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    On May 20 of 2005, the French philosopher Paul Ricoeur died in Paris at the age of 92. These pages are dedicated to his memory. In my recollection, Ricoeur’s writings and his persona were in complete harmony—something which is not often the case among distinguished intellectuals. I had the good fortune of encountering him repeatedly and thus was able to discern the human being behind, or rather animating, his texts. I met him at various conferences both in America and in Europe. In 1999 I participated in a meeting held in his honor when he bid farewell to the University of Chicago (where he had periodically been teaching for many years).[1] The traits that were particularly striking in Ricoeur’s character were his genuine modesty and reticence, his passion for inquiry and dialogical learning, and his warm friendliness—a friendliness displayed toward old and young, toward philosophers and non-philosophers. His broad public acclaim never dented his simple humanity.
  


  
    Ricoeur’s writings are voluminous and multi-faceted. In their ability to integrate major strands of both Continental and Anglo-American thought, they constitute a kind of summa of twentieth-century Western philosophy. It would be audacious and even reckless, in this brief tribute, to try to present an overview of this far-flung opus. Instead, I have decided to focus here on a moderately sized text—but a text which, in its basic orientation, can claim a certain representative quality. As in a prism, the argument of the text gathers or assembles the different facets of Ricoeur’s work into a nodal point or central focus: namely, the relation between “love and justice.” The text dates from 1989, the year when the University of Tübingen bestowed on the French thinker the so-called Leopold-Lucas-Prize. It was on that occasion that the recipient delivered a lecture titled “Amour et Justice.”[2]
  


  
    It seems appropriate to comment here briefly on the background of this event. The prize given to Ricoeur had been established in 1972 to commemorate the centenary of the birth of Leopold Lucas who was born in Marburg in 1872. After studying Oriental languages as well as Jewish history in Berlin and Tübingen, Lucas rose to the rank of one of the leading Jewish scholars and intellectuals in pre-Weimar Germany. In 1902 he became one of the co-founders of the “Society for the Promotion of Jewish Sciences”; much later, in 1941, at the age of nearly seventy, he heeded a call of Leo Baeck to join the Institute for the “Wissenschaft des Judentums” in Berlin. The following year he and his wife were deported to the concentration camp of Theresienstadt where he perished in the fall of 1943, to be followed a year later by his wife who was taken to Auschwitz and killed.
  


  
    In introducing Ricoeur in 1989, Oswald Bayer (professor of philosophy in Tübingen) underscored the appropriateness of awarding the Lucas Prize to the French philosopher. As he observed in his “Laudatio,” the prize was given to Ricoeur “in recognition of his border-crossings mediating between peoples” and in view of his tireless efforts to reconnect “philosophy, psychology, literary theory, and theology” by relying on “phenomenological and hermeneutical traditions.” In the same speech, Bayer also pointed to some concrete border crossings in the philosopher’s own life. Born into an old Huguenot family, Ricoeur grew up in a country torn between agnosticism and Catholic faith. Captured by the Germans at the beginning of World War II, he spent his years in a POW camp studying German philosophy and translating the first volume of Husserl’s “Ideas for a Pure Phenomenology and Phenomenological Philosophy” (as a stepping-stone to his own later publications on Husserl).[3] In 1947 he became active as co-editor of Esprit, a progressive Christian journal seeking to mediate between Enlightenment thought and religious faith. During the same period, having accepted an appointment as philosopher in Strasbourg, he encouraged and supported repeated meetings between German and French professors and students. In 1956 he moved to the Sorbonne in Paris and a decade later to the University of Nanterre. While still holding the latter position, he also entered into a teaching arrangement with the University of Chicago, an arrangement which for many years involved a steady practice of border-crossing between Europe and America.
  


  
    There is a point rightly underscored and highlighted by Oswald Bayer as a crucial feature of Ricoeur’s outlook: his mediating position between polar opposites or stark antitheses. Ricoeur, he remarked, was neither a local chauvinist nor a shallow universalist dedicated to a global melting pot of cultures. “It is a distinguishing quality of the life-work of Paul Ricoeur,” the Laudatio states, “that it lent just as little support to narrowly self-centered identity claims as to premature, overly simplified ecumenical syntheses—syntheses bent on removing the plurality of languages and modes of reasoning as mere obstacles to universalization.” Although fully aware of the ongoing process of globalization and even committed to a global kind of social justice, Ricoeur did not acknowledge a “universal canon” but only “separate and mutually contesting theories” or perspectives, perspectives between which mediation and reconciliation must be sought laboriously or the hard way.[4] In his 1989 lecture, the task was to find a mediation—neither synthesis nor stark opposition—between “Amour et Justice,” love and justice. In the following, I shall first discuss the two topics of the title separately and respectively before proceeding to explore the possibility and the significance of their mediation.
  


  
    LIEBE/AMOUR
  


  
    With regard to the first theme of his title, Ricoeur moves cautiously and soberly. As he concedes at the very beginning, it is difficult to talk and write properly about love: there is a great danger of derailing into hyperbole or emotional platitudes. On the other hand, many philosophers—especially “analytical” philosophers—nurture a preference for an abstract conceptualism bent on reducing thematic content to formal principles or propositions. In this case, the experiential richness of the theme of love vanishes. His lecture is on guard against both dangers. Derailment into platitudes is countered by the coupling of love with justice. The temptation of abstract formalism is obviated through recourse to a great philosopher who, in his thinking, made room for the “raison du coeur”: Blaise Pascal. Ricoeur cites a passage from Pascal’s Pensées which can be read as a kind of pass-key to the entire lecture. The passage says: “All the bodies in the world and all the intellects with all their achievements do not match the smallest stirring of the love for God. The latter belongs to an infinitely higher order (un ordre infiniment plus élevé).” With these words of Pascal, the theme of love is immediately located on a plane which is equally far removed from banality and formalism.[5]
  


  
    In an effort to chart a philosophically fruitful path to his theme, Ricoeur concentrates on three distinguishing traits of the “discourse of love.” He calls these traits “oddities” and does not hesitate to speak of “the strangeness or bizarre character of the love-discourse” (l’étrangeté ou la bizarrerie du discours de l’amour). The first distinguishing trait is the intimate connection between love and praise or eulogy (louange). In his words: “The discourse of love is first of all a discourse of encomium or praise.” Praising or eulogizing someone or something combines several dispositions: those of lifting up, of revering, and of finding delight. To find something elevated, and especially to find something considered the “highest,” is captivating, enticing, and joyful. To illustrate the meaning of this trademark, Ricoeur’s lecture offers examples from scripture and poetry. On top of his list of examples is the hymn of praise, paean to love, which St. Paul penned in his first letter to Corinthians: “If I speak in the tongues of men and of angels, but have not love, I am a noisy gong or a clanging cymbal” (1 Corinthians 13:1). Love and praise coalesce in this passage because it is love that is being eulogized. Next in line are the great hymns of praise contained in many of the Psalms (in Hebrew: tehillim). Praise in these texts is often linked with blessing or benediction. Thus, we read in the first Psalm: “Praise to the man (or blessed is the man) who walks not in the counsel of the wicked. . . . He is like a tree planted by streams of water, that yields fruit in its season.” Or again in Psalm 84: “O Lord of hosts, blessed (praised) is the man who trusts in thee.”[6]
  


  
    Similar to these hymns of praise are the biblical blessings or benedictions of which the most famous ones can be found in the Sermon on the Mount: “Blessed are the poor in spirit, for theirs is the kingdom of heaven. Blessed are these who mourn, for they shall be comforted” (Matthew 5:3–4). As Ricoeur comments: “Hymns of praise, benedictions, and laudations form a whole bundle of literary devices which can be assembled under the rubric of praise.” He refers in this context to the wealth of literary expressions which Robert Alter has examined in his book on The Art of Biblical Poetry. To be sure, the topic cannot be restricted narrowly to biblical poetry, but has ramifications also in “secular” poetry and literature. The field is too vast to permit an overview in this context. In lieu of many other examples, it may suffice to turn here to the famous “Sonnets to Orpheus” by Rainer Maria Rilke. In the seventh Sonnet we read:
  


  
    Praising’s what matters! Summoned for praise
  


  
    He issued forth like the ore from a stone’s
  


  
    silence. His heart: a mortal vineyard
  


  
    for humans of deathless wine. . . .
  


  
    Neither decay in royal sepulchers
  


  
    nor any shadow falling from the gods
  


  
    can detract from his glorious praising.
  


  
    For he is one of the permanent heralds,
  


  
    holding far into the tombs of the dead
  


  
    bowls of ripe, praise-worthy fruit.
  


  
    And then these lines from the eighth Sonnet:
  


  
    Only in the realm of praising should Lament
  


  
    proceed, the nymph of tears’ fountain,
  


  
    watching over our dejected complaint,
  


  
    so that it be limpid on the very rock
  


  
    that bears the palaces and the altars.[7]
  


  
    The second distinguishing trait or trademark of the discourse of love—and it is a “mark” in the sense of being remarkable—is the connection between love and demand or obligation. What is the relation between love and ethical standards—especially the kind of moral imperatives stipulated by Kant? “Is love,” Ricoeur queries, “ethically comparable to moral principles, that is, to propositional standards from which practical maxims can be derived or deduced?” To underscore this query, his lecture points to some (initially) confusing biblical passages linking love and command: for example, the passages in Deuteronomy 6:5 and Leviticus 19:18 (repeated in Matthew 23:37, 39): “You shall love the Lord your God with all your heart, and with all your soul, and with all your might. . . . And you shall love your neighbor as yourself.” How can love be expressed in the language of “shall”? How can love be demanded and even commanded? To shed light on this difficult topic, Ricoeur turns to an unexpected source: Franz Rosenzweig’s The Star of Redemption. As one may recall, Rosenzweig’s work is divided into three major Parts, each of which is in turn subdivided into several Books. The first Part deals with basic “elements” and the permanent “proto-cosmos” (Vorwelt). The second Part pursues the “path” of history and the “ever-renewed world,” while the last Part refers to the coming “kingdom” and the “eternal hyper-cosmos” (Überwelt). Ricoeur’s comments focus on the second Part—discussing the three stages of creation, revelation, and redemption and particularly on the transition from creation to revelation. For, it is at the beginning of the section devoted to revelation—and thus at the juncture where divine creation still overshadows the Mosaic Law—that Rosenzweig alerts readers to the dictate of love which (for Ricoeur) clearly reveals “the primacy of the original language of creation over into-human (moral) communication.”[8]
  


  
    The second Book of the historical part bears the title “Revelation, or the Ever-Renewed Birth of the Soul.” The ever-renewed birth of the human soul occurs as a result of divine love which absolutely precedes revealed biblical laws (as recorded especially in Leviticus and Deuteronomy). In Rosenzweig’s own words: “The capstone (Schlusstein) of the somber arch of creation becomes the cornerstone (Grundstein) of the bright house of revelation. For the soul, revelation means the experience of a present which, although resting on the existence of a past, yet does not dwell in it but rather walks in the light of the divine countenance.” At the beginning of the section on revelation, Rosenzweig invokes a biblical passage which is taken neither from Leviticus nor Deuteronomy, but from the “Song of Solomon” or “Song of Songs.” The opening lines there read: “O that you would kiss me with the kisses of your month! For your love is better than wine.” In its eighth chapter, the same Song makes another comparison, but this time not with wine: “Set me as a seal upon your heart, as a seal upon your arm; for love is strong as death.” It is this sentence—“love is strong as death”—which forms the opening line of Rosenzweig’s book on revelation. Yet, for the Jewish thinker, love is not only as strong as, but stronger than death. In his presentation, death is the capstone of the story of creation (discussed in the preceding Book), whereas now, under the new dispensation, God reveals Himself—and reveals Himself first of all as love, or rather as “lover” in the present. “Death as the capstone of creation,” he writes, “first stamps every created thing with the ineradicable mark of creatureliness, with the label ‘has been’ (Gewesen). This mark of death is challenged by love which solely knows the present, thrives on the present, pines for the present.”[9]
  


  
    In his discussion of revelation, and specifically in a section titled “Love,” Rosenzweig distinguishes between two phases of revelation, namely of the self-revealing and self-manifestation of the divine: the original creation in which God Himself still remains concealed, and the revelation of love where God completely surrenders or gives of Himself. “Precisely for the sake of its revelational character,” he writes, “the first revelation in creation demands the eruption of a ‘second’ revelation which is nothing other than self-revelation. . . . It is love which meets all the demands made on the concept of self-revealing: the love of the lover (not the beloved). Only the love of the lover is such a continuously renewed self-surrender (Selbsthingabe); only the lover gives himself away in love.”[10]
  


  
    Returning to Ricoeur: what is essential for him in Rosenzweig’s reflections is the status of love as preamble and precondition of every divine legislation or revealed law. This explains also the peculiarity of the demand or command to love. What Rosenzweig’s text shows in a “truly sublime way,” he writes, is how the demand to love emerges out of the prior bond of love between God and human beings: “The demand which precedes every law or legislation is the request which the lover addresses to the beloved: love me!” Thus, it is important here to identify the love-demand or love-command with love itself, with a love “which commands itself.” Differently put, he continues: “We are dealing here with a command which contains the condition of its observance in the very gentleness of its request: love me!” As the lecture adds, to avoid the possibility of misunderstanding: in the command to love we encounter something like a “poetic mode of imperative,” a mode which is clearly distinguished from the moral (or moralizing) mode of the Kantian imperative.[11]
  


  
    The third distinguishing mark of the discourse of love is its connection with feelings or sentiments, with the entire gamut of expressions and dispositions testifying to the “power of metaphor.” The lover’s request addressed to the beloved, “Love me”—Ricoeur observes—lends to love a dynamic power enabling it to evoke a broad spectrum of feelings and even to balance very conflicting sentiments: “Pleasure and pain, fulfillment and disappointment, joy and sorrow, happiness and misery.” According to the lecture, one can find here a “play of analogy” between feelings—feelings which can be very different and even antithetical and yet are still animated by love. In this context, Ricoeur points to Max Scheler, especially to his book On the Phenomenology and Theory of Sympathy and on Love and Hatred, a text later republished under the title Nature and Forms of Sympathy (Wesen und Formen der Sympathie). What attracts him to this work is Scheler’s broad scale of sentiments and his portrayal of a certain dynamic movement of ascent and descent. Just as in the case of praise or eulogy, love seen as feeling has the tendency to elevate or lift up the target of love—a tendency which can be countermanded by an opposite move of vilification. In Ricoeur’s account, love as presented by Scheler is “a positive movement”—a movement which (in Scheler’s own words) “leads from a lower to a higher estimation of a thing or person and which allows the higher esteem to burst forth in a sudden epiphany.” By contrast, hatred is a negative movement lowering or demeaning its target. Viewed in this light, Ricoeur comments, love is not merely a passive reaction, but involves “an increase or elevation”: “Love creates anew, while hatred destroys.”[12]
  


  
    It is the dynamic movement of human sentiment which makes it difficult, if not impossible, to impose external criteria or limitations on the spectrum of love. Ricoeur’s lecture at this point takes a critical stand against the radical distinction between “eros” and “agape,” a distinction popular among some theologians and philosophers of religion. As he points out or rather insists, erotic love is entirely capable of “signifying more than itself”—a capability deriving from the “play of analogy” and the “power of metaphor.” A good example here is the “Song of Songs” whose language oscillates almost playfully between sensual-erotic and Platonic-spiritual love. For Ricoeur, it is important to realize “that the opposition between eros and agape lacks a biblical-exegetical basis.” In lieu of this opposition, the lecture speaks of a “substantive tropology” of love—where tropology means more than a decorative interplay of tropes: namely, the ability “simultaneously to capture the real analogy of sentiments and the power of eros to signify and express agape.”[13]
  


  
    GERECHTIGKEIT/JUSTICE
  


  
    In Ricoeur’s lecture, the theme of justice is less extensively discussed. The lecture distinguishes between two dimensions: that of legal practice manifest in a society’s judicial system and of the principle of “rule of law” (Rechtsstaat); and the philosophical or theoretical dimension, the axis of which revolves around issues of fair distribution. The field of legal practice exhibits a plethora of relevant phenomena: court cases, legal procedures, judicial competences, and court decisions. The entire field can be analyzed as a mode of social communication. “We find ourselves in the field of legal practice, for instance,” Ricoeur states, “when a judicial forum is called upon in order to rule on the claims of competing interest groups or conflicting parties.” In this case, as in other legal practices, the emphasis is on inter-human interests or claims which require argumentative negotiation and judicial settlement. What is involved in legal negotiations is rhetoric, persuasion, and argumentation—that is, modes of communicative reasoning (though mainly of a strategic sort). In contrast to purely academic modes of argumentation, however, legal negotiations are ultimately oriented toward settlement. Whereas arguments per se are infinite by constantly generating counter-arguments, legal practice operates in the realm of finitude, in the sense that litigation ultimately is meant to issue in a court decision which is “fair” to the contending parties. By operating under finite constraints, judicial decision-making involves not a purely logical deduction but also (in varying degrees) an exercise of political power and authority in society.[14]
  


  
    As can be seen, legal practice displays a feature which distinguishes it sharply from the discourse of love: namely, the “formality” or formal character of law and jurisprudence, which ultimately derives from the fact that law and ethics never coincide or harmonize completely. This formality emerges also in the philosophical discourse of justice. In this domain, a general continuity of legal reflection can be detected from the Greeks to the present, from the work of Aristotle to the writings of John Rawls: throughout, there is a tendency to equate justice with modes of distribution, particularly with conceptions of arithmetical and proportional distribution. Whereas the first mode insists on the complete equality or equal treatment of individuals (for example, in the principle of the “equality before the law”), the second mode demands a proportional distribution whereby each party receives that portion which is his or her due in relation to others (suum cuique tribuere). From the perspective of proportional distribution, Ricoeur observes, the entire society “appears as a network distributing or allocating roles, rights and duties, advantages and disadvantages, benefits and obligations” among members. Differently put: justice from this angle is predicated on an organic social holism—but a holism which, in turn, depends on the interests and claims of participating individuals. Ricoeur elaborates: “In a distributive conception, society cannot exist without individuals to whom portions are allocated and who hence participate proportionally in the totality; but the individuals would lose their social status in the absence of the rules of distribution allocating to them their place in society.”[15]
  


  
    As indicated before, the conception of justice as a mode of distribution still persists in the case of John Rawls. As is well known, Rawls’ A Theory of Justice stipulates two basic principles of justice: the principle of strict equality or of “equal liberty”; and the so-called difference principle according to which unequal treatment must proportionally benefit also the disadvantaged. In Ricoeur’s account, Rawls’ theory is a new interpretation of Aristotle and his two modes of justice under the aegis of modern liberalism (with its emphasis on individual rights). As he adds, with particular reference to proportional justice, Rawls’ “difference principle” seeks to salvage the idea of justice under conditions of unequal distribution by requiring that “the greater benefits enjoyed by the privileged must be compensated in such a way that the disadvantaged or less privileged suffer fewer or smaller costs.” The so-called maximin rule in Rawls’ theory means precisely this: to upgrade the lesser part in compensation for inequality. The general idea operating in this conception, however, is much older (as noted before): “to upgrade the lesser part is simply the modern version of the Aristotelian notion of proportional justice.” What is new—to the extent that novelty is an issue—is the higher degree of abstraction characterizing modern liberal thought, that is, the greater distance between general principles and ethical conduct—a distance evident, for example, in the key Rawlsian categories of the “original position” and the “veil of ignorance.”[16]
  


  
    The point which matters most to Ricoeur in this context is the formal character of conceptions of justice, especially in their modern formulations. Seen as a general scheme of distribution, justice is not so much an ethical virtue guiding human conduct as it is an ordering or organizing principle superimposed on society—whose members are basically assumed to be motivated by private self-interest and to face other members competitively in multiple conflicts of interests. For Ricoeur, this formal conception is far removed from mutual ethical engagement and genuine social solidarity. As he writes: “The highest point to which this (formal) conception can reach is that of a society in which the sentiment of mutuality or mutual dependence . . . remains subordinated to that of mutual disinterest” or aloofness. To be sure, Rawlsian theory—like other modern liberal theories—pays lip service to social solidarity, but only in attenuated form or as an aside. The primacy assigned to private interests and their relentless conflict make it impossible, in Ricoeur’s view, “that the idea of justice would be located on the plane of a real recognition and solidarity where participants would or could regard each other as reciprocal debtors (Schuldner)” in a shared enterprise.[17]
  


  
    LOVE AND JUSTICE: AN ATTEMPT AT MEDIATION
  


  
    In the concluding part of his lecture, Ricoeur attempts to build a bridge between the two contending antagonists of his theme: that is, between the “poetry of love” and the “prose of justice.” As he states at the beginning, his goal is neither the fusion nor amalgamation of the antagonists, nor the confirmation of their radical duality or antithesis. Above and beyond both fusion and antithesis, he notes, there is “a third, difficult path” which allows the antagonists to remain in a state of “tension,” but which, precisely in and through this tension, encourages a mutual learning and rapprochement. In charting this mediating path, the lecture turns initially once again to a biblical text: one in which the antagonists encounter each other in a mode of intense contestation and yet are closely linked or connected. The text is the “Sermon on the Mount” as recorded in the fifth chapter of Matthew, supplemented by the so-called Sermon on the Plain recorded in the sixth chapter of Luke. Both gospel passages juxtapose two basic demands or commands: the command to “love one’s enemies” and the “golden rule” as synonym for the principle of justice. In a way, the entire theme of Ricoeur’s lecture is here put to a final test.
  


  
    The passage in Luke’s gospel is particularly eloquent and revealing. Following a series of blessings or benedictions addressed to a large crowd, Jesus says sharply: “But I say to you who hear me: love your enemies, do good to those who hate you, bless those who curse you, pray for those who abuse you. To him who strikes you on the cheek, offer the other also; and from him who takes away your coat, do not withhold even your shirt” (Luke 6:27–29). Almost abruptly and without preparation, this “new” command to love one’s enemies is followed by the statement (which is a variation of the traditional “golden rule”): “And as you wish that people would do to you, do so also to them” (6:31). Again, almost abruptly and without preparation, this traditional statement gives way to a further elaboration on the new love command, an elaboration stated with stirring intensity:
  


  
    If you love those who love you, what credit is that to you? For even sinners love those who love them. And if you do good to those who do good to you, what credit is that to you? For even sinners do the same. And if you lend to those from whom you hope to receive, what merit is that on your part? Even sinners lend to sinners, to receive as much back again. But love your enemies, and do good and lend, expecting nothing in return. (6:32–35)
  


  
    What is happening here? Ricoeur asks. Does not this paean to the new love command “imply a harsh disapproval of the golden rule?” And if the golden rule is chastised or put aside, does this not further imply a disapproval of the idea of justice itself? The cited passage in Luke’s gospel, Ricoeur notes, must “inevitably puzzle” readers—especially to the extent that the golden rule is viewed as equivalent to, or a stand-in for, the “demand of justice.” His lecture at this point clearly moves into very difficult philosophical and theological terrain—a terrain requiring both caution and courage at every step. Ricoeur’s dexterity in navigating this terrain becomes immediately evident when he characterizes the new command (to love one’s enemies) as a “supra-ethical” demand: a demand operating under the auspices of a higher “economy of the gift” (économie du don) and of a “logic of super-abundance.” The new command is “supra-ethical,” he observes, because it exceeds the usual norms of reciprocity and manifests an outlook “approximating a domain transcending ethics as such: namely, the economy of the gift.” Turning again to the work of Franz Rosenzweig, Ricoeur finds the economy of gift operative both in the primal phase of creation and in the eschatological promise of redemption and God’s kingdom. On both ends of the spectrum, he notes, we find an economy of the gift where “the God of creation and the God of promise are one and the same.” In this economy, Mosaic law and revelation function in a way as a hyphen “linking creation and eschatology.” Opposed to this economy and to the “logic of super-abundance” stands the “logic of equivalence,” that is, the logic of the golden rule which ultimately is predicated—and cannot but be predicated—on mutuality and reciprocity, and thus on exchange and substitutability.[18]
  


  
    What comes into view here is an ethical gulf or chasm—because, Ricoeur states, it is “nearly impossible” to reconcile the logic of equivalence with the entirely different logic of super-abundance. Undaunted, his lecture enters and proceeds precisely into this chasm, fully aware (it seems) of the intense philosophical-theological disputes surrounding it. It seems appropriate at this point to recall some of the discussions triggered by the rise of (what is called) the “new transcendentalism” in recent European, and especially French, philosophy. In a provocative and nearly confrontational manner, representatives of this movement have tended to extol and prioritize the “economy of the gift,” sometimes at the expense of justice viewed as a mode of distribution. Prominent spokesmen in this regard are Emmanuel Levinas and Jacques Derrida, as well as some of their students and followers, Derrida’s The Gift of Death coming to mind most notably.[19] What supporters of the gift economy find defective in the traditional notion of justice is the aspect of reciprocity and mutuality, the principle of equality or symmetry governing the transaction of giving and taking. Pushed to their logical consequence—and not all supporters are willing to go that far—both justice and the golden rule are ethically devalued and equated with a mode of instrumental rationality, with a calculation of costs and benefits ultimately reducible to the formula “do ut des” (where giving occurs solely for the sake of receiving). By contrast, giving or the gift (le don) is presented as an expression of pure altruism, as a sign of asymmetrical renunciation and even self-sacrifice or self-surrender (to the “other”). Viewed in this manner, the opposition between the two “logics” appears irremediable: between pure self-love and self-surrender no common ground can be found.[20]
  


  
    Ricoeur is fully aware of this dilemma and of the obstacle it places on his “third path.” Through one-sided celebrations of the logic of super-abundance, he notes, “the golden rule has become suspect” and even an object of scorn, and the same suspicion extends to principles of social justice and corollary social practices. He even shares this suspicion provided justice is seen as a mere calculus of interests; for in this case, “would one not have to agree that it functions simply as a disguised version of utilitarianism?” For Ricoeur, however, the situation is not quite so hopeless because justice and utility are not simple synonyms. In terms of his lecture, it is possible to interpret justice and the golden rule in two different ways: either in the sense of utilitarianism, or else in the sense of a social ethics which, although respecting reciprocity, also makes room for super-abundance. It is this second interpretation which explains how, both in the Sermon on the Mount and the Sermon on the Plain, the two demands—the golden rule and the new command
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