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IS CHRISTIANITY TRUE BEYOND A REASONABLE DOUBT? 
Lesson #3: The Truth that God Exists: Moral and Religious Evidence

Introduction: 
We saw in lesson #2 than an infinite or near-infinite power was required to bring the universe into existence and, further, than an infinite or near-infinite intelligence was required to explain all the specific complexity, order, design, and adaptation of means to ends that appear in the universe.  We suggested that this near-infinite intelligent power may also be personal, though the evidence did not explicitly require this conclusion.  We will now examine another body of evidence which would seem to demand that this powerful intelligence also be personal—namely, the moral and religious evidence.
I. The Moral Evidence for God. 

There appears to be in man an ineradicable sense of a distinction between right and wrong and the operation of a conscience with respect to the same.  With this comes a sense of responsibility and in turn a sense of responsible creaturehood; for right and wrong imply some law of obligation, and a law of obligation implies a lawgiver to whom we are responsible. This argument is a special case of the teleological argument.  If the principle of intelligibility is valid, then there must be a reason for man’s ability to make value judgments.  This ability is one form of order.
There have been various ways the argument has been formulated.  It can go

something like this: 

1. There is an objective, universal moral law.
2. All objective, universal moral laws must have a moral lawgiver

3. Therefore, there is a moral lawgiver. 

Or, it can go something like this: 

1. If God does not exist, objective moral values do not exist.

2. Objective moral values do exist.

3. Therefore, God exists.  

Let us examine these premises: 

A. The Objectivity of Moral Values.

1. The Testimony of Conscience. 


There is wide recognition of moral obligations which lay claim on us.  We are conscious that we have not created these obligations.  They also have not arisen by any necessity out of my experience.  I feel bound by an ideal of perfect goodness which has never been exemplified in my experience or in that of any other’s.  Furthermore, there is widespread agreement about what conscience dictates in specific situations.  For example, when we break a significant and clear moral rule, it is usually accompanied by feelings of painful guilt and sometimes shame, for we are cognizant of our moral failure and realize we deserve to be punished.  Only sociopaths succeed in overcoming their conscience completely. Moral norms have a force we can actually feel prior to any behavior—an “oughtness” appealing to our will, compelling us to act in a certain way.  Of course, this can be resisted and we can and do often disobey.
2. The Existence of Moral Laws and Standards in the World.

The data of cultural anthropology do not prove the relativity of all moral laws and standards.  Rather, there is a non-relative core of moral standards which transcends the particular moral codes of mankind both throughout the world in space and back through time.  The situation is not that there are either absolute moral standards or relative ones; rather, it is both some absolute standards and some relative ones. The situation is a mixed one.  But if there is even one absolute moral law, then there must be an absolute moral lawgiver.  
However, for the moral relativist to say that your moral belief is culturally conditioned and therefore false as an objective and universal moral standard, makes him guilty of the genetic fallacy. This fallacy is the attempt to invalidate something by showing how it originated.  Even if it were true that your belief is the result of cultural conditioning, that does absolutely nothing to show that your belief is false.  It may still be true (or false) even if you were conditioned to believe it (think of people who have been culturally conditioned to believe that the earth is round!). As Wm. Lane Craig point out, 

“The truth of an idea is not dependent on how that idea originated.  It’s the same with moral values.  If moral values are discovered rather than invented, then our gradual and fallible apprehension of the moral realm no more undermines the objective reality of that realm than our gradual, fallible apprehension of the physical world undermines the objective reality of the physical realm.” 
 In support of the objectivity of such moral laws and standards in the world, we cite the following: 
a. We can not know injustice unless we know what justice is. 

b. We can not measure the progress (or lack of it) of society unless there is a standard outside society by which we can measure it. 
c. If there is no objective moral law, then no real moral disagreement can ever be possible. 

d. The comparison we make affirming that Mother Theresa was better than Adolf Hitler reveals an objective moral standard by which we make that judgment. 

In accordance with this last point, the best way for us to see the objectivity of moral standards is to cite situations in which we clearly see right and wrong—abuse of a child, incest, rape, ethnic cleansing, racism, witch burning, the inquisition, the Holocaust,  etc. These actions are not just socially unacceptable behavior—they’re moral abominations.  Some things are really wrong.  Similarly, love, equality, and self-sacrifice are really good.  
3. The Moral Organization of the Universe Itself. 


Although there is much evidence that injustice may go unpunished and that immorality does indeed have its compensations, the preponderance of evidence seems to be that it is the disciplined and morally sensitive person who enjoys the fullest and most satisfying life.  Honesty is—in the long run—the best policy.  The universe seems to be value-loaded on the side of the good.  

Objective moral values do exist, and deep down we all know it.  There’s no more reason to deny the objective reality of moral values than the objective reality of the physical world (Craig).

B. Objective Moral Values Require a Moral Lawgiver. 

There seems to be a logically necessary connection between these two items: if God does not exist, then objective moral values do not exist.  If objective moral values do exist, then their only reasonable explanation is that God exists as moral lawgiver.  This truth seem to be explicitly admitted by many atheists and implicitly by more: 
Bertrand Russell:


“Ethics arises from the pressures of the community on the individual.  Man ... does not always instinctively feel the desires which are useful to his herd.  The herd, being anxious that the individual should act in its interests, has invented various devices for causing the individual’s interest to be in harmony with that of the herd.  One of these ... is morality.”

Michael Ruse (philosopher of science, Univ. of Guelph): 


“Morality is a biological adaptation no less than are hands and feet and teeth.  Considered as a rationally justifiable set of claims about an objective something, ethics is illusory.  I appreciate that when somebody says ‘Love thy neighbor as thyself,’ they think they are referring above and beyond themselves.  Nevertheless, such reference is truly without foundation.  Morality is just an aid to survival and reproduction ... and any deeper meaning is illusory.” 
Friedrich Nietzsche:


His proclamation of the “death of God” he understood to mean the destruction of all meaning and value in life. Even Dostoevski  once remarked that if God is dead, then everything is justifiable.  The Nazi regime made Nietzsche’s and Dostoevski’s maxims the foundation of their social philosophy with horrific results. 
If there is no God, they there is nothing special about human beings.  They are just accidental by-products of nature that have evolved relatively recently on an infinitesimal speck of dust lost somewhere in a hostile and mindless universe and that are doomed to perish individually and collectively in a relatively short time (Wm. Lane Craig). 

But if objective moral values exist, then the situation is entirely different. A moral Lawgiver must then exist, life has meaning and purpose, and we are accountable for our actions:
1. Moral norms are known, for moral skepticism is not an option.  It leads to self-contradiction. 
2. Moral norms are not physical.  They are not discovered by using our sense organs; rather, we encounter them through introspection and reflection.  If moral rules exist and they are not physical, then materialism as a worldview is false. 
3. Moral norms are a form of communication, an activity in which one mind through statements conveys meaning to another mind.  Moral norms are found in imperatives (“One ought to keep one’s promises”), commands (“Keep your promises”), and descriptions (“Keeping promises is good”).  

4. Moral norms have a burden or “oughtness” about them.  They appeal to our will and carry a certain kind of “compulsion” with them.

5. Moral norms generate a feeling of guilt and shame when broken. 

6. Moral norms and judgments are only meaningful for self-conscious personal minds.  This suggests that the reason for man’s ability to make moral and value judgments is to be found in a self-conscious personal mind capable of making moral and value distinctions.  
7. The moral and benevolent organization of the universe lend support to the idea that the personal mind behind our experience is Himself on the side of the good. 

8. The witness of the moral law in the world and in conscience lend further support to the idea that the personal mind behind the scenes is a righteous judge. 

C. Objections Raised Against the Argument. 
1. Morality is an illusion. 

This is the position of the relativist.  But, as we have seen, relativism is both self-contradictory and leads to meaninglessness (e.g., it is right [a moral good] to believe that morality is an illusion).  
2. Moral norms are accidents, products of chance.
But if moral norms are products of chance, then they are the result of unguided evolution.  But this does not seem adequate, for if moral norms have no mind behind them, then there is no justification to obey them.  Commands are communications between two minds.  Chance might conceivably create the appearance of a moral rule, but there can be no command if no one is speaking.  

3. Moral norms are the product of evolution. 

Moral norms exist because they were necessary for survival.  Moral rules against adultery, murder, stealing, and so on, are the result of the forces of natural selection “choosing” those genes that perpetuate traits that are more conducive to the preservation of the human species. 

a. But there are some moral obligations that have nothing to do with advancing the “survival of the fittest.”  How is it evolutionarily helpful to help the weak, the needy and the genetically marred?  Why is it that we have a sense of duty to help those less fortunate than ourselves?  

b. It is circular reasoning for the evolutionist to say that we would not have this sense of duty and “ought” unless it were helpful to human evolution (i.e., helpful even if we don’t know exactly how).  That is, he cannot appeal to evolution to show how evolution explains all our moral senses without begging the question. 
c. Evolution is concerned only with “behaviors” that favor preservation of the species.  But morality is more than just behavior, for it includes things such as motive and intent.  In fact, a moral judgment is incomplete without taking these into consideration, for one can be immoral without any overt behavior.  Since evolution cannot explain these aspects of morality, it is an inadequate explanation for the existence of moral norms. 
d. The evolutionary explanation of morality is merely descriptive.  It merely tells us what behaviors in the past may have been conducive to the survival of the species and why I may have on occasion moral feelings to act consistently with those behaviors.  But it cannot tell me I “ought” to act on those feelings in the present and in the future.  Why should I follow only moral feelings?  Aren’t immoral feelings also a product of evolution?  And who knows whether immoral behaviors in the past did not “advance my survival” in the present?  Why should I not follow immoral feelings rather than moral ones?  Evolution cannot tell me.  Unless there is a morality above the morality of evolution, it is difficult to see how one can distinguish between morally good and bad actions if both types have been conducive to the preservation of the species. 
4. Objective moral values can exist without belief in God (Atheist moral realists). 
Some atheist philosophers, unwilling to affirm that moral values are illusions, unwilling to assert that rape or the torture of a child are morally indifferent acts, attempt to maintain the objectivity of moral values while denying the existence of God.  These people believe that moral values and duties do exist in reality and are not dependent on evolution or human opinion; yet they say they are not grounded in God either.  In fact, they have no further foundation. They just exist. 
a. But this is a meaningless claim. 


Moral values seem to exist as properties of persons, not as abstractions.  How can it be meaningful to say that the moral value of justice just exists?  Without any grounding in a personal mind, moral values just float in an unintelligible way. 

b. The nature of moral duty or obligation is incompatible with ungrounded moral values.  A duty is something “owed.”  But something can be owed only to some person or persons.  There can be no such thing as duty in isolation.  God makes sense of moral obligation because He is a person who imposes them upon us.  The concept of moral obligation is unintelligible apart from the idea of God.  Without God, we literally have no moral obligations—that is, there is no right or wrong.  Even if moral norms existed without God, they could impose no “obligation” upon us. 
c. It is utterly improbable that just the sort of creatures would emerge from the blind evolutionary process who correspond to the abstractly existing realm of moral values.  This would be a staggeringly incredible coincidence.  It would be almost as though the moral realm knew that we were coming.  It is far more probable that both the natural realm and the moral realm are under the rule or authority of a divine designer and lawgiver than that these two realms just happened to mesh. 
5. The universe is not perfectly moral nor perfectly benevolent. 

But moral evil in the world does not disprove God’s existence; on the contrary, it actually proves it.  Consider the following: 
(i) 
If God does not exist, objective moral values do not exist.

(ii)
Evil exists.

(iii) Therefore, objective moral values exist (some things are truly evil).

(iv) Therefore, God exists. 

Paradoxically evil helps prove God’s existence, since without God things would not be good or evil.  Note how belief in a good God can be compatible with evil without giving a clue as to why God permits evil.  The “why” question constitutes a separate discussion which we may take up later.   But even in the absence of an answer as to the why question, the present argument proves that evil does not call into question but actually requires God’s existence (Wm. Lane Craig).  
D. Conclusion. 
Moral standards are neither illusory nor the product of chance and evolution.  Only one option makes reasonable sense.  Moral rules and norms are the product of intelligence, an intelligent lawgiver.
II. The Religious Evidence for God. 
Not only does God bear witness to himself indirectly through his handiwork, but He also bears witness to himself directly through immediate direct interaction with us in our inmost being.  The arguments we have been considering are inferential arguments, by which God’s existence is inferred indirectly from his effects.  The religious argument differs in that it is based on a more direct confrontation with God in our experience.  He is not so much an inferred entity as an experienced reality.  We know God directly.  There is in man what has been called a “sense of divinity” (sensus divinitatus) or religious awareness.  It is a “presence” rather than propositions, or new information about God. Belief in such a being appears to be a “foundational belief.”  I.e., it is not based on any other belief from which it is then inferred.  Rather, it stands by itself as foundationally basic.  It is not a belief that is argued for, it just is.  It belongs to the category of beliefs which include belief in the reality of the past, the existence of the external world, and the presence of other minds.  None of these beliefs can be proven.  They just are. So too is this awareness of God.  
Although these beliefs are basic, that doesn’t mean they are arbitrary.  Rather, they are grounded in the experiential context of seeing and feeling and hearing things.  They are appropriately grounded in experience.  We discern God in nature, conscience, and other means.  He becomes an immediate reality in our lives. The person who knows God as a living reality in his life can know with assurance that his experience is no delusion, regardless of what an opponent tells him.  
What are we to do when an atheist or non-theistic religionist denies the existence of such a God and pits his experience against ours?  Since he appeals to his experience in opposition to our experience, we will not get very far by appealing to our experience.  Although as believers we may know that our belief is true, both parties will be at a loss to show the truth to the other simply by appealing to their respective experiences.  Knowing is not the same as showing.  In this case, we should: 
1. Find common ground with the opponent (logic; empirical facts such as science and history; ethics; philosophy).

2. Using such common ground, seek to show in a non-circular way whose view is correct. 
For this purpose, the arguments we have surveyed are important, for even if they are not the primary ground by which we know that God exists, they may be the means by which we can show someone else that God exists.  

Conclusion: 
We have seen there are good reasons to believe that God exists.  The cosmological evidence has shown that an infinite or near infinite POWER lies behind the universe.  The teleological evidence has shown this great power to be infinite or near-infinite in INTELLIGENCE.  The moral and religious evidence shows this infinite or near-infinite intelligent power to be also PERSONAL and MORAL.  This conclusion is the most important fact in the universe!  It shows that the universe and human life have meaning and purpose.  It shows that we are accountable for how we live, that there is a great judge and that reward and judgment are surely coming.  If we have come to believe that he exists, we must now seek him, with the confidence that if we do so with our whole heart, he will reward us with the personal knowledge of himself. 
