Moral Argument in a Minute
At root, all forms of the moral argument attempt to show that the existence of morality inevitably leads to the conclusion that there is a source for morality (ie. God). If it can be shown that morality arises independently of any appeal to God then the moral argument fails. (NB. The moral argument tends to assume moral absolutism).

Kant’s Moral Argument

Kant doesn’t attempt to show the existence of God directly (God’s existence is one of his assumptions [postulates]). However, his moral argument does attempt to demonstrate that God is necessary for moral order.

1. Moral people (in order to be truly moral) must act out of moral duty rather than a personal desired end. People must be free to act in this way and it must be possible to do so (“ought implies can”).

2. The moral objective of humankind is the summum bonum; this is the highest good which moral people ought to seek to bring about. If the summum bonum were achieved then moral behaviour would also bring happiness. However, it is obviously the case that in this world doing good does not always bring reward.

3. An afterlife must therefore exist in order to ensure that the summum bonum can be achieved. If there were no afterlife to reward goodness and punish badness it would be illogical to be moral because it would be seeking an impossible end (and being moral is logical – see point 1).

4. Therefore, God must exist to facilitate this afterlife. Thus Kant’s phrase: “The moral law leads to religion”. God cannot be proven directly, but is the obvious conclusion of the moral law.
Freud’s challenge to the Moral Argument

Freud attempts to explain our morality (and particularly our sense of guilt in psychological terms).

1. Our psyche is made up of the id (the primal self and the core of our identity), the ego (our public self which we project to the world) and the superego (our sense of morality which is created from our upbringing, primarily through the morals of our parents).

2. A guilty conscience is not the voice of God, but is instead the superego coming to the fore in order to put the id in its place. Our superego restrains our selfish id through using guilt.
3. We can therefore explain our sense of morality and the guilt that comes through transgressing it through our psychology. There is no need for God in any of this.

Other forms of the Moral Argument

(These aren’t on the specification but might be useful)

· Newman – the conscience is the voice of God in our head. We wouldn’t feel guilt unless there were someone towards whom our guilt might be directed.

· C S Lewis – there is an innate moral law. Everyone knows this law exists (otherwise we wouldn’t argue about right and wrong – what’s the point if there is no right and wrong?) A moral law needs a moral law giver.

Other sources of morality

· Humans require morality in order to co-exist in community. We cannot have society without laws – these are not absolute moral codes but are what society uses in order to function properly.

· The rewards and punishments we experience as children condition us into society’s moral codes.
Strengths/weaknesses of the Moral Argument

· Strengths: It appeals to our common sense of morality. We all feel injustice when we are mistreated; we all feel good when we do something kind. Our sense of right and wrong is incredibly strong – why would this be so unless there were some kind of moral law behind it. Isn’t rape absolutely wrong rather than just being wrong because it’s not good for society? This must imply a moral law giver.

· Weaknesses: If we can explain morality without the need for God then why should we? Surely the understanding of psychology and evolution of morality mean that we don’t need bring God into it. Even if the moral argument works it only points to a divine being, not the Judaeo-Christian God. The Moral Argument also only works when we assume there is an absolute moral law; many today are moral relativists.
