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Morality 

 

Is there such a thing as an objective basis of morality? For some time, in secular circles, the idea 
has seemed absurd. Morality is what we choose it to be. We are free to do what we like so long 
as we don’t harm others. 

Moral judgments are not truths but choices. There is no way of getting from “is” to “ought”, 
from description to prescription, from facts to values, from science to ethics. This was the 
received wisdom in philosophy for a century after Nietzsche had argued for the abandonment 
of morality – which he saw as the product of Judaism – in favour of the “will to power”. 

‘True Morality’, Covenant & Conversation, Noach 5770, 5773 (Rabbi Sacks) 

Do you believe that Human Beings define Morality? Aren’t “Do No Harm” or “Live and Let Live” 
appropriate moral ideals? 

______________________________________________________________________________ 

______________________________________________________________________________ 

______________________________________________________________________________ 

 

“What we have today is not the religious ethic of Judaism and Christianity but the civic ethic of 
the ancient Greeks. For the Greeks, the political was all. What you did in your private life was 
up to you. Sexual life was the pursuit of desire. Abortion and euthanasia were freely practised. 
The Greeks produced much of the greatest art and architecture, philosophy and drama, the 
world has ever known. What they did not produce was a society capable of surviving.” 
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“The most accurate characterization of the Chanukah story is the struggle for the perpetuation 
of chochmas haTorah (Torah wisdom) over Hellenism or chochmas Yavan, the secular wisdom 
of the Greeks. 

It wasn’t the actual specific secular knowledge of the Greeks that was problematic, but rather 
their perspective on it…  



Yavan’s wisdom, beauty, and culture become superficial, like an empty shell. This is where 
Yavan went wrong. Instead of using their knowledge of science and nature to see Hashem 





Amalek throughout history. Sometimes there may be no alternative but to fight evil and defeat 
it. This may be the only path to peace.” 

 Essays on Ethics, Beshallah: The Face of Evil, p.102 (Rabbi Sacks) 

 Does Rabbi Sacks change your perspective of the above commandments? Why? 

______________________________________________________________________ 

______________________________________________________________________ 

______________________________________________________________________ 

Can you think of a contemporary event or situation (21st Century) that helps you 

understand Rabbi Sacks’ perspective on the destruction of groups of people? 

______________________________________________________________________ 

______________________________________________________________________ 

If so, would you consider it moral? Why? 

______________________________________________________________________ 

 ______________________________________________________________________ 

 ______________________________________________________________________ 


