of the work of each person
you present. Also, give some attention to whether you believe Niebuhr'stypologyis
adequate for describing the discipline of Christian ethics.

Different approaches to ethics are notonly divided by the condusonsthey make
concerning specific human behaviors, but also can bedifferentiated at a more
fundamental level by the assumptionsthey make concerning the nature of the human
agent. In TheRespongble Séf, H. Richard Niebulr takes these fundamental
undestandingsof the moral agent as thepoint of entry for developing atypology of three
different approaches to ethics. Thetwo dominant pictures of thehuman moral agent are
the"human-as-citizen" and the"human-as-maker," to which Niebuhr adds"human-as-
ansverer” as athird option. On the basis of its basic orientation, each type asks an ethical
guestion prior to the question, "What shdl | do?' The human-as-citizen beginswith
duties and so0 asks thedeontological question, "What is right?' The human-as-maker
beginswith endsand so asks theteleological question, "What isgood? The human-as-
answerer beginswith the conaete situaion and so asks the contextud question, "What is
fitting?' And so these three images of humanity correspord to thethree basic aspects of
ethical reflection: theright, thegood,and thefit.

This summary of Niebuhrstypologyisintentiondly skeletal in order to get a

sense of thebig picture. In order to putflesh onthese bones | will discuss and critique
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representative figures from each type (1) Immanuel Kant as an ingance of the
deontological type, (2) JohnStuart Mill as an ingance of theteleological type, and (3)
Paul Lehmann as an ingance of the contextud type. | will condude(4) with some
evauative remarks on theadequeacy of thetypology as awhole.

1)

In his Groundwork for the Metaphysics of Morals, Kant offers an illuminaing
ingance of the deontological typeof ethical reflection. Hisfocusis ontheduty of the
moral agent as a citizen of the universal human community. In order to ascertain this
universal duty, Kant beginsby asking wha makes a person or actiongood.He sets aside
the conequences of an action as inadequée for discerning the morality of an action. This
is because our ends are guided by indination, notby reason alone Thegoodnes of an
actionliesingead in thewilling process itself, because thewill isgovened by reason.
What universal rationd standad can be applied to guidethewill rightly? To be
universally applicable, the content of such arule mug arise fromthevery conaept of a
universal rule. Accordingly, Kant posts the categarical imperative: act by tha maxim
which can at the same time bewilled to bea universal law. Kant goes onto ask after the
conditionsfor the possibility of such an imperative in the structures of human reason, but
at this point enoughhas been said to illudrate Kant's picture of the human moral agent as
acitizen with duties to the universal human community.

What are the strengths of the deontologcal type of ethics? (1) Intringc Value By
locating the morality of an actionin thewilling processitself, Kant attributes intringc
valueto human moral agency. The goodnes of actionsis notfoundin some purpose or

condition. This meanstha notonly human doing but also human bengistreated as an



Drury
Ethics QE

endinitself. Thehuman personis never to betreated as a meansto some other end,
however good.(2) Accountability/Responsbility. By narowing themoral field to what
the agent knows and intendsto do, humans can behdd accountble for ther willed
actions Deontological ethics hopdully prevent blame or shifting of responsble on
accountof circumstance or thejudification of evil acts by appeal to unintended postive
results. (3) Commonsendgcal. AlthoughKant works at ahighlevel of abdraction, the
categorical imperative bears unanny resemblance to much common sense moral
reasoning. Especially in the context of commund duties, it is not uncommon to hear
someoneask, "Wha if everybodydid tha?' Such parity with common sense
conveasation does not condudvely establish thetruth of deontological ethics, butit is
certainly apointin its favor.

Wha are the weaknesses of the deontological typeof ethics? (1) Absolutism.
Deontology shies away from attentionto complex conaete situgionswhere duties are
not so easily applied. It seems tha some attention to the situaion and it relative goods
would be appropriate for mora decisiornrmaking. (2) Narrow Moral Field. By narrowing
themoral field to onéswilled intentions many acts are rendered morally neutral even
thoughthey may have unintended immoral consequences. It scemstha at least some
attention to consequences would be appropriate in such cases. (3) Sdf-judification. Inits
emphasis on universal reason as judgeof moral actions thehuman bengisputin a
postion of self-judification. AlthoughKant posts God as a universal lawgiver, hestill
falls short of astory of apersond God who standsove agang human action asitsjudge

2)

In hisessay Utilitarianism, J. S. Mill aptly illugrates theteleological approach to
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ethics. For Mill, humanity isthemaker of alife worth life. Hisfocusis on endsand what
actionscontribute to these goodends Herelies onthelogic of conequencesto deermine
themoral valueof action: actionsthat contribute to these endsare goodand actionsthat
detract are bad. Theend Mill hasin mindis hgppiness. Mill's utilitarian form of
consequentialist logic is not to be confused with egoism or hedonism, because an
accumulated soda wisdomhas shown tha hgppinesstha is shared and centered on
virtuouspleasures is supeaior. And so Mill integrates these stipulationsinto hisrule for
guiding human action, known as theprindple of utility: dotha which resultsin the
greatest hgppiness for the greatest number. This prindple can be supplemented by its
negdive counerpat: dotha which resultsin theleast suffering for theleast number.
Such aprindple of utility isaclear ingance of teleological ethical reflectiontha
undestandshumanity as maker of alife worth living.

What are the strengths of teleological ethics, especialy of the utilitarian variety?
(1) Socal Concern. Because of its widened moral field, utilitarian ethics fundsa
thoroughgong soda agenda Thereisnotonly a contingent historical connection but
also anecessary philosophical link between utilitarian thoughtand sodal reform. (2)
Empirical. By attending to actud consquences of actions teleological ethics (induding
but notlimited to the utilitarian variety) characteristically take an empirical stance. The
success of empirical inqury in othe sphaes of life makes it reasonable to expect its
fruitfulnessin themoral spheae. (3) Concern for Conequences is Commonsensical. It is
notuncommon for paesonsto take into accountthe potential consequences of thar
actionswhen making decisions Mill offers atheoretical explanaion and basis of this

human habit. Agan, athoughparity with commonsens isincondusve, it isnot
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irrelevant.

Wha are the weaknesses of theteleological type of ethics, especidly inits
utilitarian form? (1) Moral Causality is Difficult to Trace. Utilitarianism mug jugdify the
causa link between certain actionsand certain results. Althoughin some cases such a
link isevident, it is not always clear which human action is the determinative factor
within the complex web of causation. The causal chan can only bestretched so far.
Limits mug beset. But if these limits are based on appeals to the knowledgeand
intentionsof theagent, then the consequentialist logic is undemined. (2) Happinessis
Difficult to Measure. Althoughutilitarianism promises amora calculus no
incontrovertible method of prioritization has in fact emerged to guide moral actions (3)
Ingrumental Value Consquentialist moral thinking makes moral actioninto an
ingrumental value, and therefore endange's also the intringc worth of the agent as well.
Utilitarianism cannotaccountfor themoral worth "doing therightthing agang all odds"
AlthoughMill explicitly offers his accountas alterndive to basing moral judgnents on
congience, onestill mug attend to the conscientious character of at least some moral
actions

(3)

Niebuhrsthird typeundestandsthe human moral agent as the answerer or
responde to the complexities of each situaion. Such an agent first asks, "Wha is going
on?" and then seeks to find afitting place within this context. In his Ethicsin a Christian
Context, Paul Lehmann exemplifies this type of ethical reflection. He beginswith the
context of thechurch as determinaive for Christian moral thoughtand action. Thisis not

an apped to inditutiond authority, for Lehmann undestands'church” to name any place
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where God is working to make and keep life human. Hence he prefersto spesk of
"koinonia." God s less concerned with themorality than with the maturity of human
bengs Becoming mature means participaingin God'shumanizing activity in theworld.
And so thebasic question of Lehman's Christian contextud ethic is nottheimperative
guestion,"Wha shdl | do?' buttheindcative question, "Wha aml, as afollowing of
Christ and a member of his church, to do?' By beginning with context and seeking after
onésfitting place within it, Lehmann illugrates the contextud approach to ethics.

What are the strengths of the contextud type of ethics? (1) Conaeteness.
Contextud ethics attendsto the complexities of each situaion. Thus relevant daais not
ruled out beforehand on prindple. Ethical reflection is not pursued in avacuum (2)
Exceptionality. Contextud ethics are not plagued by extreme cases with intolerable
choices. In fact, the exceptiond character of every situaionis respected. Themoral
choice is not aways obvious but making mature choices when it is notobviousisitself
morally commendable. In some cases, onés options are highly limited, buteven hee a
moral action or at least moral developmentis possible. (3) Theological Potential.
Because this type acknowedges all contextud factors, onéstheological commitments
may be made explicit within ethical reflection. For Lehmann, this theological aspect is
deermindive. Such openessis appealing for those who aim to practice theological
ethics.

Wha are the weaknesses of contextud ethics? (1) ISOughtProblem. It is
guestionable whether an ethical theory can rid itself entirely of imperative propostions
Lehmann'smoveto theindicative seemsto try to overcome theis/oughtproblem

ingigaed by David Hume (you can't ge&t an oughtfromanis). But doesit succeed?lt is
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undear in Lehmannwha distinguishes moral propodtionsfor other kindsof indicative
statements. (2) Conmpeting Visions AlthoughLehmannisrighttha thereis nowholly
abdract moral vantage point from which the agent can jugify this or tha action, there
seems to be no way to adjudicate between competing visionsof humanity putforth by
different communities. Contextudism easily degrades in an unending proliferation of
competing contexts. (3) No Systemic Guidane. Althoughcontextud ethics freesthe
moral agent from thetemptation to predict and control, some more general guidance
would be hdpful. At least in theraising of children and the leadership of sodeties, a
desire for amore systemic approach is warranted.

4)

Havingillugrated and assessed each typeindividudly, | will condudewith some
evauaive comments concerning thetypology as awhole. Althoughit offersabasic
orientation to thekindsof optionson offer, Niebuhr's typology is descriptively
inadequae as a reading tool for the great figures in the history of ethical reflection. In
orde to squeeze figures into thetypology, oneisforced to be highly selective in thar
reading of texts. Thegreat mindsin thehistory of ethics (and therefore the ones worth
reading) often transcend the boundaies of thar given type For indance, Kant's project
has an indispensable teleological element referred to as the "kingdomof ends" Thefact
tha the prime example of deontological ethicsis able to bring onboad therelevance of
endscallsinto question the descriptive adequacy of thetypology.

Another ingance of thedescriptive inadequacy of Niebuhrstypologyisthe
difficulty of categorizingtraditiond Catholic mora theology. Onetheonehand, it ishas

abasic teleological orientation. On theother hand, it producees arule-based casuistry that
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isunmistakably deontological in character. So, placing Catholic moral theology and
utilitarianism side-by-side within theteleological typeis defendble and interesting, but
obscures more than it revealsin light of the subgantive differences between thetwo. So
Niebuhrstypology mug beused with great care when applied to specific figures and
traditions

In lightof its descriptive inadequeacy, what prope use does Niebuhrstypology
have? Pedagogically, thetypology could beintroduced at the beginning of courses on
ethics, yet withoutciting specific examples. Presenting thetypology in such ageneric or
anonynousform will hep to prevent prejudicial readingsof text. While engaging
historical texts and figures throughoutthe remainder of the course, students could be
asked how thar readingscould be plotted on thetypology. So Niebuhrstypologyin
geneic form can beused as abasic orientationto thefield of ethics provided itslimits are
acknowledgad and students engage thinkers on thar own terms and not merely as

ingances of a preconaived type

2. Karl Barth structured the Church Dogmatics so that Christian ethicsis clearly
embedded within it. Describe his under standing of the relationship between
Christian ethics and systematic theology that is exhibited in the structure of Church
Dogmatics. Then, drawing on Church Dogmatics|1/2 and [11/4 explain Barth'sbadc
approad to ethics. Finally, show how Barth's under standing of ethicsis exhibited in
hisreflections on war.

Karl Barth notonly isan important figure in moden dodrind theology, butaso
isasignificant voice and continuing influence in thefield of theological ethics. In this

essay, | will (1) Situate Barth'sethics within the architectonic of his Church Dogmatics,

(2) describe his basic approach as acritical ethics of correspondence, and (3) illudrate
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this approach with reference to his treatment of themoral issue of war, showing how he
sublates aspects of thejug war tradition within his own distinctive perspective.
1)

PerhgpsBarth'smog enduiing influence is his move to indudeethics within his
dogntics cycle of lecturing and publishing. According to Barth, dogmetics is thescience
by which the church critically tests her talk of God in accordance with theword of God.
Ethicsisthe continuaion of this critical task into the sphee of human actionin response
to theword of God. Thegopd tha spesks of God3 action with and for humanity
indudes thecall to human action. Since theword of God takes theform of command,
dognetic reflectionmug also hear this commanding word and reflect uponit. And so
Barth'schoice to indudeethics within dognetics is not a mere coametic decision. It
structurally reflects an undestanding of ethics as subsequent to but not separable from
dogntics.

Theindugon of ethics within dogmatics is notintended as aredudion of either
oneto theothe. It isnottha, if we smply get our dognetics right, ethics will
automatically flow fromit. Norisit tha thetruth of dogmetic statements rests on ther
ethical implications Rather, ethics speaks of the being and action of humanity in light of
thebang and action of God with and for humanity revealed in the history of the
covenant. Thus as JohnWebger argues in Barth's Ethics of Reconaliation, the Church
Dogmatics can beread as setting forth amoral ontology that describes thefield in which
human action takes place.

Where can Barth'sethics be foundwithin the Church Dogmatics (CD)? At theend

of each volume, Barth presents a sugained treatment of ethics. Thelocation at the end of
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each volume reflects that ethics is subsequent to dognmetics. Thelocation at theend of
each volume reflects tha ethicsisinternd to dognetics. Barth does not leave ethicsto
theend of thewhole cycle, butintroduees it within thetrinitarian shape of thefive-
volume CD.

At theend of thefirst volume (prolegomenaontheword of God), Barth argues
for hisinduson of ethics within dognetics (1/2, ©22). At the end of the second volume
(onthedodrine of God), Barth presents a "general” discussion of his approach to ethics
(1172, 836-39). Theremaining three volumes follow atrinitarian patern, appropriating the
works of Godto the personsof thetrinity. At theend of each isfounda"specia” ethics
tha correspondsto the content of tha volume. At the end of thethird volume, Barth
expoundshe ethics of creation by focusng onthetheme of thefreedomof humanity as
God'screated covenant-partne (111/4, ©52-56). At the end of thefourth volume, Barth
expoundshe ethics of recondliation by focusng on thetheme of theinvoction of
humanity asreconaled sinnea's (1V/4 fragments). At theend of the projected fifth
volume, Barth would have expoundel on the ethics of redemption (a.k.a., eschatology)
by focusng on humanity as a child of God given the gift of eternd life for communion
with God (V). Althougheach of these sectionson ethics bringsa distinct perspective,
they cannotbe separated as aternaive approaches to ethics with different bases or
audiences. Thetrinitarian basis of the structural distinction meanstha each aspect is
united to the others as one commanding word of God. And so they mus read in tandem
with oneanothe to avoid misundestanding.

2)

Bearing in mind the architectonic location of Barth's ethics, how might his basic

10
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approach to ethics be described? As the geneaa discussionin CD 11/2 indicates, the
ethical task isto hear thegogd initsform aslaw. Thegoodnews of wha God has done
for uscallsforth corresponding action by us For human action to begood,it mug
correspondto the goodneas of God'saction. Human action is not some indgpendent good,
butisagoodrelative to thegoodnes of God'saction. Humansare caled to confirm
God'saction by conforming to God'saction. And so, human action points back to God's
actionasitsbasiseven asit is genuine human action.

But, since the God to whomhuman action mug correspondistheliving God, one
cannotpredict or control thegoodnes of onés actions Thereisacritical distance
between God'scommanding word and all human words of ethical discernment. It isthis
critical element in Barth'sethical thoughttha leadshim to argueagang wha hecallsan
"ethic of casuistry” in CD [11/4 (e52) An ethic tha sets down rulesin advanceis
ingpproprate because (1) it puts ethicsin the place of God as judgeover the goodnes of
human action, (2) it makes the command of God into an empty rule which mus be
applied by human ingenuity, and (3) it undemines Christian freedomby introduagng an
intermediary. And so Barth'sethics of correspondence is a critical ethics tha congstently
rejects any absolute human rules.

Does setting aside casuistry mean tha the human agent is left to hear theword of
God in each moment willy-nilly? Barth says no, because thejudgmnents of God have been
revealed in the history of the covenant. In God'shistory with us God'scommandscohee
togdher as points forming addfinite line God has revealed tha human action mug take
place within historically articulated forms and relationships with a measure of congancy.

Each historical actionremainsunde the critical judgment of God, yet these actions

11
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follow a patern tha makes thematic ethical reflection posible. And so Barth'scritical
ethics of correspondeance respect the divine basis and judgnent of human goodnes even
as they attempt to faithfully discern thewill of God in humen life today.

(3)

Barth'scritical ethics of correspondance can beillustrated by his treatment of the
moral issue of war. In a550f CD 111/4, Barth addresses the freedom of humanity for life.
In respong to God'saffirmation of life in creating humanity for community with God
and with other humans human beingsare called to the corresponding act of honoting life
(2551). In view of God'scontinued action to preserve lifein theface of sin and death,
human bangsare given abasic orientation toward the protection of life (155.2). Andlife
ishonoed and protected in order for humansto befree to bear witnessto God, whichis
a the heart of theadtive life (@553). Within the middle sub-section on the protection of
life, Barth discusses a nunmber of life and desth ethical issues, thelast of which isthe
topic of war. Because the definite linerevealed in God'shistory with usis tha of
protecting life, Barth beginswith a critiqueof modern warfare. He states that pacifism
has nearly infinite argumentsin its favor. God'saction for life standsas a critiqueof war's
destruction of life. The corresponding human action isto stand in oppostionto anaion's
roll towar.

God'sjudgnent also standsin critical distance from any prinapled oppostion to
war. We cannotsay in advance that God would never will war, for human life, no matter
how good,isarelative goodin view of God'swill for it. So here, as with each issue
previoudy addressed, Barth introduces the critical element of theexceptiond case

(GrenZall). There may be circumstances in which war istheway to correspondto God's

12
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will and act. Despite the church's presumption agang war, it mug leave open the
possibility of affirming such acts of thestate. War as such isthealien work of the state,
butit may beits work neverthdess.

In order to bring this possibility to conaete expression, Barth describes some of
the conditionsunde which war may be God'scommand. In his description, Barth makes
some use of thelogic and languaye of thejug war tradition, especialy thejusad bdlo.
For indance, Barth speaks of ajud cause, such as defense in theface of thethreat of
annihilation aimed at onés own state or pehgpsa state's weaker neéghboss. He also uses
thelanguage of rightintention to unmask the nationdistic and econormic motives of
moden warfare. He also speaks at length of theimportance of war as alast resort,
perhgposelevating this criterion as primary.

In ugng such criteria, Barth does not treat them as casuistic rules, which by
prope applicationjudify onésactions Rather, thecriteriaheoutlines areintended to
bear witness to the definite line and orientation of protecting life, which God has reveaded
in God'shistory with us Barth'sdiscussion of war thusaptly illugrates notonly his
critical ethics of correspondence but also shows how hecritically appropnates other

ethical tradition within his basic approach to ethics.

3. Chrigtian theological ethicists find connections between what Christians claim to
believe (Christian dodrine) and what they areto do (Christian ethics). Drawing on
thework of John Calvin and Martin Luther, explain what bearing therelationship
between justification and sanctification hason Christian ethics.

Because they conaern the founddion of the Christian life, the dodrines of
judification and sanctification have important implicationsfor theological ethics. In

particular, onés undestanding of thelogical relationsip between judification and

13



Drury
Ethics QE

sandtification (ak.a., theordo salutis) conditionsonés approach to Christian ethical
action and reflection. Since this dodrinewas at theforefront of theological debate during
thereformation period, | will draw onthework of John Calvin and Martin Luther to
display how this conceptud relationship in Christian dodrine carries ethical significance.
In thisessay | will (1) briefly describe therespective accounts of Luthe and Calvin with
respect to therelationhip between judification and sandtification, (2) explain how this
connectsto thar different approaches to ethics, and (3) assess the contributonsand
drawbacks of each perspective in order to work towardsa synthesis of thar best ingghts.
1)

Martin Luther assignsa clear priority to thedodrine of judification. Whaever is
said aboutthe Christian life unde the heading of sanctification is developed with
reference to God'sjudification of sinnasin Christ by grace throughfaith. It isimportant
to note tha Luther does not use the streamlined categories of judificationand
sanctification foundin thelater polemical and systematic tradition. He speaks pointedly
of judification while usng a broad collection of images to describethe ongong life of
thebdiever inlight of thedodrine of judification. Althoughtheintrodudion of the more
technical terminology is conceptudly hdpful and parallels the structural patern of
Luther'swritings his habit of speech testifiesto the priority of jugification. Not only is
judtification logically prior to any talk of thetrandormation of the Christian, butaso
judification materialy shgpes the content of the Christian life. God'sjudification of
snnasistaken asthemodd for howthe bdiever should live her life. As God has treated
us so wetreat others. The sandtified bdiever is one who sponianeoudy respondsto

God'sfree gift of grace by living gracioudy with others. So Luther, by giving decisive

14
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priority to judification, developsan accountof sanctification tha islimited by and
derived fromthegogd of God'sgrace to theungally.

Thesignificance of Luthe's prioritization of jugification can befoundthroughout
hisvast corpus It is paticularly evidentin the structure of Luther's 1520treatise "The
Freedomof a Christian." Here Luther beginswith the basic paadox of the Christian life:
we are both free from all and boundto all. He treats each side of this paradox, beginning
with our freedomin Christ and only then movingto our freely boundrelation to others.
This movement correspondsto the priority of judification over sanctification and
illugrates how theformer informs the content of the latter. Because we are united to
Christ, we receive him in al his offices. Therefore, we share his authority over sin, deeth,
and thelaw. By binding himself to us Christ has exchanged his authority for our
bondaye Andso we arefreefromall. Thepropea use and expression of our freedomisto
become freely boundto others as Christ freely bound himself to us As heserved us so
we serve him by serving others. We are notobligated to serve by some new law, but are
freely boundto others as an appropriate outworking of God'sgraciousact of judification.

In the generation following Luther, the protestant movement came unde sharp
criticism. Not least among these criticisms was the accusation tha the dodrine of
judification by faith aloneundemines Christian morality. In explicit respons to these
criticisms, John Calvin developshis own undestanding of judification and sanctification
in his Inditutes of the Christian Religion, Book 111. Calvin'sway of responding to this
criticism withoutabandonng thedodrinewas to invert the order of presentation, dedling
first with sanctification (or, in histerms, regeneration) and then turning to jugtification.

Calvinis careful to point out that this order of teaching is the opposte of thelogical

15
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ordering of the conaepts. Theinversionis meant to respondto abuse, but Calvin's
undestanding of therelation between thetwo conaepts is neverthdess distinctive.

Like Luther, Calvin does not use thetechnical paring of judification and
sandtification. Unlike Luther, however, Calvin does have a distinct par of terms.
regeneration and jugification. Thisisimportant, because hedoes nottreat theformer asa
mere outworking of thelater, butrather treats both as concomitant bendfits given by the
Spirit to those united with Christ. Thechoice of the term "regeneration” (re-birth) is
therefore fitting, as it speaks of the sandification of the Christian from the perspective of
its beginning. Regeneration and judification cometogeher as the doubk grace (duplex
gratia), grounding and propdling the Christian life. In regeneration we are renewed by
the Spirit to live lives pleasing to God. Thisis worked out througha process of
mortification and vivification, which is never finished but does progress. In judification
we are assured of theforgiveness of our sinsby the Spirit'simputation of Christ's
acquired righteoushess on our behdf. Judificationthusprevents prideor fear aswe are
being regenerated. Judification sets a critical limit onthelanguaye of regeneration. But
in Calvin'sthought regeneration has a certain integrity of its own. So, to use thetechnical
jargon,judification and sanctification are materially equd in weight as bendits of the
Christian'sunion with Christ, even asjudgificationretainsa certain logical priority over
sandtification.

2)

What does this have to dowith ethics? These different undestandingsof the

relationhip between judification and sandctification lend themselves to different

approachesto Christian ethics. For Luther, thedecisive priority of judification informs
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the content of sanctification. The Christian life is characterized by actionsthat reflect the
manne in which God has treated humanity in Christ. This undestanding leadsto a
radical ethic of forgiveness and recondliationtha is at times contrary to theexpectations
of judice. For ingance, in his expostion of the Decalogue Luther states tha the negative
command not to bear false witness implies the postive command to think better of others
than they really are. Here he explicitly refersto thedodrine of judification, whereit is
announed that God treats usbetter than wereally are. Althoughhe encourages this kind
of actionfor interpersond relations Luther concedes that this sort of radical ethicis
difficult to extend into the sodopoilitical sphae. Therefore, heappeds hereto the
ongong use of thelaw to restrain evil within the kingdomof this earth. So the so-called
"two kingdons' dodrinein the Lutheran tradition cohees with Luther's material priority
of judification over sanctification, for some conceptudity mug beintroduced to guide
morality in sphees where the dodrine of judification does not apply.

For Calvin, theintegrity of regeneration as a distinct aspect of God'sgrace allows
for astronge emphasis onthelife of obalience in the Chrigtian. Althoughthe Christian
life mug alwaysroct out pridein onés self by truging in therighteousess of Christ
along the Christian does grow and mature by the power of the Spirit. This growth can
and should be encouraged by the Christian community. The content of thislife of
obealience is not constrained only to the example of divinejugification of sinne's, but
indudes thewhole counsl of God asrevealed in the Bible. So Calvin appedls to thethird
use of thelaw, whereby thelaw regulates thelife of thebdiever. Thebdance and breadth
of theethical content of regeneration lendsitself to application beyond persond

gpiritudity. And so theemphasis on sodopoilitical reform in the Calvinist tradition
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cohaes with Calvin'steaching onthe doubk grace.
(3)

In view of thar ethical implications what are the strengths and weaknesses of
each approach? The primary Lutheran contributionisthedecisive priority of jugification.
By deriving the content of the Christian life from God'sjudification of sinne's, Luther is
able to make sense of much of theradical ethics of forgiveness and recondliation found
in some strandsof the New Testament witness. The primary Lutheran problem is thelack
of sodopoiltical follow-through Thetwo kingdons dodrine has atendency to overlook
sodal evil.

Theprimary Calvinist contributionis theextensgon of the Spirit'swork in the
Christian life beyond persond morality andinto all sphees of life. Also, thebasic notion
of adoubk grace gives a sense of bdance to Calvin'saccount The primary Calvinist
problem is treating the content of regeneration too indgpendently from judification.
Judification condtionsof our attitudetoward our regenerate life butdoes not decisively
inform the manne of thisnew life. And so theturn to thethird use of thelaw can beused
fundalegdistic and even theoaratic approach to commund life.

Thebest indghts of Luther and Calvin ontherelationdhip between jugification
and sandtification should beintegrated in away that mitigates their problems. In such a
synthetic treatment, thedouble grace would be adgpted, but with a clear priority to
judtification to avoid any misundestanding. The parallelism beween judification and
sanctification would not only beformal but also material, so that theformer shapesthe
content of thelatter. And theethical implicationsof this Christian dodrine should be

extended into pubilic life, searching for fitting sodopolitical andogiesto God's
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judification of sinnes. In this way, the contributions of Luther and Calvin can be

appropriated withoutfalling into ther respective traps
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