Christian Ethics Lesson 2, page 1

The Goal of Human Life

| would like to begin class today by reading sotamzas of a hymn by John Dryden. It is actually an
English versification of an ancient Latin hymn, ‘i@e, Creator Spirit.” In Latin, that would be And
there is one reference to the seven-fold energlyeoHoly Spirit here, an allusion to Isaiah 11:12ene
the seven-fold powers of the Holy Spirit are setifoLet us make this our prayer today.

Creator Spirit by whose aid the world’s foundatidimst were laid, come visit every humble mind, eom
pour Thy joys on humankind. From sin and sorrowusefree and make Thy temples worthy Thee.
Plenteous of grace, come from on high, rich in 3é&yen-fold energy, make us eternal truth receivke an
practice all that we believe. Give us Thyself thatmay see the Father and the Son by Thee. In the
name of Jesus, Amen.

Let me begin with a summary of where we were rgghthe end of the last session. Christian ethics is
the study of the way of life that conforms to thiél of God as revealed in Christ and the holy
Scriptures. | was making the point from Romans 1Ra? we refer everything to the will of God. That
defines for us the good. We may reasonably defimés@an ethics as the study of the way of lifettha
conforms to the will of God as revealed in Christl ahe holy Scriptures. Of course, our sure knogded
of Christ comes from the Scriptures themselves] btili think it is necessary for us to highligBhrist
as the embodiment of what human nature and moi@ysupposed to be. Later we will explore the
example of Christ as the pattern of obedience soQlristian ethics, then, is the study of the whlfe
that conforms to the will of God as revealed ini€thand the holy Scriptures. Of course, we need the
illumination of the Holy Spirit in order to perforthat study as well, to give us both knowledge and
insight. So | add the clause “as illuminated bykuaty Spirit” to remind us of our dependency,
especially in light of our sinful condition. We riethe Spirit who indwells us to illumine our heaatsd
minds, to renew us after the image of Christ, aneinable us to apprehend those things that aaufor
benefit.

Tucked away on page 131 in H. Richard Niebuhr’ssitatreatiseChrist and Culturea book that has
been continuously in print since 1951, Niebuhr @gjt‘'The Christian, and any man, must answer the
guestion about what he ought to do by answeringp@qus question. What is my purpose, my end?” |
agree with that, and more importantly, so do thestenster Divines, the authors of téestminster
Shorter Catechisn5o our topic for this session is to begin to erplhe goal of human life. Now, |
mean, of course, the goal of human life from a &lan world and life view. So we are talking about
human life as it was created to be and will beujrothe redemptive work of Christ. Alternativelpuy
can call this the goal of the Christian life, whidmave done in my book. But | have come to préfes

in order to make the point that when we are aritiod the Christian life, we are articulating thagtprn
of life that has been shown to us by the One whord to be the Way, the Truth, and the Life. Se ii
a universal ethic in that it is offered to allidtthe way to live.

The first question and answer in the Shorter Cagetis famous. You will find it iMThe Oxford
Dictionary of Quotationglong with Shakespeare and all those other Engksh The question is “What
is the chief end of man?” And the answer comes b&t&n’s chief end is to glorify God and to enjoy
Him forever.” Now, hearing this as a sophomorealege, it rang true to me and it also helped mte pu
things in perspective. It was the beginning ofdegelopment of a broader world and life view. Lawki
at things in terms of the glory of God and the gaddiuman life, to enjoy Him forever, gave me a
helpful perspective. It got me interested in théoRaed faith, but it was not until | began to teathics
that | began to ask myself, “Why does the catecloegin with that question?” The Heidelberg
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Catechism does not begin that way, rather it begWbat is your only comfort in life and in death?”
and the wonderful answer is, “That | belong nomtygself but to my faithful Savior,” and it goes an t
expound the evangelical theology coming from théoReation that makes that case. It is a wonderfully
warm, personal, and devotional catechism.

The Shorter Catechism is more technical, more digfival, and it begins with this question of “thieief
end.” We are so struck by the answer that we dofteh pause to think, “Why does it begin that way?
What does it mean when it says ‘chief end’?” Wiblé Greek word for “end” itelos It is also the word
for “goal.” And what the catechism is doing is aligg itself with the classical teleological traditiin
ethics. “Teleological” is derived from the Greekndtelos It is a goal-oriented ethic, and it sees the
other parts of ethics as subordinate to the questi@ur chief end, or, as the larger catechisrs fut
“the chief and highest end.”

The second question is “What rule has God givetirect us how we may glorify and enjoy Him?” and
the answer comes back, “The Word of God, whickevealed in the Holy Scriptures of the Old and
New Testament, is the only rule to direct us howltwify and enjoy Him.” So the rule, the norm, the
standard, is there, but it is subordinate to thed.g&hat the catechism presupposes in beginning wit
this goal is that there is some supreme purposeuigran beings, some ultimate goatepsthat fulfills
human nature—that there is some absolute valugies meaning to the whole of life, that there is
some supreme good that is intrinsically worthy totdlly satisfying, some highest good, some supreme
good, some greatest good that we ought to seetheStatechism begins the way it does because it
understands that we are purposeful beings. Weelgeldgical animals, if we can put it that way. As
moral agents, we choose our end. This end dodsappen automatically. We, as moral agents created
in the image of God, must choose this end. Thecham wants to know what we should aim at in life
as a whole. Then the specific questions are subat@lto that. It wants to know what we should aim a
in life as a whole, because that will determine mations of what kind of persons we ought to be and
what kind of standards we ought to practice. thesgoal that determines the person and standands,

it is the goal that sustains our commitment whengbing gets tough.

Now, in the history of Western philosophy, thighe question of theummum bonupas it came to be
called, the highest good, the greatest good, ostipeeme good. It represents what the Greeks simply
called the best. What is the best thing to ainm ife, meaning what is that which satisfies aniilfs
human nature? Although we associate this questitmedighest good, treummum bonupmvith the
Western philosophical tradition, actually, the digsis older than the Greeks. As you would expect,
this is a human question. What is the goal of li?at is intrinsically worthy of human pursuit? Wha
is it that will fulfill a human being and totallyaisfy?

Here is a piece that was written in Akkadian. A tiemof Akkadian documents were discovered. This
was written in around 1800 BC. This is frarhe Ancient Near East: An Anthology of Texts and
Pictures,edited by James Pritchard. It is really worth hgwio show parallels with biblical materials. In
this book the piece is called “A pessimistic dialedetween master and servant,” but | have als@hea
it called, “The Obliging Servant.” | kind of likdat title better. Listen to what it says:

Servant, obey me.
Yes, my lord, yes.

Bring me at once the chariot. Hitch it up. | wille to the palace.
Ride, my lord, rideAll your wishes will be realized for you. The kimgll be gracious to
you.

No, servant, | shall not ride to the palace.
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Do not ride, my lord, do not ride. He will geyou to a far place, you will be captured, and
night and day you will see trouble.
Servant, obey me.
Yes, my lord.
Bring me at once water for my hands and give e | wish to dine.
Dine, my lord, dine. To dine regularly is the gladahg of the heart.
No, servant, | shall not dine.
Do not dine, my lord, do not dine. To be hungnd @at, to be thirsty and drink, comes upon
every man. That is much too common for any sigaifce.
Servant, obey me.
Yes, my lord, yes.
A woman will I love.
Yes, love, my lord, love. The man who loves a wortaigets pain and trouble.
No, servant, the woman | shall not love.
Do not love, my lord, do not love. Woman is an idagger, a sharp one, cuts a man’s neck.
Servant, obey me.
Yes, my lord, yes.
| shall give food to our country.
Give it, my lord, give it. The man who gives foadHhis country, his barley remains his own,
but his receipts from interest become immense.
No, servant, food to my country | shall not give.
Do not give, my lord, do not give. Giving is likemMing. They will curse you. They will eat
your barley and destroy you.
Servant, obey me.
Yes, my lord, yes.
| will do something helpful for my country.
Do it, my lord, do it. The man who does somethietpful for his country, his helpful deed is
placed in the bowl! of Marduk.
No, servant, | will not do something helpful for reguntry.
Do it not, my lord, do it not. Climb the moundsaofcient ruins and look about. Look at the
skulls of late and early men. Who among thein evildoer? Who a public benefactor?
Servant, obey me.
Yes, my lord, yes.
Now, what is good? To break my neck, your necktanow both in the river, that is good.

Well, you notice the servant does not say, “Doy, lord, do it.” He begins to be a little philosagdd:

Who is tall enough to ascend to heaven? Who iscbeoaugh to embrace the earth? We
really do not know enough about things to tiiket drastic action.

No, servant, | shall kill you and send you aheathef
Would my lord wish to live even three daysheiit me?

Now that was 1800 BC. That is just the time thatl Gpeaks to Abraham. “Fear not, Abraham, | am
your shield and your exceeding great reward.” Ia tlalogue the servant and master explore theavhol
of life, and they cannot find meaning in anythim@ere is an upside; there is a downside. Nothing
finally satisfies in this life: not food, love, even benevolence. It comes to nothing in the emahsy

not suicide? That is the only serious philosophieadstion. Approaching everything without a
transcendent orientation does not provide much hbpat is the human condition. We are going to die.
But God says to Abraham, “Fear not, Abraham, | aor ghield and your exceeding great reward.” It
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comes at the same time as the dialogue. God ma&esses to Abraham, and Abraham believes them.
Abraham looked for the city with foundations, whdsglder and maker is God. God promised to be
Abraham'’s reward, and Abraham believed in the Llanrd it was reckoned to him for righteousness.
That is Genesis 15, where the Lord comes to Abradnasinsays that. And that is the great annunciation
of the Gospel. Paul says in Galatians that thogesvim Abraham were the Gospel. They promise
eternal life, and Abraham knew that. They promigeral life through the seed which was to come to
provide us with His righteousness, in order thatmight be accepted before God.

The narrative goes on with Abraham. We need to lidkenesis chapter 18 to pick up something that is
particularly relevant to our question of ethics@anesis 18:17 God says, “Shall | hide from Abraham
what | am about to do?” God is about to destroyddodnd Gomorrah. “Shall | hide from Abraham
what | am about to do, seeing that Abraham shalbive a great and mighty nation and all the nations
of the earth shall bless themselves by him? Nol, i@ve chosen him that he may charge his children
and his household after him to keep the way oLtirel by doing righteousness and justice,” so that t
Lord may bring to Abraham what He has promised Hiing.in two parts. You get God’s sovereignty in
making this covenant with Abraham, which is certaibe fulfilled. Abraham believed the Lord; it was
counted to him for righteousness. The Lord alsatslAbraham’s responsible activity in teaching his
children the way of the Lord in righteousness arddige, in order that all this may come abouts & i
wonderful testimony about the goal of life and, aulinate to that goal, our walking in God’s ways.

So for the biblical orientation, I think that weatkto orient ourselves toward that view of telealab
ethics. Now, there is a slight problem in termirgyidnere that | will try to sort out. In recent dissions
of ethics, there has been a tendency to dichotoetlzes into teleological ethics and deontological
ethics. And these are said to be the two compéyes of ethics. Deontological ethics is deriveatrir
the Greek wordleon which means duty. So either you have a goal-tateathic or you have a duty-
oriented ethic. This is the classic debate betwaiditarianism, which makes what is right dependemt
consequences, or good—the greatest good for tlaegtenumber—and Kantian ethics, Kantian
formalism, which makes acts of right depend onaterformal characteristics that are intrinsic te #tt
itself. When some Christians hear that there iglaadomy between teleological ethics and
deontological ethics they tend automatically to foptdeontological ethics because they want toGvoi
any form of consequentialism, utilitarian ethicsyeally, situation ethics. That is what situatethics
was; it was a supposedly Christian form of utildarsm. And so many evangelical writers on ethics
have agreed there is a dichotomy here and haved émteleontological ethics. Now, that is a mistake
terms of the classic view of teleological ethicswihich principles of intrinsic right and wrong veer
incorporated into the idea of the goal. You donmeich the goal just as a reward for acts that you d
The way to the reward, or the way to the goal,pa of the process of development. | think thé i
possible to go back to the classic view of telemlalgethics and learn a lot from that. We needdb g
away from this polarization between goal and dasythough we have to opt for a duty-oriented ethic.
makes much more biblical sense to view the starsgléind norms that God has given, in this way. They
are intrinsically right, but they are subordinaighe goal of human life which is expressed in the
catechism: to glorify God and enjoy Him forevethink we need to recover the authentic classiaahfo
of teleological ethics and not be dismissive beeafghis modern dichotomy that has developed It i
superficial in terms of the reality of what is ggian. A biblical teleological ethic incorporatesrinsic
principles of right and wrong, but it is still ageoriented ethic, and | find it very liberating einwe
look at that broader perspective. Then we see hevedmmandments really fit with God’s purposes
and design for human nature. We will learn moreualiwat later on.

One reason | am zealous to recover the teleolog@dition in ethics is because it can be tracetto
Augustine, particularly his celebrated saying fribr@ opening chapter of tli&onfessions‘You have

© Spring 2006, David C. Jones & Covenant TheologBerhinary



Christian Ethics Lesson 2, page 5

made us for yourself, and our heart is restles$ iimbmes to rest in you.” Augustine agrees vitib
analysis of human conduct in that the desire f@ph#ess is a human given. But the highest goodtis n
happiness itself. It is knowing and loving God. Hreblem with the Greeks is not that they did rsit a
the right question, “What will fulfill human natuend truly satisfy?” Rather they looked for it ihthe
wrong places. The good life, according to Augustamsists in knowing and loving God.

Let me say a word about the term happiness. Thédingord “happiness” does not quite represent the
Greek word that lies behind that, whicteisdemonialn Aristotle’s view,eudemoniavas a combination
of fulfillment and satisfaction that resulted franoral and intellectual excellence. So it is not jus
pleasureEudemonids not the same dsedonethe other Greek word that is familiar to us,ras i
hedonism, or the pursuit of pleasure. Aristotle&savis much more subtle than that. Contemporary
ethicists tend to translate “happiness” ratherflagifishing” in order to get away from the povediythe
English word “happiness,” which leads to subjestivinterpretation. This is as intended by Aristotle
and, as a matter of fact, as intended by the phinade Declaration of Independence that our Creato
has endowed us with “certain inalienable rightsl among these are life, liberty and the pursuit of
happiness.” That sounds like an odd third compatuodiie and liberty, but what they mean is that
which will truly fulfill human nature as an objee#i condition, rather than mere satisfaction. Auigest
picks up on that theme. He finds fault with the €éksefor not looking to a transcendent ground feirth
happiness. Pagan philosophers erred not in sebkioginess, because God made us with this itch. Our
heart is restless because of the human conditiod.Has made us with this itch for Him. The problem
with the pagan philosophers was in trying to fimghpiness in themselves and in this life only, dred t
Christian message comes into that vacuum withigfe answer. We do not have to deny that people
looking for happiness are asking the right questidgrey in some way or other are trying to find gjoal

of human life. We have got good news. There is ptwdhe goal. We know what the goal is. It is
finding our satisfaction and fulfillment in God'sam for our lives, and that is possible throughwoek

of Christ.

There are various ways in which the Scripturesgaret us the goal of human life, that which willly
fulfill human nature and totally satisfy us. Theséoth an objective and a subjective aspect 1o it.
fulfills human nature, and what fulfills human naus satisfying to us, so it is fulfillment with
satisfaction that the biblical idea of the goahafnan life resounds. The first way the Scriptunasstpe
goal of human life and the most prominent way, thra is pervasive through the Scriptures, is thiat i
the glory of God. This theme is so prominent: “Tieavens declare the glory of God and the firmament
show its handiwork,” and so do the Scriptures. fralty every page is dealing with the glory of Gasl
the goal of human life. God’s plan according to &plns chapter 1 is to redeem a people for Hiyglor
Or take the verse that | proposed as a text feraburse, Philippians 1:9-11. Consider what Pays sa
that prayer, “I pray that your love may abound.” bégyins with love. Remember the context. Paul has
talked about his love for the Philippians and biswhen he remembers them because of their
fellowship in the Gospel. This is a love that isquced by God’s love. And he goes on about that,
saying, “I have you in my heart. You are alwaysniy prayers. | long for you with the affection thet

in Christ Jesus. And | pray that your love’—heakking about our love for one another in response t
the love that God has given us. He touches thetadfes first. It is characteristic of Paul whendwmnes
to ethics to begin from the inside out. “I prayttizaur love,” which is in response to the Gospelay
abound.” And not just in any old way that you migfink appropriate, but “I pray that your love may
abound in knowledge and insight.”

Now, that double expression is important. Knowledgmts us to objective standards that God has
revealed. The second word, insight, is the graghasfe principles, those standards, those norms,
existentially in our situation as they apply to Hmnetimes complex situations of life. The only way
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will grow in knowledge and insight is if we have affinity for the content and application of
Scriptures. Paul wants us to have the proper digposYou cannot have biblical knowledge and sound
ethical insight without something happening intégndnat enables you to perceive those. “...knowledge
and insight in order that you may discern the thitigat really matter.” Here is a rather difficulona.

The King James version says, “the things that acelent.” It is “the things that are best” or “wtha

best” according to the NIV. It is one word in Greakd it is only used in one other place, which is
Romans 2 where it says to those who have the dlye@aealed law of God, “understand the things tha
really matter.” So | think that it is hard to caggut in a single word, but | think it has to dotlvmoral
excellence. It is that sensitivity—that discernaygplication of Scripture—that flows from love thvaitl
enable us to live morally excellent lives. It wathable us to live not morally mediocre lives, butratly
excellent lives.

What is the purpose of this? Well, the purposéas e may be filled with the fruit of righteousses
that comes through Jesus Christ. This is the &fuitur justification by faith. The only righteoussewe
have is the righteousness of Christ. Paul goes gay later that his longing is to be clothed wiité
righteousness of Christ. Well, the righteousnesShofst produces fruit. Faith works itself out thgh
love. So the faith by which we are joined to Chaistl His righteousness is productive of fruit. Ahe
goal of that fruit is that we may be to the prasd glory of God. And you see what Paul is doinghe
He is giving us a mini-course in Christian ethiBeginning with a disposition, you work through the
principles of Scripture, the norms that are oridritevard moral excellence. The goal of the dispasit
and discernment that come from knowing and appliiegWord of God is the fruit of righteousness,
the goal of which is the praise and glory of Goldaflis the ultimate goal, that we reflect somettohg
what God is. The goal is my being conformed tomdal excellence by bearing the fruit of
righteousness. We image God. That is the goagltng and praise of God.

There are a great many other texts that can btdeid this respect. One that we tend to negle2t is
Peter 1:3-4. Let us look at that. In 2 Peter 1Befler writes that God’s “divine power has given us
everything we need for life and godliness, thronghknowledge of him who called us by his own
glory and goodness.” There is a lot to unpack at tlerse. But it is God’s glory and goodness that
places us where we are, with this power for evémgtive need for life and godliness, the all-suéficy

of God'’s grace for our lives and to fulfill His tialy. Verse 4 continues, “Through these he hasrguse
his very great and precious promises so that thrdimg you may participate in the divine nature and
escape the corruption in the world caused by eslrds, that you may participate in the divine regtu
that you may have communion in the divine natuiaiv, that goal of our redemption is a pretty
awesome goal. The goal of our ethics is that we paaticipate in the divine nature, that we may shar
in the divine nature. The Eastern Churches made wiathis than the Western Church. And | think that
they have a point. They call thiseosis It is sometimes translated as “the divinizatibmwman

nature,” and that sounds bad. But it is like whatrlMTwain once said of Wagner’s music: “It is bette
than it sounds.” And the so-called deification ahtan nature is better than it sounds. It goes tmek
phrase in Athanasius. Athanasius wrote a wondédatise on the incarnation toward the end of which
he says, “God became human in order that we migtaroe divine.” Well, a lot has been made of that.
That is the key text in the Eastern Church. Atharsawas writing in Greek, and he is respected both
the East and West. But the Eastern Church makatsoé that and of the doctrine of theosis that ceme
from that. But it comes toward the end of the ismgtand it is not developed as a doctrine really i
Athanasius. What is developed is our renewal inrttege of God. The main thrust that Athanasius is
concerned about is that Christ became incarnatedier to provide the sacrifice and the means bylwhi
we might be renewed in God’s image. And so whesdys, “God became man that we might become
divine,” he means that we might be restored tadrtitege of God, that we might be renewed in
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knowledge, holiness, and righteousness, and thatiglet glorify God. So | think that there is a way
appropriate what the Eastern Church has elabonmatdis area and to make more of that text in ZPet

There is an analysis of that text in John Sandé&dmwok The Fruit of the SpiritAmong Reformed
writers on the glory of God, it is amazing in a whgt there is not much written on this subject. We
simply use it as a principle, but you do not firedaiten giving an exposition of it. The best exfiosi
that | know of is that of Jonathan Edwards’ disstoh, published after his death, on the reason God
created the world. He addresses the question wh¢dd create the world? What moved God, who is
all-sufficient in Himself, to which nothing can belded, to create the world? And Edwards’ idea was
that it was an internal disposition of God to shdig effulgence with the creature so that the cneat
would reflect back into God His glory. So our rerwm the image of God reflects back something of
God’s own nature. And this is a very useful thoudglecause it incorporates our interest into God’s
interest. According to Edwards, we do not havehtwose between a theocentric and an anthropocentric
view. God makes our fulfilment His concern in thnay. In creating human beings in His image, God
has decided to make the creature a reflection girinite knowledge. So as rational beings who are
capable of receiving His Word, we are able to mtftee knowledge of God. Of course, because it is
infinite, God’s knowledge is beyond us, but stilik&knowledge is a reflection of God’s infinite
knowledge.

Also, in terms of our moral agent, we are createcttlect God’s infinite holiness so that our reatin
the image of God, in knowledge and holiness, s itefulgence of God’s glory back to Himself. And
what is unusual to us is that Edwards includes &odinite happiness. One of Edwards’ sermons,
which comes at the end of his exposition of 1 Gbrans 13, which is entitleBruits, is called “Heaven
is a World of Love.” That does not sound like Eddgato most of us, because often when we think if
him we think of his sermon, “Sinners in the HantflamAngry God.” But Edwards preached much
more on the Gospel than he did the warning therhe \ifarning theme is there; it is necessary. But
Edwards elaborated on the Gospel, and he undertab&od is a joyful God. There is that verse in
Zephaniah that says “He will rejoice over you wsthging.” God sings over His redeemed people, and
His goal is to share the divine happiness, thendiyoy. What is the fruit of the Spirit? “The fraf the
Spirit is love, joy. . .” Itis a very wonderfulitiy. We need to make more of it.

So the glory of God is our goal, and | think tHastthree-fold pattern is helpful. John Piper fekeh

part of the catechism answer and run with thisséles the catechism should really read “The chidf en
of man is to glorify Gody enjoying him forever.” And so he develops whathbs a Christian
hedonism. | think it is a partial truth. It has heery powerful in people’s lives because it issglacted
part of the truth. God has made us to glorify Hiyrelnjoying Him. That is a part of what it means. A
significant part of what it means to glorify Godi@senjoy the things of this creation as His gié&d

has given us richly all things to enjoy. You do get a hint of Christian asceticism in those kiotls
statements. God wants us to be happy and joyfidinm but I think it is a partial truth. | think weeed
the whole truth, which is that we glorify God byirig conformed to His knowledge and His holiness, as
well as His happiness. It is reductionistic to segyare created to glorify God by enjoying forever
without these other parts. Take what is good frape® That is a very important thing, because & is
very liberating thing. Lots of Christians are dradglown in a kind of heaviness that is unbiblieald

the understanding that God has created us for haggi really to share in His happiness and toatefle
His happiness, is an important thing, althoughk ot the only thing.

Some years ago | heard Mitch Glazer of Jews farslsgeak on Reformed missions to the Jews. And it
was a Scottish church that had the first missioeady for evangelism of the Jews. He was explanin
to us our history. Well, at one point he invitednsoof us to go down with him to Washington
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University, which has a heavy Jewish concentradiostudents, to hand out broadsides. Well, | had no
handed out tracts since | was in high school. endiked it. But | decided to go down, so we put on
Yeshua t-shirts, went down, and handed those oall, Wled to some interesting exchanges. Butun o
debriefing at the end, Mitch told us about one exgje he had. One student handed the tract back and
said, “l do not need this; | am a hedonist.” Anddiimmediately said, “| have good news for you. |
have been looking for a hedonist, because my Gyg| & my right hand, there are pleasures
forevermore.” He turned that question on its he&that is true happiness? What is true joy? | thirekt
there is a point to that. Augustine was after #tismpt to reorient ourselves so that we understand
terms of reflecting God’s happiness.

You might ask if the wortheosiscould be interpreted as progressive sanctificath@nl understand it,
yes it can. As | understand the context in Atharsgdie is talking about progressive sanctificatain,
whichtheosisis the goal. In other words, we progress towaad fitom one degree of glory to another.
So he is talking about our renewal in the imag€lwmfist, which comes to its fruition in the life tome.
It is a good observation, thiteosisis progressive sanctification. | think that it haglo with union with
Christ and the working out of the implications aékinion with us, Him in our lives. So that is ethac
what it is.

You might wonder, with this dichotomy between debogical ethics and teleological ethics, if | am
saying it is really both. And that is what | am isay Teleological ethics, when the dichotomy isig&t

is really talking about consequentialism. Thatuibat is right is determined by consequences fodgoo
so the right thing to do is what will lead to thesbconsequences. Well, all sorts of things follicmn

that view. If good consequences can come from &gakrimentation, then you can conduct any kind of
fetal experimentation, because the greatest gauithéogreatest number is to sacrifice some emhbryos
order that people may live longer or better. Tedhe new designation of teleological ethics, aed w
would raise a question with that of whether theeesmme intrinsic limits to what we may do in ortker
produce good consequences. And as a matter atgugitis not permissible to sacrifice a human fiife
the sake of others. That is what | regard fetakexrpentation as doing, sacrificing human life ftiners.
There is, however, this older and more classicdetstanding of teleology which incorporates absolut
principles of right and wrong within it. So | amysag we cut ourselves off from an important andlyea
crucial strand of biblical truth when we buy int@at dichotomy and say Christian ethics is not
teleological, it is deontological. It is both. Eapied on Christians’ assumptions in the right wesy,
need both of those aspects. And | would say we tesdbordinate the principles of right and wroag t
the goal. In other words, God has given us Hisifaarder to provide the direction in which we are
renewed in the image of Christ for His glory. Se taw serves the goal. And | think it is very helgb
understand that. Otherwise, we get focused onakign end in itself, and you can live that way,ibut
is not the most freeing way to live.
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