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ABSTRACT

This dissertation presents an alternative response to the Euthyphro dilemma that will
referredto as the No#Voluntarist Theory. It offers a critical evaluation of contemporary
evangelical divine command theortesdemonstrate thmherentambiguity as they relate
Divine Commandrheory, and theidack of apologetic force for answering the Eyghso
dilemma.

To accomplish this task, it is important to understand how the Euthyphro Dilestates
to theology and apologetics in general, and the contemporary attempts to ground objective moral
values and duties in particular. Ttopicrelates tdheology,si nce one’ s response
Euthyphro Dil emma can implicitly or topixplicitd]l
relates to apologetics in two primary ways. First, the Euthyphro Dilemma is still offered by
contemporary noitheists as a critige of the Christian faith. Therefore, the response one gives,
and the method used, is vital to the apologetic enterprise. Second, the Euthyphro Dilemma is
meant to challenge the belief that God is the explanatory ultimate fmtoe moral values and
duties. In addition, aexamination of the philosophical landscape that surrounds the relationship
betweerthe Euthyphro Dilemma anBivine Command Theoris neededContemporary
formulations of divine command theories of ethics make a distinction betweahvalres and
moral obligations and duties. While this is not an illicit distinction, it is a distinction that
weakens the apologetic force of the arguméhereforejt is imperative that a proposed solution
to the Euthyphro Dilemma is ableegplain sufficientlymoral ontology, moral epistemology,
and moral obligation

Contemporary evangelical formulations of Divine Command Theory are not evangelical,

per se Rather, these formulations are moral theories that happeroteekehat evangelical
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tend to supportn order to critically evaluate contemporary evangelical divine command
theories, one should be aware of tirorical development of thHgtandardivine Command
Theory,

In the field of researchpecialattentionis givento one ofthe mostnotable
representativeof the Standar@®ivine Command Theoryilliam of Ockham.Thus, one must
be familiar wiAlsh on®mustbeawars of taodifikations that haveeen
madeto Divine Command Theorthat depart from the Ockhamigrsion and frame the modern
perspectiveNontheists tend to understand the Divine Command Theory in Ockhamist terms.
Consequently, attempts by contemporary evangelical modified divine command theorists use
divine command terminology in a nstandard wg, which creates a more cumbersome
apologetic

This dissertationvill advance a position that moves towards the ficsh,or non
voluntarist horn, of the Euthyphro Dilemmaidithoughthat those who embrace this horn
commit to the existence of a moral standaydtside, or distinct, from Gddhat guides the
divine will. For example, William Lane Craig argues thaetobrace the newoluntarist horn of
the Euthyphro Dilemma is to embrace atheistic moral Platohi&mditionally, those who
affirm this horn argue for the existence of objective moral values and duties that exist
i ndependent of Go desswhle indepgersdéneondivme ravalationarcemmand.c
This position at times has been referred to as the Guided Wébry,since God wouldbe
guidedby these independent moral values and duties. This dissertation advances a Non
VoluntaristTheory of morav al ues, obl i gations, and duti es

is the basis for morality as a whole. It ok arguedhat a NorVoluntarist Theory does not

william Lane CraigReasonable Faith: Christian Truth and Apologeti@sl ed. (Wheaton:
Crossway Books, 2008), 178.



commit the theist to a standard of moral values, obligations, and duties that exishdwtelye
from God.Furthermore, ifa clearmethodology is employed a Ndroluntarist Theory provides

common ground with theon-theist,and provides a practical theistic framework for ethics.



CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION

The Euthyphro Dilemma is an objectitmChristian theism that seeks to expose an
inconsistencyin hei sm, pertaining to the theistic conc
morality. The dilemma isan important challeng®r two distinct reasons. First, it forces the
Christian to be thoughtful about the relationship between God and morality. Second, it
challenges the notion that God is necessary to explain the existence of morality. First introduced
i n PEwWhyphroSocrates asks Euthyphro if “the pious
pious, or is it pious becaugds loved by the gods? Philosophers have contemporized the
dil emma to chall enge Christian theism by aski
morally good, or are actions moratipodb e caus e God ¢ oQOnerwm firms t he m?”
that God’s commands determine the moral conte
would be considered morally ewimply because God prohibits lyinghis hornis commonly
referredto as the voluntarist horn of the dilemma. The other horn affirms that God commands
certain actions because of their intrinsic moral value. In this case, God would prohibit lying
because lying is morally evil in and of itselhis han is commonly referretb as the non

voluntarist horn of the dilemma.

1G. M. A. Grube, trans!, Eu t h y pPRiatooFjvé Dialogues2nd ed.(Cambridge: Hackett
Publishing Company2002), 12.

2Theists and notheists alike formulate the Euthyphro Dilemma in this way. Mwists include
Russ Shafetandau,The Fundamentals of Ethi¢New York: Oxford University Press, 2012), James
RachelsThe Elements of Moral Philosopfiyew York: McGrawHill Publishing Company, 1986), and
Scott F. Aikin and Robert B. Talisdeeasonable Atheism: A Moral Case for Respectful Disbelief
(Amherst: Prometheus Books, 2011). Theists include David Baggett and Jerry L.GdalisGod: The
Theistic Foundations of Moraji (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2011), and William Lane Craig and
J. P. MorelandPhilosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldviéldowners Grove: IVP Academic,
2003).



The Euthyphro Dilemma is a challenge to Christianity since affirming either horn appears
to require the Christian to abandon something essential to Christian theism. If the Christian
chooses the newoluntaristhorn andaffirmsthat God commands or prohibits actions because
they are morallyood or evil it is thought that the Christian must affirm the existence of some
standard of goodness | ogi cealolfy’lf,o@ thelmther tamd, di st
the Christiamaffirms that actions are morallyoodsimplybyGo d ° s doranvandedhem,
then God’'s commands are thought to b#& arbitra
appears that embracing either horn ofdhemma requires the Christian to abandon something
essential to Christian theism. Because the Euthyphro Dilemma addresses issues concerning God,
morality, and the relationship between the two, it is important to consider theatigisnf any
proposed alution.
Divine Command Theorig a view that embraces the voluntarist horn of the Euthyphro
Dilemma,and is a dominant view held among Christian theologians and philosophers which
clamt hat God’ s ¢ omma n WValterSionoAtmisttong elaorate®anthé i t vy .
general philosophical meaning adnstitute
As philosophers normally use this term, it signals a very strong relation. If a divine
command constitutes our moral duty not to rape, for example, then what makes it morally
wrong to rape is jugshat God commanded us not to rape. Moreover, whenever God
commands us to do (or not to do) any act, we have a moral duty to do (or not to do) that
act3
Thus, to say that Gordlitys$ scommamays tbhansiGiodutse co

action morally good or morally rightVilliam of Ockhamis the paradigmatic example of a

di vine command DiineGommantl Theo@dd kK hamiss t hat “part o

SWalter Sinno#Ar mst r on g, “Why Traditi onal Fdumdations m Cann
f or Mo r B Goodngss Withoutrisod Good Enough: A Debate on Faith, Secularism, and &thics
Robert K. Garcia and Nathan L. King (Lanham: Rowman & Littlefield Publishers, Inc., 2010),
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morality depends upon the will of Godaspnu | gat ed by d‘Ockheméemmae o s
is the standard way of understandibigine Command Theorly theists and notheists alike.

When faced with the Euthyphro Dilemma, any formulatioDeine Command Theorgnust

overcome two particular theawal challenges. The first is the Arbitrariness Objection. The
Arbitrariness Objection seeks to understand the reasons why God commands or prohibits certain
actions. If God prohibits lying for some particular reasoat ibason beconst¢he basis for

lying’ s mor arl atqhuearl itth aers Go d: Howewer if God Hoes nothave he bas
prior reasons for prohibiting |lying, then his

are arbitrary, he could have just as easily commanded lying raimeptbhibiting it. James

Rachels provides some insight to this objecti
‘“But God would never command us to be | iarst!’
would not be commanding us to do wrong, becaissh c o mmand woul dThemake | vy

second theological objection is the Vacuity Objection. The Vacuity Objection claims that if
morally good is equivalent to the claim “comm
t hat God’ s coimsmatna scGad irecongtalded by God® Goord ' “s
commands are commanded by Gdd These statements are tautol o
theyaree emptryi sms,” true by definition and not cc
God or his commads? If the Christian theist is unabte respond adequately these objections,

he must abandon voluntarism and embracevodnntarism.

“Philip L. Quinn, *“ DTheCamiaidg€ Dictionarynad PhitbsoptEnd,s " i n
ed. Robert Audi (New York: Cambridge University Press, 1999), 241.

SRachelsThe Elements of Moral Philosop2.

®Ibid., 43.



Guided Will Theory is a view that embraces the-nohuntarist horn of the Euthyphro
Dilemma,and is another dominaview held among Christian theologians and philosoplikcs
cl ai m t tommands dadndtgonstitute morality. When faced with the Euthyphro
Dilemma, the Guided Will Theory must also overcome particular theological challenges. First, if
morality is gounded in something logicalfyfiortoor i ndependent of God’ s
often argued that this standard of moral goodness must also be lograailo and independent
of God! If it is true that morality exists independent of God, the Christidarced to abandon
the view that God created everything. Michael
[nonrnvol untarist] horn of the dilemma is more di
ultimate ground for everything. Everything thatsts does so because of hiviet if God wills
what he doebecause it is antecedently right mor al st andards bé&come in
Second, if morality exists as a standard logicpiigr toand independent of God, it coule
accessett hr ough reason alone. Consequently, God’s
decision making. Obviously, the Christian theist will not be willing to make these theological
compromises thappearo be natural consequences of the Guided Will Theory.

In an attempt to avoid the weaknesses associatedOndttk h aDmihesCommand
Theorywithout embracing Guided Will Theory, contemporary evangelical theologians and
philosophers attempt to split the horns of the dilemma by providing what is thought to be a mo

defensible form obDivine Command TheoryThis theory willbe referredo as ModifiedDivine

’ShaferLandau.,The Fundamentals of Ethio85-66. ShafeiLandau asserts thtte Guided Will
Theory suggests that “God commands actions becaus
morality, but rather recognized an existing mor al

8Michael Levin, Under st andi nPy otbhl egen@tivhahidpyrnialifoo Philosophy
of Religion25, no. 2 (1989): 884.



Command Theory The most prominent evangelical proponents of Modibiédne Command
Theoryare William Lane Craig, David Baggett, Jerry Walls, and Paul CapdrMatthew
Flamagan Building upon the philosophical modifications to voluntarism contributed by William
P. Alston and Robert Merrihnew Adams, these theorists make a legitimate distinction between
moral goodness (value) and marghtnesgobligations ad duties), andubsequentlyyse this
distinction to modify the Standafivine Command Theorylhe Standar®ivine Command
Theoryc | ai ms t hat God’ s c¢ommand srigtnesy Modifiekdut e mor a
Divine Command Theorglaims moral valueigr ounded i n the divine nat
commands constitute one’s moral obligations a
argue that this modification provides a third way, thus splitting the horns of the Euthyphro
Dilemma. Craig describes hpsition as noivoluntaristDivine Command TheoryHe does so
by grounding morality in God’'s chammazies.,” whi
Similar to CraigBaggettand Wallsnote thatheir* a xi ol ogi cal theory (of n
distinctly nonvoluntarist, butfneif] deonti c t heory ( &Bothn@oaigal obl i
and Baggetand Wallsattempt to salvagBivine Command Theorwhile avoiding Ockhamist
formulations.

Sinceestattishing and maintaining a distinctidretween moral values and moral
obligations and duties is critical to Modifi€&vine Command Theorythe Christian theist must

be aware of the ethical landscape that surrounds the dilemma when assessing a proposed

This title was coined by Robert DMneCAnmamls i n Rc
Theoryof Et hi cal Rhitosophy of Redigion: An Anthologgd. CharleJaliaferro and Paul
J. Griffiths (Malden: Blackwell Publishing, 2003), 4826.

owilliam Lane Craig,;The Euthyphro Dilemma Once Agaatcessed, accessed July 17, 2015,
URL=<http://www.reasonablefaith.org/teaithyphredilemmaonceagain>.

HBaggett andValls, Good Gogl 104.



soluion. This is a critical distinction that is often overlooked and misapplied by theists and non
theists alike when assessing the Euthyphro Dilemma. A key point that proponents of Modified
Divine Command Theorgeem to overlook is the original purpose @& Euthyphro Dilemma as
voiced by atheists wishing to challenge the theistic conception of ethics. Those offering the
dilemma are objecting to God being the basis for morality as a wNbide normativity and
practicality musbe addressedhey are not directly related to the Euthyphro Dilemma.
Ockham’ s Di vi n e ad@essethabagis fol rhoeality ag a whole. By divorcing

the basis of moral values from the basis of moral obligations and duties the modified divine
command theoristuse divine command terminology in a retandard way, and create
unnecessary ambiguity. Consequently, it 1is
standard formulation anabn-standard contemporafgrmulations. NorStandard Divine

Command Thery makes a sharp distinction between the basis for the godtie@bdsis for the
right'?J ohn Milliken emphasizes this oversight
command makes truth tellimgght, that would notell usanything yet abouwhat makes it

good ¥ And yet, understanding what makes actions both morally good and morally right is at
the heart of Divine Command Theory and the Euthyphro Dilemma in the first plaee.
Euthyphro Dilemma is primarily concerned with metaethics. Inroiloeds, it is concerned with

discovering the grounding and nature for morality a$ale,and is formulated as an attack

against a theistic conception of ethics. The dilemma is not necessarily concerned with whether or

not one has a moral obligation artyperse but r at her what grounds

and duties. Furthermore, the dilemma is not concerned with ehecaionmaking or the

12The distinction between Standard Divine Command Theory anesimlard Divine

Command Theory will be utilized throughout the dissertation, and is dealt with substantially in Chapter 3.

BJohn Milliken, “ Eut¢ hRipRpilbdmphia Chiisill @@ H(2009): d4id.d t
6
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practical application of morality. IRuthyphro,Socrates does not ask the title character why one
is obliged to act piously (normativity), nor does he asks Euthyphro to provide ethical counsel for
a particular situation (practicality). Rather, Socrates asks Euthyphro to explain why the pious is
pious (metaethics).

Answering the Euthyphro Dilemma is not meraltheological and philosophical
exercise; it is an apologetic exercise as well. The Euthyphro Dilempnianarily put forth asa
challenge to the Christian faith, and it calls for a thoroughgoing apologetic. It may not strike one
as intuitive to think abut the larger enterprise of Christian apologetics when considering the
Euthyphro Dilemma. Nevertheless, the debate over the Euthyphro Dilemma is related to
Christian apologetics in two primary ways. Fi
existenceSecond, it seeks to provide coherent grounding for morality without abandoning
essential doctrines to Christian theism.

Generally speaking, there are three types
deductive arguments, inductive arguments, and abv@uargumentsThe leading example for a
deductive mor al argument for God’s existence
syllogism which takes the form afodus tollens

1. If God did not exist, objective moral values and duties would not exist.

2. Objective moral values and duties do exist.

3. Therefore, God exists.

If one wishes to deny the conclusion, she must show that one or more of the premises is false.
Premiselasserts that God’ s existence is nhleceessary
di vine command theories agree that God’s exis

objective moral values, obligations, and duties, his existence is not a sufficient condition.

“Moreland and Craig?hilosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldvie®5.
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According to the Standaidivine Command Theoty Go d’ $ds are mecessary and

sufficient for the existence of objective moral values and duties. As noted earlier, the Euthyphro
Dilemma seeks to challenge this position by claiming that divine command theorists must affirm

t hat God’ s ¢ omma naldama to bis gaadiesstare wacugus. Othelwise, lihere

must be some standard logicgtigor to or independent of God. If there is a standard of moral

goodness logicallpriortoand i ndependent of God, then God’s
objectivemoral values and duties.

An example of an inductive moral argument
fourth way. Thomas’® fourth way argues for God
thi ®Fedomas focuses pri manioby ed roefbuadn creagiomod, t r
in varying degrees. These “gradations,” Thoma
Thomas, the maximum for the good, true, and noble is*ad.with all inductive arguments,
the conclusion is probable, budt certain. One could still propose moral Platonism as a probable
maximum for the good, true and noble.

An example of an abductive moral argument
Baggett and Walls, which advances the claims that God is shekganation of morality.

There are many possible explanations for objective moral values and duties. Philosophical
Naturalism, for example, might propose some evolutionary accounting of morality. Baggett and
Walls argue that “thgasbanciesnoftt hliiksteddpir adb bé

structuring their argument in such a way that

Thomas Aquinassumma Theologich.3.1.
181pid.

"Baggett and WallsGood God11.



values, obligations, and duties, Baggett and Walls claim that God is the best or most likely
explanation fo obvious moral fact$

Contrary to what some proponents of Modif@dine Command Theorgssert, the
Euthyphro Dilemma is a true dilemma, requiring one of two responses. The standard Euthyphro
Dilemma asks whether God commands an action because it is morally good/right, or is an action
morally good/right because God commands it? The dilene@lesgo explain the relationship
bet ween God’s commands and an action’s mor al
for the moral good/right, or God’'s commands a
words, the theist cannot affirm tohorns of the dilemma without contradictidine Euthyphro
Dilemma forces the theist to affirm voluntarism or aatuntarism.The Christian may embrace
the nonvoluntarist horn of the dilemma by affirming the existence of a moral standard that is
presunablylogically prior and independent of Goar the Christian magmbracehe voluntarist
horn of the dilemméherdy affirmingthatGo d ° s ¢ o mmanstdute marhl vafue,
obligations, and dutie§ince both horns appear to require the Christian to abandon something
essential to Christian theism, dbdndonChri sti an
voluntarism al tmogdefersielaersion ofDivineoCorineand Theary® The
testd defensibility for responses to the Euthyp
apologetic effectiveness. The methaed for galuatngtheseresponsewill usethree criteria:
methodological claritytheologicalstrength; and explanatory scope. Baesponse tbe
methodological @ar, it must use divine command terminology in a standard way and interpret

the two horns of the Euthyphro Dilemma in a standard way. For a respdreestbeological

8Baggett and WallsGood God9.

¥bid., 37.



strength, it must adequately respond to the Arbitrariness Objectich@¥idcuity Objection
without requiring the theist to abandon something essential to Christian theism. For a response to
haveadequatexplanatory scope, it must be able to answeEghstemic Objection, Moral

Authority Objection, Moral Autonomy Objection, and Abhorrent Command Obje¢tion.

Statement of Purpose and Thesis

Evangelical divine command theorists seek to salzagme Command Theoryby
modifying its aim in ordeto provice a more defensible version of the Standikdne
Command Theory! However, this project will argue that even with this modification, a divine
command conception of ethics is not able to withstand the weight of the objections associated
with the Euthyphro Dilemma. Consequently, this project seeks to persuade the Ciinessicio
abandorDivine Command Theorgltogether. By abandoning all formsDivine Command
Theoryand embracing a nevoluntarist theory of morality, the Christian can provide a stronger
apologetic and clarify unnecessary ambiguity without abandossenéal doctrines of Christian

theism.

20The apologetic effectiveness of both the Modified Divine Command Theory and the Non
Voluntarist Theory will be assessed by assessing their methodological clarity, theological strength, and
explanatory scope. The former will be assessed int€hdmnd the latter in Chapter 5.

2IFor the most significant attempts to offer a more defensible versibiviok Command

Theory in addition to Craig, and Baggett and Wall s,
Di vi ne Comma n Chrifistmdoeism and the, Ptobléems of Philosgpdt. Michael D. Beaty
(Notre Dame: University of Notre Dame Press, 1990);3036 ; William P. Al st on, ‘o

Shoul d Ha WPheilos&hyiobReligiont AMReader and Guyidd. William Lane Craig (Bw
Brunswick: Rutgers University Press, 2002),289 8 ; A d a ms , DivinA Commahd Theorpfd
Et hi cal Wr elregRoleed M. Adamditite and Infinite Goods: A Framework of Ethics

(New York: Oxford University Press, 1999); JohnE. H&®, d 6 Ca |l | : Mor al Real i s m, 1
Commands, and Human Autono(@rand Rapids: William B. Eerdmans Publishing Company, 2001);
and John Milliken, “Euthyplbx o, the Good, and the

10



While each theorist varies in his theological perspective, philosophical nuances, and
apologetic methods, eablasall four of the following features in common. First, they affirm that
Godis the ultimate good?’Sem nd, t hey deny that God’ s® command
Third, they affirm that God’'s commands const.
Fourth, they refer to themselves as divine command theétistdest, these four affirmations
appeato pose a conflict. At worst, they expose a serious misinterpretation of the Euthyphro
Dilemma and the StandaBlvine Command Theory

Contemporary evangelical modified divine command theorists have attempted to provide
a more defensible version of theaBdardDivine Command Theorlgy making a distinction
between the basis for moral values and the basis for moral obligations and duties. Craig, for
example, argues for a nwoluntaristview of Divine Command Theoryn others words, Craig
promotesthevie t hat “ God’ s will exps éhesmsoeabkgoodissot essent

somethingbasednGo d’ s wi | | , 2 Bagdett and Vallsiavé riadeea.sitilar

22See Baggett and Wall§ood Gog 84-101; Moreland and Craighilosophical Foundations for
A Christian Worldview5295 3 2 ; Paul Copan, “Morality and Meani ng
At t e mRipilospphia Christb, no. 2 (2004): 29804. Although each author has a unique way of
explaining this position, each walffirm that if God does not exist, objective moral values and duties do
not exist. Each author has been clear to note that being moral does notbeligiren God’' s exi st el
but they do argue that being moral does require that God exists.

ZSee Bagett and WallsGood God 104; Craig;The Euthyphro Dilemma Once Agaatcessed
July 27, 2015, URL=<http://www.reasonablefaith.org/euthyphredilemmaonceagain>. Each author,
especially Baggett and Walls, goes to great lengths to distinguish betvielegya(the good) and
deontology (the right). I't is this distinction, t
theorists.”

2See Baggett and Wall§ood God 104; Craig;The Euthyphro Dilemma Once Agaatcessed
July 27, 2015URL=<http://www.reasonablefaith.org/tfeithyphredilemmaonceagain>. Each author,
especially Baggett and Walls, goes to great lengths to distinguish between axiology (the good) and
deontology (the right). It is this distinction, they claim, that alldwes to remain divine command
theorists.

SWwilliam Lane Craig,The Euthyphro Dilemma Once Agaatcessed July 27, 2015,
URL=<http://www.reasonablefaith.org/tleithyphredilemmaonceagain>.
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di stinction. They note, *“Our axi omdneotuntarigt,] t heo
but our deontic theory (of moral obligation) is riétCraig, Baggett, and Walls call themselves
divine command theorists, but only as it rela
according to these theories, the theologian remain a divine commatiteoristand not fall
prey tothe Vacuity Objection and Arbitrariness Objection.

These attempts to salvage the Stan@avthe Command Theory-by offering a more
defensible version-havethe following negative effects in apologst First, StandarBivine
Command Theoris not a theory of the morally obligation and duties alone, but of moral values,
obligations, and duties. Moral goodness sre qua nomf Standardivine Command Theotry
Therefore, modified divine commandtheo st s are using “divine comm
nonstandardvay and requiring the theist and némeist to do the same. For example, Rachels
clearly understands thizivine Command Theorin a way that does not make the distinction
between moral valuesxd moral obligations and duties when he describes the StaDoland
Command Theorps meani ng, “ tHdeetse God cothmandskor example, g h t
according to Exodus 20:16, God commands us to be truthful. On this optioeasoewe
should bdruthful issimplythat God requires it. Apart from the divine command, truth telling is
neither good nor bad. It is Go?iMosover,mimmand t ha
contemporary noitheistic perspectives do not make a distinction between the basis of moral
values and the basis of moral obligations duatles,but understand the Stand@d/ine
Command Theorgs an explanation of the basis for moradisyawhole Louise Antony notes,

“Good for the Divisynenynosmntahn d ctohnenoarnidsetd ibsy God’

2Baggett and WallsGood Godl04.

2’RachelsThe Elements of Mat Philosophy42.

12



supposed to |l ack any conception of what it wo
independent of our knowledge of what God has comuhae 28In these cases, neither
perspective treats the Stand@ndine Command Theorgurely as a theory of moreaghtness
While the distinction between the morally good and the morally right is a legitdisditection
the way it is employed by modifiedivine command theorists remouas very reason for
referring to them asThi$mquivementby tbeanodifiedhdiine t heor i e
command theorist to move beyond the standard terminology weakens the persuasiveness of the
theoryand requires d@gnsive clarification and qualification.

Second, when compared to the broad scope of literature on the topic, especially non
theistic accounts of Standabdvine Command Theorynodified formulations offered by self
identified divine command theorisseen to misinterpret the force of the Euthyphro Dilemma.
The dilemma is a challenge aimed at morality as a whole, not moral value alone. Therefore, to
simply say that one is a neroluntarist in terms of moral value is to admit that one embraces the
nonvolunt ari st horn of the dil emma. I n other word
action morally good, then themust be some other groundisgnce the dilemma addresses the
basis for moral value and moral obligations and duties, modifying the StieDidare
Command Theoryo address moral obligations and duties misses the challenge of the dilemma.
In addition the modified divine command theorists view the Euthyphro Dilemma as a false
dilemma They claim that thean-voluntarist horn commits thiaeist to affirming a standard for
morality that is independent of Gdeor example, Craig argues thiae Euthyphro Dilemma

requiresone of two responses. Either the theist naffstmt hat mor al ity i s gr ou

. ouis Antony, “ At h dsiGeaunessswithbueGofl @od Enduigh?A v, ” i n
Debate on Faith, Secularism, and Ethied. Robert K. Garcia and Nathan L. King (Lanham: Rowman &
Littlefield Publishers, Inc., 2009), 72.
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commands, or in something indepentef God.For Craig, the conclusion is clear. He notes,
“ t Buthyphro Dilemma can thi® construed s an ar gument for Ztheist
Contrary to Craig, the Euthyphro Dilemmaaisruedilemma.The nonrvoluntarist horrdoes not
committhe theist to a standard of morality independent of Gbd.nonvoluntaristhorn merely
commitst he t heist to affirm a basis for morality
Consequently, when the modified divine command theorist claims to splitithe dfcthe
dilemma, he does dmasedn a misconstrual of the nesoluntarist horn, thus missing the
challenge inherent to the Euthyphro Dilemma.

Modified Divine Command Theorgot onlyappears to misthe force of the Euthyphro
Dilemmg it seems to be more cumbersome approach. Instead of the ModDiethe
Command Theorythe Christian theisthould embrace the nemluntarist horn of the Euthyphro
Dilemma. Nonvoluntarism suggests that oafirmst he noti on t hat God’' s <co
constitutemor al val ues or moral obligations and dut
indicating, notrightma ki ng. I n ot her words, God’'s command
morality. However,embracing thisiorn of the dilemma commits the theist to the view Gad
commands certain actions because those actions have moral vislpeesiumedhat by
embracing thisiorn,the Christian is obligated to concede an ultimate grounding for morality that
is logically prior toor independent of God. Furthermore, divaeanmand theorists appear to
agree with this conclusiofi.However, contrary to that viewhe non-voluntarist horn commits
the theist only t@ moral standard logicallyrior toor independentdco d 6 s ¢ oButwfa n d s

coursea st andar d dscemmamds rieedfnot berdistiGod foorm God himself. It

2%Craig, Reasonable Faith181.

%Ant ony, “ At hei s m84aShafdlanddughe Fundamentalyof Ethicé 7
Rachels;The Elements of Moral Philosopland Aikin and TalissdReasonable Atheism
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seems obvious that God himself is the basis for the moral value and moral obligations and duties.
Therefore, the theist embracing this horn of the dilemma losses nothing essential to her theism.

This approach is a less cumbersome apologetic because it keeps the actual challenge of
the Euthyphro Dilemma in view. Nevoluntarism attempts to explain the existence of moral
goodness and moraghtnessvi t hout God’ s commands aBy t he met
focusing on metaethics, naoluntarism does not require artensiveexplanation for
clarification and qualification. Furthermore, this approach accomplishes the ultimate goal of

Modified Divine Command Theoryt agrees with the Modified Divine Comma Theorists that

t he moral goodness is grounded isofteriexpgessech ar ac't
with divine commands. However, it argues that
obligations and dutie®ut rather that thepmdicdaeone’ s obl i gati ons and dut

Finally, nonvoluntarism requires less concession on the part of thehmast theologian.
Instead of forcing one to redefine StandBrdine Command Theorgnd the Euthyphro
Dilemma, norvoluntarism merely requires one to admit that God is distinct from his commands.
This approach enables the theist to pro@deeisticethic, without creating unnecessary
ambiguityor requiring the Christian to abandon sdineg essential to Christian theism.
Furthermore, nowoluntarism is a preferred apologetic method since it is the presumed path of

least resistance for the ntmeist3!

Definitions
Emphasiss placedon a clear understanding of shared concepts and teather than

superficial agreement. Modified divine command theorists have used divine command

3lRachelsElements of Moral Philosophy4. Rachelssuggests that the most intuitive move, on
the part of the theist, is to affirm some formulation of natural law rather than emidratbe sees as
absurdity associated wibbivine Command Theory
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terminology in a nosstandardvay and consequently sacrificed clarity in their attempt to find
agreement. The following section seeks to provide a theolagichphilosophical point of
reference for the readérhis iscertainly not an exhaustive list of terms associated with the topic,

but it does represetite mostalient features.

Divine Aseity

Di vine aseity -exsténeer Bivin@seitya@wantésgshe sotoh that God is
selfexistent, which means that he does not depend on another for his existence. Christian theism
holds that God does not exist contingently, but necessarily. Dagigityis particularlyrelated to
the Euthyphro Dilemmaisnce t he dil emma forces one to choo
the grounding for objective moral values and duties, or some other grounding distinct from or
|l ogically prior to God’'s commands. The <cl assi
affirms that God is the only necessary entity thastsand that all other concrete and abstract
entitiesare contingent upon God for existence. Platonism, on the other hand, affirms the
necessary existence of abstractities Platonismaffirms that moralpropositionsare includedn
the realm ohecessargbstracenties |t i s c¢cl ear t leastenchaodmorene Vvi e
importantly, whether abstraentitiesexist necessarily or not, will influence the way one

approaches the Euthyphro Dilemma.

Divine Goodness

The Christian scriptures teach that God is good (Psa. , 101168, 145:9; Matt. 19:16
17). To be more precise, they teach that God is moraliept or excellent (Jam. 1:)13How
onerespondgo the Euthyphro Dilemma directly affects how one explains moral perfection. For

example, if one asserts that God’'s commands c
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is important to explain what it means to claim that God is gobis. wouldsimply mean that
God acts in ways that are consistent with his commands. However, if one claims that all
goodness is grounded in some abstract principle distinct from or logicalhto God, one must

redefine God’s goodnes sabsaast mbral primgplex onsi stent w

Sovereignty

God’ s sovereignty is typically thought to
While there are various theological perspectives on interpretingatheeo f God’ s sover e
evangelical Christiangererally agree that God is in some way sovereign over creativintue
ofhis divine aseity and role as creator. The i
called into question if a more platonic understanding of morality is true. For exaitipée,
abstract mor al princi pl miortobtindegendent of Sodpitavduld e x i s

be an aspect of reality that God was not in control ofsbhfect to

Divine Will

OrthodoxChristian theology views God not as an impersonal fdraerather a personal
being. To say that God ersonalc an require a nuanced use of th
confusion between the three persons of the Godhead and the personal nature of God. To say that
God is a person is not to propose tiare is a fourth person in the Godhead, but rather a quality
or attribute of God. A traditional view of personhood often entails the quality ef self
determination, intentionality or volitio?tAs J o hn Fe i n Weterngnatiomreferstg “ Se |

theabil ty t o make deci sincanbasaidthat @adis personaldtm out . ”

F2dwar d Johns on The‘CBbridgedDictiooaggiPhilbsophyy 2nd ed., ed.
Robert Audi (New York: Cambridge University Press, 1999), 662.

33John FeinbergNo One Like Him: The Doctrine of G@d/heaton: Crossway, 2001), 228.
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would include seldetermination and intentionality. Intentionality, or the coupling of belief and
desire, is often described as the volition or ilf God is persola, and i f God’' s so
implies that he governs some or all of the created order, then it is reasonable to assume that God

might have some intention for creation. Timentionc an be broadly defined

wi || . God’ s di wsistemtevithvhis indral anaraxter (dlviee goodness) and his
exi stence (divine aseity). The content of God
entire content of God’ s wildl i's inaccessibl e,

expressed through divine commands.

Divine Command

In Divine DiscourseNicholas Wolterstorfhot es, “Let us assume t ha
that scriptures got right about that being [God], is their presumption that God is personal: a
center of consciousness who forms and acts on intentiortsaaridhowledge antities other
than Godself. Can thdbingwh at * s n e c e s s & Wolterdtoofrgoes qn eoadfench g ? ”
the notion that not only does God have what is necessary for speaking; he also enters into speech
acts in a variety of ways. Classical theism holds@&atd® s commands aare the m
means) by which God entersintospeech@&ts.d’ s commands are often th
prescriptive propositions found withBcripturethatexpresssod’ s i ntenti on or de
Furthermore, these commands are thought to either bemigking orright-indicacingo f o ne’ s
moral obligations. The primary concern addressed by the Euthyphro Dilemma is the relationship

bet ween God’ smoaldynmands and

%My | es Br ad, The ambridge Diotionary of Philosopt8nd ed.ed. Robert Audi
(New York: Cambridge University Press, 1999), 963.

%Nicholas WolterstorffDivine Discourse: Philosophical Reflections on the Claim that God
SpeakgNew York: Cambridge University Press, 1995), 95.
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Ethics
The philosophical study of morality is perhaps the broadest definition of ethics. More
specifically, JonDeighn ot es, “Et hics, along with | ogic, m
of the main branches of philosophy ¢anin turnbe divided into the general study of goodness,
the general study of right action, applied ethics, moral psychology, and the metaphysics of moral
r es p o n stMbral philosophy &eeks to exam the rational justification for moral rules and
evaluates tha@es of moral conducChristianethics, in particularattempts to address these
various issues from a theistic worldview. One such issue is metaethics or the grounding question

for morality. Metaethics is where Christian ethics and the Euthyphro Dilesomeerge.

Moral Value (Moral Goodness)

A theory of moral value is one that explains the basis of moral goodness. It is a branch of
moral philosophy that answers questisnshas “ What makes mur der bad?”
propose that moral valug basedn the intrinsic nature of a thing. Some theories propose that
moral valuds basedn individual pleasurestill, others propose that moral valisebasedn an
abstract mor al entity or form. Cl| asommang | Chri

are thebasisfor mord value.

Moral Obligations and Duties (MordRightness
A theory of moral obligations and duties is one that explains the basis for moral
obligations and duties. It answers questismshas “ What makes murder wr on

Deigha theory of moral rightness concerns the principles of ri

%John Dei gh The Cdinbridg Qictiondry of Philosophgnd ed., ed. Robert Audi
(New York: Cambridge University Press, 1999), 284.
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choi ces af @asgcal Chistianitysaffirfns that humanity has an obligation to obey

God’ s ¢ o mmay @reek polgthemstafiirraedthathumanityhad an obligation to obey

the gods’ | aw. Ho we v er thatanéles am obligatiorg ahdwtleatt i nct i o
obligation is grounded. Unfortunately, this distinction is oftearlookedand the two an easily

be conflatedIn Euthyphro,Socrates makes it abundantly clear that his pyroancern is one of

grounding.

Voluntarism

Voluntarism holds that the moral status of an action is determined solely by the command
of some deity. As an example, the voluntarist would claim that murder is mioaaliy virtue of
God forbidding it. Conversely, if God were to command murder, it vowirtue ofhis
commandoe morallygood Mark Murphy makes the distinction between metaethical
voluntarism and normative voluntarisfhMetaethical voluntarism refers to questions regarding
moral grounding, and normative voluntarism refers to questeesding noral obligation and

right action

Nonvoluntarism
Non-voluntarism, also known as essentialism, holds that the moral status of ansaction
determinedy something logicallpriortoor i ndependent of God’'s comn

primary ways inwhich to ground morality as a neoluntarist. First, one may ground goodness

*Dei gh, 28&t hics,”

SMurphy, Mark, "Theological Voluntarism", The Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy (Winter
2014 Edition), Edward N. Zalta (edgccessed October 23, 2015, URL =
<http://plato.stanford.edu/archives/win2014/entries/voluntatisznlogical/>.
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in the very nature of God. This view is known as divine essentialism. Second, one may ground

goodness in abstract moral principl€his view is known as Platonic essentialism.

Summary and Content Outline of the Dissertation

The primary aim of this study is twiold. First, it will demonstrate th@&ontemporary
evangelicareformulations of ModifiedDivine Command Theorfail to respond adequatety
the Euthyphro Dilemma, create unnecessary ambiguity, and require the Christian to abandon
something essential to Christian theism. Second, it will argue that abandontegporary
evangelicateformulations of ModifiedDivine Command Theorgnd embreing non
voluntarism provides stronger apologdticceand clarifies unnecessary ambiguity in divine
command theorists’ response to the Euthyphro
abandon something essential to Christian theism. The method @mdelp used in this study
will rely heavily upon accurately exposing the weaknesses of Modiiede Command
Theory, and demonstrating the strengths ofwoiluntarism. Consequently, this study is divided
into five major chapters.

This chapter has praded a brief introduction to the Euthyphro Dilemma and clear
statement of purpose for the remaining chap#ss, this chapter has provided the
methodology employed to accomplish its end gbalprovide clarity for the overall argument
this chapter halriefly addressedommonterminology that willbe used¢hroughout the study.
Chapter 2 providesneexegesis oEuthyphroand concludes with a brief analysis of the exact
i ssues addr essed .dtyramesithe lgbguenby dearly presentisguwom a
horns thus establishing a broader framework by which to assess modified divine command
theoriesltisdisputeca s t o whet her Hsattialyptiue dlémsna. Same e mma

modernreformulations attempt to split the horns of the dilemma, wdtiteers insist that these
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attempts merely extend the dilemma altogeth@learly outlining the two horns of the
Euthyphro Dilemma will assist in evaluating contemporary evange#fainulations of
Modified Divine Command Theoty and provi de a path forward fo
solution.Modified Divine Command Theorguffers from unnecessary ambiguity. This
ambiguity begins with aisinterpretatiorof the point and force of the Euthyphro Dilemnia.
provide evidencedr this assertiont is necessary to demonstrate that modified divine command
theorists have firgnisinterpretedhe Euthyphrdilemmaand that thisnisinterpretatiorhas
informed their theoryThisrequirea cr i t i cal e xputhymatdthen of Pl at o
philosophical challenge it presents. Chapter 2 will begin by providing this critical explanation.
Also, Chapter 2 will be dedicated to establishing a proper understandigioé Command
Theoryand Guided Will Theory and how each theory relatendcal philosophy.
Chapter 3 will be devoted to framing the historical debate by examining selected
expressions dbivine Command Theorin conjunction with opposing views. These views range
from early Greek thought to the modern era. The most notableediemmand theorist in
history is William of Ockham. Ockham will serve as the paradigm for future formulations of
would-be divine command theories. This chapter will demonstrate that there have been subtle
and consistent shifts in evangelical theology tasagrounding morality in the character of God
while still affirming elements of Ockham’ s th
distinctions are precursors ¢contemporargvangelicareformulations of ModifiedDivine

Command TheoryModern and contemporary theorists seek to qualify their position as divine

%°This challenge has been raised on seversions by various individuals, sderemy Koons,
“Can God’' s Gobvohen@GommandATheyf t b en E u t Hurppgedn Jourddl of

Philosophy of Religiod, no. 1(Spring 2012): 1Y 95; Wes Mor ri st on, “Must The
Mor al Goodness PAipsaphia ChirigtBono. 2@604)?12738; and John Milliken,
‘Eut hyphro,andtet GeldbBi ght , ", 145
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command theorists while the ntimeistic perspective continues to understBndne Command
Theorythrough an Ockhamist framewotkl n t he process of attempti ni
sovereignty and goodness, modified divine command theorists have sacrificed accuracy and
effectiveness in the eyes of their rthreistic counterparts.his historical review will show that
both proponents and opponents have understood Stabdard Commad Theoryas a theory
of moral value, obligations, and duties. This histonmealewwill serve to highlight the
discrepancies between StandBidine Command Theorgnd ModifiedDivine Command
Theory

Chapter 4 critically evaluates of the most prominestressions of Modifiedivine
Command Theorpy contemporary evangelical theologians and philosophers. This section will
highlight the overall apologetic effectiveness of the theories by assessing their methodological
clarity, theological strength, and dapatory scopePrincipally, the works foCraig*! Baggett
and Walls*? and Coparand Flannagdr will be evaluatedThese theorists are not only informed

by their philosophical predecessditsey also continue to use divine command language in a

“ONontheistssuch aRachels;The Elements of Moral Philosophyl; Shafei_andau,The
Fundamentals of Ethi¢c§5; and Aikin and Taliss&®easonable AtheisrhO3clearly understan®ivine

Command Theory 0 mean that the good is the same as sayin
“Three key sources for Craig’'s argument will b

Kurtz/ Craig Debate: I s Go o disiGosdsesswiithiout Gad Goocod Go o d

Enough?ed. Robert K. Garcia and Nathan L. King (New York: Rowman & Littlefield Publishers, 2009),

254 8 . The second is William L an els@ odadsgwithodt&Gddi s Mo s

Good Enough®d. Robert K. Garcia and Nathan L. King (New YdRkawman & Littlefield Publishers,

2009), 1671 8 8 . The third is, William Lane Craig, “The |

Foundat i on s Fdurdationyo(1997): @12.y , ”

42Two key sources for Baggett and Walls argument will be .UBkel first is Baggett and Walls,
Good God The second is Baggett and WalBnd and Cosmos: Moral Truth and Human Mear(iNgw
York: Oxford University Press, 2016).

“Two key sources for Copan’s ar gustedaMsli | | be
Monster: Making Sense of the Old Testament &@rednd Rapids, MI: Baker Books, 2011). The second
is Copan, “Morality an34.Meaning Wi thout God,” 295
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nonstandad way. In their attempt to answer the challenge to theistic ethics in general, and the

moral argument in particular, they offer a theory that ultimately fditslerstanding that this is

no insignificantclaim, t hese model s’ o v esrwdl belanalyzedbdmdahgeet i ¢ e f
distinct perspectives that will speak to their overall success.

First, each formulation will be evaluated based on their methodological clarity. There
appears to bsomeambiguity in contemporary models as to the distindiomt ween God’ s
commands and God himself. It is commonly argued by theists antheists alike that the nen
voluntarist horn of the dilemma commits the theist to grounding morality in something distinct
from God. In response, some theists retreat to afraddiersion of the Standamivine
Command TheoryThis dissertation will argue that the theist is not required to move in this
direction. Second, each formulation will be evaluated based on their theological strength.
Ultimately, this dissertation willgree with the position that God is the appropriate grounding for
morality. While modified divine command theorists adequately address the Arbitrariness and
Vacuity Objection as applied taoralvalue, they are not able to escape these objections when
applied to moral obligations and duties. Consequetht#ythirdevaluation of each formulation
will be performed based on their explanatory scope. In addition to making the case that God is
thebeg explanation for morality, the ModifieDivine Command Theorgnust address various
objections associated with explaining the salient features of morality. Ultimately, Chapter 4
argues that a misconstrued understanding of thevalumtarist horn, and thesulting retreat to
a ModifiedDivine Command Theorgnly serves to deepen the breach between theist ard non
theist rather than repairing it.

Chapter 5 proposes that the methodological, theological, and apologetic

weaknesses of divine command theorieshmavoidedConsequentlyChapter 5 will advance a
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position that moves towards the fikgirn,or nonvoluntarist horn, of the Euthyphro Dilemma. It

is presumedhat those who embrace this horn commit to a standard logpradtyto or
independent of God. Traditionally, those who affirm +vatuntarism affirm the existence of a
standard of objeate moral values, obligations, and duties tkadependent oGodand

i ndependent of God’s commands. Th ancludetees

Guided Will Theory, Divine Independence Theory, and Atheistic Moral Platonism. Theserequir

the Christian to abandon something essential to Chrigteasm However, these are ndte only
valid conceptions of neroluntarism.This dissewtion advances the Nevoluntarist Theory by
affirming that God’ s nat igations, and dutieh & wille argued
that nonvoluntarism does not necessarily sacrifice the sovereignty of God, bloé canonciled
with Christianorthodoxy Furthermore, if methodological clarity is employed, a-moluntarism
provides common groundith thenontheistand provides a practical theistic framework for
ethics.Ultimately, the aim is to demonstrate that narluntarism avoids the pitfalls that a
Modified Divine Command Theorgannot. What is more, neroluntarism accomplishes the
ultimate goal that Mdified Divine Command Theorgittempts taccomplishbut in a less

cumbersome way.
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CHAPTER 2: THE EUTHYPHRO DILEMMA AND MORAL PHILOSOPHY
The Euthyphro Dilemma

The importance of the Euthyphro Dilemifiea a theistic conception of ethicannotbe
overstatedlts modern formulations serve as a challenge to the view that God is either the best
explanation of, or a necessary condition for moral values, obligations, and duties. The Euthyphro
Dilemma requires a defensive apologetic since those wiptogrthe dilemma assert that it
exposes some inconsisterayincoherenceén Christian theism. The challenge is particularly
theological since embracing either horn appears to require the Christian to abandon something
essential to Christian theism. Algbe dilemma has philosophical significance since it attempts

to explain the existence of and grounding for moral values, obligations, and duties. Antony Flew

once suggested that “one good test of a perso
hecan graspits[Eushp hr o Di | emma]! force and point."”
l ronicall vy, FIl ew’ sindeferseomang propaesed solusionotd thee n C |

dilemma. The Standafdivine Command Theorgnd the Euthyphro Dilemma seek to explain

the basis for moralitysaa whole. Modifiedivine Command Theorgeeks to explain the basis

for moral obligations and dutiedone. Thust uses divine command terminology in a ron

standard way. Using divine command terminology in astandard way creates unnecessary

ambiguity whi ch serves to weaken the modofied diwv
assess contemporary evangelmefdrmulations of ModifiedDivine Command Theoryone must

beginwith a contextual, theological, and philosophical exegesis of the Euthyphnmiée

tAntony Flew,God and PhilosophgAmherst: Prometheus Books, 2005), 116.
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A Summary of Euthyphro

P | a Euwhyphrobegins with a chance encounter between Socrates and Euthyphro by
the porch of the Kdg Archon Upon hearing that Euthyphro was prosecuting his father for
murder, Socrates inquires as to the details otéise. Without prompting, Euthyphro adds that
his family is displeased with him for prosecuting his father, as they think it impious to do so.
However, Eut hyphro notes that his family’™s *i
wr orfbhistai m initiates Socrates’ |line of questioc
grounding for piety and impiety.

Socrates simply begi ns thegpioasaidwmagshe “ Tel | me
impious,d 0y o & Toswhigh,ZEuithyphro claims that thetat prosecuting wrongdoers is
piety, and to not prosecute wrongdoers is impiety. Socrates is dissatisfied with this response as it

merely provides an example of a pi@agtand not a proper definition for piety itself. Euthyphro

responds “ What tihe deoars tie pi ous*Socrafesadtshowsvern ot i s |
that one man or action can be both |l oved and
a state of discord,” and thus the ey, or acti

Euthyphro qualifies the previous definition to include only those things vdii¢he gods love
or hate. He concludes, “1 would certainly say

opposite, what all the gods hateti©re i Mpi ous . ”

2G. M. A. Grube, trans!, Eu t h y pPiatooFjvé Dialogues(Cambridge: Hackett Publishing
Company, 1974), 8.

3lbid., 9.
“lbid., 11.
°Ibid., 14.
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It is at this point that Socrates introduces what is commonly known as the Euthyphro
Di |l emma. Socr thée pposdovedby the gods because It is pious, or is it pious
because it i s °Buthyplraexppegsestctntusion,amnt Sackatempts to
clarify the challenge by drawing a distinction between that which is carried, led, seen, and loved
and the state of being carried, led, seen and loved. Socrates observes that that which is carried is
only in the state of being carried becaase carries itSimilarly, the pious (godeloved) is only
in the state of being gelokeloved because the gods love it. Euthyphro hapgiigesbut fails to
recognize the inconsistency with his earlier claim that the pious is that which-letpeved.

Euthyphro merely provides a quality of thieusbut does not provide an explanation of the
nature of piety. This is a clear indication that tillemma is primarily aimed at the ultimate
basis for morality.

After accusing Euthyphro of intentionally misleading him, Socrates presses Euthyphro to
explain the nature of justice in order avoid the allegations made by Meletus. Euthyphro describes
piety as being a part of overall justice. More particularly, Euthyphro describes piety as the part of
justice that is concerned with service to the gods. For Euthyphro, service to the gods is primarily
described as sacrificing to the gods and begging from tthe dtis, to Euthyphro, is the
ultimate expression of piety. Socrates summarizes this relationship as one of trade. He claims
that piety is learningp tradeproperly with the gods. The benefit that the gods receive from this
trade includes honor, revem) and gratitudezuthyphro asserts that these are not only

beneficial to the gods but dear to them as well. Consequently, Socrates notices the circularity of

Euthyphro’s thinking when he defines the piou

°Grube, “Euthyphro,” 7.
’Ibid., 6.
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Socates line of questioning has a singular focus. He attempts to expose the inconsistency in
grounding piety in the wills or affections of the gods.

As it is with many Socratic dialogues, the ultimate aim is discovering what a thing is. In
the case of thButhyphrq Socrates hopes to discover the ultimate basis for piety. Socrates is not
concerned with moral semantics, moral epistemology, or whether or not one has an obligations
or duty to obey the gods. Socrates singular focus is examining whether o nogtlo d s’
affections are a proper basis for piety.

The Theology of Euthyphro

As with any interpretation of an ancient text, proper consideration must be gi®n to
various contexts. In order to understand the force and point of the Euthyphro Dilemmaisbne m
seriously consider the theological context that undergirds the dialogue. Modern skeptics usually
offer the Euthyphro Dilemma aschallengeo the notion that God is the most appropriate
grounding for objective moral values and duties. However, themot God on a theistic
worldview is drastically different from the gods of the Greek pantheon. James Ambury notes:

Socrates and his contemporaries lived in a polytheistic society, a society in which the

gods did not create the world but were themselvested. Socrates would have been

brought up with the stories of the gods recounted in Hesiod and Homer, in which the
gods were not omniscient, omnibenevolent, or eternal, but rather-bowery super
creatures that regularly intervened in the affairsushan being$.
While this may seerto bea trivial distinction, the nature of the God or gods in consideration can
strengthen or weaken the application of the Euthyphro Dilemma. Socrates expresses his

skepticism when he questions the historical reliabdftthe accounts of the gods. However,

Socrates concedes to Etopufsueplargeopoist. wor | dvi ew

8 ames Ambur y  Intefn& BEncyclapedia of,Philosbphgd. James Fiesand
Bradley Dowden, accessed October 23, 2015, URL=http://www.iep.utm.edu/socrates/.
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As Socrates solicits a definition of the pious from Euthyphro, Euthyghnmsthat
prosecutinghose who arguilty of impiety is itself considered a pious action. As an example,
Eut hyphro appeal s t ofathereCuoscs. Itrs athhis poini tratmonesbegms n s t
to see the inklings of voluntarism represented in a polytheistic structure. Irshettiempt to
define piety, Eut hyphro notes, “Well, Il say t
murder and temple theft and everything of that sort, whether father or mother or anyone else is
guilty of it. And not prosecuting is unholy. Nowp&ates, examine the proof | give you that this
is a dictat°®€udbthyghviohse baening “defirigitti on” o
action that both Euthyphro and others are obligated to obey due to the fact that the gods serve as
an exampleOne should note that Euthyphro begins by referring to moral normativity.
Unimpressed with this example of a pious action, Socrates presses for a definition. Socrates is
not interested in an example of piety, but rather the essence of piety. This istttledithat the
Euthyphro Dilemma is a metaethical challenge. Euthyphro initially defines the pious as that
which is dear to the gods. Socrates recognizes the difficulty that a polytheistic worldview poses
for Euthyphro’ s i nidodsaduld, dme bfiemdo,tdiffeoin whattheypi et vy .
consider dear to them. For example, Zeus thought that it was pious to place his own father in
chains for swallowing his children. However, Cronos did not consider this a just action, but an
act of rebellion. Sowhat was dear to one god was not dear to the other.

One might consider this the first dilemma that Euthyphro faces. Assuming for the
moment that the pious is defined by that which is dear to the gods, polytheism inherently
weakens this definition the moment the gods differ on what is counted as dear. ifhgesraral

and Christiartheism, in particulamemains immune to this challenge. Christian theism affirms

®Reginald E. Allen, trans', Eu t h y pGreaeloPhitosophy: Thales to Aristot#! (New York:
The Free Press, 1991), 60.
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that God is one, thereby avoiding a divine contradiction of multiple wills (Deyt.\&Hat is
more, the Christian scriptures teach that God doedeliberate or take counsel from another
(Job 21:22; Isa. 40:14; 41:28), which stands in contrast to the deliberations held on Mt. Olympus
by the Greek pantheon. What is interesting he
existence of a stalard that adjudicates between differing opinions. When one disagrees with
another regarding sums, the two parties appeal to counting. When one disagrees with another
regarding size, the two parties appeal to measuren&nigarly, when one disagrees with
another regarding the pious, there must be a standard to which the two'&@beistian
apologist, C. S. Lewis makes a similar observatiomelarencego moral disagreement Lewis
notes, “It | ooks, in fact, vekindoflawar Ruleafs i f bo
fair play or decent behavior or morality or whatever you like to call it, about which they really
a g r e'anthile Lewis has the Christian God in mind, Socrates is subtly exposing the weakness
of the multiple divine wills as the prepgrounding for piety, and slowly forces Euthyphro
towards a single universal locus for morality.
Both Euthyphro and Socrates agree that quarrelsome gods pose a significant problem,
and Euthyphro amends his definition by defining piety as that whitheagjods love or hold

dear. It is this scenario that most closely approaches a theistic worldview. Nevertheless, it is clear

that Socrates is more concerned with exposing
Likewise, modern formulations ofthe Euphhr o Di | emma seek t o expose
inability to ground moralityl nt er estingly, it is at this point

nature of the gods to the relationship betwaetionsand states of being, thereby emphasizing

YGrube, Eut hyphro,” 11.

HC. S. Leerwei sCh r“i MieiCampleté @. S.'Lewis Signature Clas@iesv York:
Harper Collins Publishers, 2002), 15.
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philosophyover theology. Therefore, in order to understand the Euthyphro Dilemma, one not
only needs to understand the theological contefauhiyphrg but hemust also understand the
philosophical context as well.
The Philosophy of Socrates
Tosaythattheres def i nitive “Socratic pisil osophy”
debatable as thether Socrates ever authored works of his @amsequently, what is known
about Socrates originates with the works of those he talaghtifficult to appreciate Socrats ’
philosophical life by merely appealing to the works of Plato. This task is made increasingly more
difficult by merely appealing t&uthyphro.Milton Nahm adds:
So difficult, indeed, has the problem become of differentiating the historical Socrates
from the image of the man that scholarship has swung like a pendulum between the thesis
that therds a historicalSocrates and the alternative that the Socrates we know is largely a
construct of Platonic{enophonic Aristotelian, and Aristophanic skillg.
The liability here is that these accounts are not always consistent with one another. For example,

Aristophanes, an early Greek playwright, depicts Socrates in his vadmediesbut makes

heavy use of sarcasm and hyperbole to the point that the treete3ois irretrievablé® On the

ot her hand, Xenophon and Plato are often thou
theirownviews*Thi s i s what is commonl!l y YPebmaMals as t he
adds, “One thing ical Socratesteaen amorgglthose who knkevehirmrhin liget o r

2Milton C. Nahm,Selections from Early Greek PhilosopiNew Jersey: Prentiedall, 1964),
253.

BFor examples of the hyperbolic manner inigh Aristophanes portrayed Socrates; sdéan H.
Sommerstein, trans., C| o u dAsstophanesnLysisrata and Other Plaf¢ew York: Penguin Books,
2002).

Debra Nails, "Socrates," ifhe Stanford Encyclopedia of PhilosofBypring 2014), ed. Edward
N. Zalta, accessed October 26, 2015, URL= http://plato.stanford.edu/archives/spr2014/entries/socrates/.

Bbid.
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there was profound di sagreement a¥Bout what hi
Consequently, it could be claimed that the philosophy fouldithyphrois just as much
Platonic as it is Socrati©f course the nonvoluntarist horn of the Euthyphro Dilemma is often
referred to as the “Platonic” horn of the dil
of this study focuses primarily on Sobemates’
P | a Euwhyphrowill be the primary text used to understand a Socraétaethic

The principal challenge iButhyphrois one of moral grounding or metaethics. This is not
to imply that Socrates is not interested in moral epistemology, or thicptapplication of the
right in generalFor example, Grube notes that the term for piéty ] can be used to refer to

moral knowledgé’ He adds; T h e Gr hositnmeaesyimthe first instance, the knowledge

of the proper ritual in prayer®oitsnosasdri fice,
these aspects of moral philosophy are uni mpor
makes rightactiongsi ous. This i s made most evident when

Zeus ..wh aid ¢ Jofithindg do you [Euthyphro] say that god#iss and ungodliness
ar e ..whhepiousasnd what t he i Mfhedeskternd é canalsobes ay ?”

translatedas nat' umwér i ch draws out t he met¥ntetestinglyal i mp

®Nails, "Socrates," URL= http://plato.stanford.edu/archives/spr2014/entries/socrates/.

"Plato,Platonis Operaediied by John Burnet. Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1903.
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=0%28%2Fsia&la=greek&can=0%28%2Fsia0&pri
or=ta&d=Perseus:text:1999.01.0169:text=Euthyph.:section=14b&i=1#lexidmsemantic
range of00 | irecludes thatvhich is sanctioned by the law of God, or a particular pious person

8Grube “ Eut hyphro,” 5.
¥bid., 9.

20Benjamin Jowett, trang&uthyphrofSeat t | e: Loki 's Publishing, 201
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Grube commentthat the use a® ¢ denoesPlatonic Formg?! Plato held that reality consisted
of abstract entities that were not subject to the spatiotemporal world. These a@siiastor

formsserved as the universal grounding for all particulars found in nZtieral propositions

areamog Pl ato’s | ist of abstract enti tfamss. Cent
and he clearly expresses this e%Ahbfarthers i n Soc
underscores Socrates’ met aet hyiseapressadimmght Whi | e

action (e.g., service to the gods), his ultimate goal is to understand what makes these actions
pioust o begin with. 1t is at this point that Eut
converge. This convergence results inssdm in causation and states of being known as the
Euthyphro Dilemma.
The Euthyphro Dilemma
In its original form, the Euthyphro Dilemma is less potent to theism primarily because it
is couched in a polytheistic worldview. It is only after a few attentatsEuthyphro provides an
acceptable starting point for Socrates. Eut hy
pious is what all the gods love, and the opposite, what all the gods hhgeingpious’ Finally,
the dilemma takes on a form thabsh resembles the modern formulation, and is most applicable
to a theistic worldview. The original dilemma reads as follows: Is the pious loved by the gods

because it is pious, or is it pious because it is loved by the gods. Here, pious is defined as loved

2lGrube  “ Eut hyphro,” 7, n. 3.

2Ri char d Kr aThe Stanfor®®Eneytlopedia of PhilosogByring 2015), ed. Edward
N. Zalta, accessed on October 26, 2015, URL=http://plato.stanford.edu/archives/spr2015/entries/plato/.

BGrube “ Eut hyphr guthyphréa®ocrlant ééd cdbdes notcesoBek “one
the many pious act i onid ¢ Jolpiety.tit appeats that Socratesgdesouttoh e  f or
hiswaytodraw Euthyhr o’ s at t ent i o n peassanyg to the gnpoondingiofyight acteorc t i o n

*|bid., 14.
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by the gods. Therefore, the dilemma could just as easily read: Is tHeelgaad loved by the

gods because it is gdzkloved, or is it godbeloved because it is loved by the gods. For Socrates,

this definition provides an intractable dilemma. As Jowe$eoves:
He [Socrates] shows thet other casethe act precedes the state; e.g. the act of being
carried, loved, etc. precedes the state of being carried, loved, etc., and therefore that
which is dear to the gods is dear to the gods because it i9¥iestdf them, not loved of
them because it is dear to them. But the pious or holy is loved by the gods because it is
pious or holy, which is equivalent to saying, that it is loved by them because it is dear to
them. Here then appears the contradicti@uthyphro has been giving an attribute or
accident of piety only, and not the essefice.

Socrates does not explicitly draw out the implications of embracing each individual horn, so it is

left to the reader to make those particular conclusions. In typocaasc form, Socrates

essentially seeks to expose the inconsistenByunt hy phr o’ s t hasolktomlg, not

the case oEuthyphrg Socrates is seeking to expose the distinction between the essence of a

thing and an attribute. Taffirm thefirst horn of the dilemma is to affirm that the pious has an

intrinsic quality thais the basis for itpiety. It is this essence thafarrants the gasl’ |l ove. I n

other words, the gods love something because it is pious. Consequently, to affirm tigsdorn
deny that the gods’' aTofadirmthe secosd hamr oéthetditemmabsa s i s
to affirm thatpietyis defined as that which the gods lolrethis casethen piety is an attribute

that is gained by virtue of being loved by thealg. If this were the case, piety woblebased in
thearbitrary affections of the god§hough the first horn avoids arbitrarineggprces

Euthyphro to admijt thé godbeloved ishen not the same as the piod&Though the second

horn providesjustif cat i on f or Eut hyphro’ s actions, it
fails to describe piety’s essence.
2Jowett,Euthyphrg 2.

%Grube  “ Bplhtr iBy
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As noted earlier, interpretation is inevitable when dealing with the Euthyphro Dilemma,
and one of the greatest hurdles is contextual distartee preceding has argued that the
theological and philosophical contexts are primary areas in which modern versions of the
Eut hyphro Dil emma have gone astray. As Copan
di scussions of 't he Hiust hoynp hPrloa tDpi’lse noomai gdionna’lt afrog
applied to polytheistic religions and which exposed the contradictions bound up with such a
v i e?Mn dddition, modern evangelical interpretations of the Euthyphro Dilemma view the
dilemma as a falsdilemma.Thusthey attempt to provide a third way.
The Modernization of the Euthyphro Dilemma

While variegation exists among interpretationg&athyphrothe preceding exegesis has
argued that the original dilemma is primarily concerned with the ability to drpigty on a
polytheistic worldview. Christian theism remains immune to the original formulation since it
does not affirm the plurality of divine wills. Socrates knows that one must appeal to some
objective standard in order to settle disputes over whmadis and impious. Consequently,
Euthyphro and Socrates must assume a unified will among the gods in order to move the
discussion forward. This unity of will among the gods is the closest Socrates gets to a theistic
worldviewin this dilemmaalthough n ApologySocrategloesclaim to bea theist and implies
monotheisnt® In Euthyphrg one begins to see a movement away from grounding piety in the
affections of the plurality of gods, and towards a single unified god or form. Where Socrates

stopsshortofdicussing the Good, Plato’s philosophy o

2’Paul Copan, and Matthew FlannagBigj God Really Command Genocide: Coming to Terms
with the Justice oBod (Grand Rapids: Baker Books, 2014), 160.

28G. M. A. Grube, trans!,Apology, " Platm Five Dialogue§Cambridge: Hackett Publishing
Company, 1974%4.
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William S. Sahakian notes, “For Pl ato..the goo
assumes, its power, and as its essebésigis God. The idea of good, that is, the idgaod, is
G o c?®It'is this shift to a single locus for morality, coupled with the Christian conviction that
God is essentially good and issues commands that opens the door for modern versions of the
Euthyphro Dilemma. While modern versions of the Eutlhgdbilemma are uniformly aimed at
theistic attempts to explain objective moral values and duties, they are not uniform in their
interpretation of the dilemma itself.

To say that there is one modern version of the Euthyphro Dilemma would be entirely
mislealing. There are as many different expressions of the dilemma as there are those who seek
to modernize itOne exampleidsnt ony’' s i nterpretation: “Are mo
good simphbyvi rt ue of G ades God fawiheonrbecauge,theyoare
independently of his favoringthesmmo r al | y'Agao @ah¥” s icartbe coptnastett at i on
with Rachels’”: “lIs conduct right because God
i s r 3t Thérserantic distinction between the versions is noteworth¥irst, Antony uses
termssuchas mor al ly good” and “ God’ s thetesms‘rriingght”” wh e
and " God commands.” These s e mathmistic ntergretasians. nct i o
Modern interpretatins of the Euthyphro Dilemma are just as fluid among theists as well. John
Milliken s interpretation reads as foll ows: *

God command it ¥ @rctheoteeehandtCopasand Rag K. MGsér whaed

2William S. Sahakianthics: An Introduction to Theories and ProblefNew York: Harper &
Row Publishers, 1974), 40.

%Antony, “Atheism as Perfect Piety,” 71.
3lRachelsThe Elements of Moral PhilosopH2.

Mi Il Il'i ken, “Euthyphro, the Good, and the Right
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the dil emma to mean, “iI's something good becau
autonomous moral standard whi®h God consults
It is evident that confusion exists as to whether there is a single interpretation of the
Euthyphro Dlemma. Contemporary evangelical interpretations insist that the Euthyphro
Dilemma is a metaethical challenge to moral value (goodness), not moral obligations and duties
(rightness). Thus, they argue that by grounding moral value in the divine natuceaone “ s pl i t ”
the horns of the dilemma. However, if one interprets the Euthyphro Dilemma to be a metaethical
challenge to morality as a whole (good and right), then this distinction does not solve the
problem.Moreover,even if the original dilemma was a raethical challenge to moral value, it
could just as easily be appliedrtwmral obligations and duties.
The distinction between moral value and moral obligations and duties sabnts
confuse thessue,and cause the divine command theorist to use @i®@ammand terminology in
a nonstandard way. As argued in previous sections, Socrates is clearly attempting to establish
the proper grounding for the pious. He is not primarily concerned with delineating between
moral value and moral obligations and dutM#en adjusted to address theism, it appears to be
an illicit modification to impose such an acute distinction between the morally good and the
morally right. Therefore, attempts to provid®&ine Command Theorgf the right miss the
intended point oftte Euthyphro Dilemmaturthermore, modified divine command theorists
such a<Craig argue that the Euthyphro Dilemma is a false dilerffritais conclusion, however,

requiresthe theist to affirm amterpretation of the dilemma, which seems to be inconsistent with

33paul Copan, and Paul K. Mos&he Rationality of Them(New York: Routledge Taylor and
Francis Group, 2003), 165.

34Craig,Reasonable FaitHl81; andCopan and Flannagabjd God Really Command Genocjde
184.
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both Socrates’ mai n chall enge amfamulatbosse put f
These theorists argue that ocommanmdsesdffirmea t her gr c
standad of morality that is logically prior to and independent of GBdr example, Craig argues
that God’s “character is definitive of mor al
by God’ s wi ®Inlightrof amlibiguity thefdllowing famulation of the Euthyphro
Dilemma will be used: Does God command an action because it is morally good/right, or is it
morally good/right because God command¥ithis formulation acknowledges that the
Euthyphro Dilemma is meant to pose a metaethicalerige to morality as a whole, not simply
moral value. In addition, this formulation seeksrtaket he di | emma mor e expl i ¢
commands constitute morgbodness/rightnessr God’ s commands do not ¢
goodnessightness With thisformulation in place, one can begin to outline each horn of the
dilemma, and assess the leading theories for each horn.
The Voluntarist Horn

One horn of the dilemma is broadly known as the voluntarist horn of the dilemma.
voluntarism argues that moralitg a whole is grounded in thall or volition of God. Standard
Divine Command Theorig a voluntarist theoryatdo | ds t hat God’ s command
moral values, obligations, and duties. The voluntarist horn is thought to be an undesirable horn

for two primary reasons and four secondary reaséiéie two primary reasons will be referred

% Craig,Reasonable Faith 182. Craig’'s formulation of the E
mord the grounding for moral value, thus allowing him to seemingly split the horns of the dilemma by
grounding moral wvalwue in God’'s character, rather

% bid. |, 181. This formulation is similar to, a

describes the dilemma in the following way: Either something is morally good because God wills it or
else God wills it because it is morally good.
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to as the Arbitrariness Objection and the Vacuity Objection. The Arbitrariness Objections claims

that God either has no logically prior reasons for commanding or prokilaiti action, or he

does. If he does, those reasons become the basis for the moral qualities of thea#iotiothan

his commands, thus contradicting this hdfine does not, then his commands are arbitrary. The
arbitrariness of voluntarism is hightited inEuthyphrowhen Euthyphro defines piety as that

which is loved by the god#.one embraces the voluntarist horn of the dilemma, one is

essentially claiming thatthee i s no i ndependent or prior reas

The reason thgods love the pious imerelybecause they love the piod$e Vacuity Objection

claims that if “X is good/right” is essential
claim that God is good/right, or cl@mdgtat c o mman
God is commanded by God, or God’'s commands ar

The four secondary reasons are less theological in nature, and more philosophical. They
will be referred to as the Epistemic Objection, the Moral Authority Objection, thel Mora
Autonomy Objection, and the Abhorrent Command Objection. The Epistemic Objecthoan
voluntarist horn of th&uthyphroDilemma,seeks to explain how one comes to form moral
beliefs in the absence of divine commands. The objection claims that one can surely know good
from bad, and right from wrong without a particular command being issued. If voluntarism is
correct, it would not beeasonable-so the objection goesto expecbobneto form moral beliefs.
However, it is the case that one can form moral beliefs in the absence of a divine command.
Therefore, voluntarism does not adequately accfmumoral epistemology. The Moral

Authority Objection claims that moral obligations and duties mushéelly binding. This

%’Baggett and Wé, Good God3435.Baggett and Walls provide a |i
to voluntarism.”’ These vices include the nor mat.
objection, vacuity objection, epistemic objection, and autonomy objectio
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objection holds that on a voluntarist conception of ethics, obligations and duties are binding only
in order to avoid punishment from some deity, or to receive some resgarcsdme deity. For
example, one would avoid murder simply to gain soiwae reward or avoid someivine

punishment, not because murder is inherently bad or wrong. The Moral Autonomy Objection
claims that voluntarisnsian infantile conception of ethidslature moral agents should be able

to reasons toward correct moral action, not simply refer to a set of divine commands. This
challenge argues that voluntarism strips the person of moral autonomy, and the ability to make
moral decisions. Finally, the Abhent Command Objection asserts that if an action is morally
neutral prior tdbeingcommanded or prohibited, then God could comnmanddet for example,

andit would not only be morally good, it would also be morally right.

These six reasons are the magbjections to the voluntarist horn of the Euthyphro
Dilemma. In light of these objections, many choose to affirm thevotumtarist horn of the
Euthyphro Dilemma. However, the nopluntarist horn of the dilemma may not fare much
better, depending on howve interprets the horn.

The NonrVoluntarist Horn

The alternate horn of the dilemma is broadly known as thevalumtarist horn of the
dilemma. Norvoluntarism is typically thought to argue that moral values, obligations, and duties
are defined by angrounded in something logicallyipr to and independent of Golodified
Divine Command theoristsuch aCraig describenonvoluntarismas Atheistic Moral
Platonism. Moral Platonismrgues that moral values, obligations, and duties are determined by a
set ofnecessaryeternal moral abstractiod®The most prominent theistic ethical theory that

advances this view isften referred to as a Guided Will Theory since it affithes existace ofa

%8Craig,Reasonablé&aith, 178.
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moral standard to which God refers in order to issue commands and prohibitions. The non
voluntarist horrseemdo be undesirable since it allegedly affirms some standard of morality
distinct from God. Ther ef or edstoknanewhat is matallyn o t
good. Rather, one can appeal to moral abstractions for making moral decisions, regardless of
whether or not God exists, or if God does exist, whether or not he issues commands.
Consequently, this horn is thougbtmakeG o d éxistenceunnecessary for determining moral
values and duties and iemmandsuperfluous.

Before tracing the historical developmenti¥ine Command Theorfrom Ockham to
its contemporary modified versions, the following section will reviawine Commandrheory

andGuided Will Theoryas they relate to moral philosophy. Three basic questions will be

addressed: How does the theory relate to metaethics? How does the theory relate to normativity?

What are the weaknesses of each theory?
Standardivine Commandrheoryand Moral Philosophy
Theistic ethics is a perspective on moral philosophy in which the existence of God is

either the best explanatiah, or a necessary condition for objective moral values, obligations,

and duties. Standafdivine Command Theory s a t hei sti ¢c et hic that

commandgonstitutemorality. The Euthyphro Dilemma is a challenge to the idea that morality

ap

a

is in any way dependent upon God’'s existence,

commands constitute moralitfhe following provides a thorough treatmentov¥ine
Command Theorgs outlined by William of Ockham, since his is the most recognized form of
divine command ethics, and because it directly addresses the metaethical challenge of the

Euthyphro Dilemma.
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StandardDivine Command Theory
There are two distinct ways of applying the Standixéhe Command TheoryFirst,as
an ethical theory, the Standard Divine Command Theory has metaethical aspects. In other words,
it attempts to seek answers regarding thienake basis fomorality. Secondthe Standard
Divine Command Theorgan be applied as @mmative oftheory, which seeks tde<ribewhat
ought to be the case, especially in terms of identifying an expected standard of bésavior
Jani ne | dlaterestikglyntletmetaethical variety of divine command ethics is not
unique to contemporary analytic philosophers; historically, this position was very clearly
mai nt &Whileldziakasserts that one is not required t
than a normative ethic, the following will pr
primarily concerned with explaining the basis for the good/right.
As noted above, StandaBdvine Canmand Theorys most often associated witd™-
centuryengl i sh phil osopher and theologian, Wi llia

has been the subject of much interpretation and debate. This is partly due to the fact that Ockham

does notspypsbemdei a”“ mor al phil osophy. Consequ
construed, and misconstrued from his various
drawn from his work iDpera Theologica Pet er King writes, “[ Ockha

tradition of moral philosophy that took the basic normative principle to be given in the Bible and

the conceptual tools of mBOakhameormornal bghigli ¢

3%Janine Marie IdziakDivine Command Morality: Historical and Contemporary Readifigsw
York: The Edwin Mellen Press, 1979), 8. Idziak goes on to mention that historical examples include
William Paley, John Duns Scotu/illiam of Ockham, and Gabriel Biel. These individuals will shape the
historical discussion in Chapter 3.

Peter King, “William o fTheQGanbridger@onspandonth Ockharh The o
(New York: Cambridge University Press, 1999), 227.
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distinctively theistic, and yet it attempts to account for the rotfeason in moral ontology and
epistemology. Naturally, this attempt has resulted in divergent interpretations.

I n addition to I dziak’s two varieties

of d

met hods of interpreting Octandaadiwayofudderstandir® ¢ o mma

Ockham is based on the notion that divine commands determine the content of rhohality.
Thomas Osborne notes, “There are sever al

theory. A once predominant view was thakBam is a divinecommand theorist who holds that

the source of mor al o Bltisthisa méthodthai will beaused fontie n e

following overview. Thesecondand norstandard, way of understanding Ockhamphasizes

the role of right rason for moral decision makifgThis method trades on a distinction that

Ockham makes in moral epistemology. Ockham argues that there are two ways to know moral

i va

co

truths: positive moral knowledge and rpositive moral knowledg&“ Posi t i ve mor al

knowledge¢, Ki ng adds, “contains human and di vi

41Contemporary examples of standard readings of Ockham can be found in such works as
Thomas M. Osborne, -CommdOad kT laReligaus Stadied) | H2Zd n e
(Cambridge University Press, 2005); Armand Maufée Philosophy of William of é@ham in the Light
of Its Principles Studies and Texts 133 (Toronto: Pontifical Institute of Mediaeval Studies, 1999), 516
539; andMary Thomas Noble, transThe Source of Christian Ethi¢g/ashington DC: Catholic
University of America Press, 1995), 2205 3 . Broadly speaking, these
commands are the source of moral value, obligations, and duties.

“Osborne, “Ock@Gammamsd DTheari st ,” 1.

43Contemporary examples of nstandard readings of Ockham can be found in suchsnamk
Marilyn McCord Adams “ Oc k hamTheanitidgelCompahantao r e,
Ockhamed. Paul Vincent Spade (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 19997248nd Peter
King *“Ockham’ s Ehe @ambralde Cdnipanior tegkhdm ed. Baul Vincent Spade
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1999)-224. Broadly speaking, these authors conclude that
Ockham affirmed two ethical theories; one that was based primarily on right reasepoéitire moral
knowledge), and thetloer that relied primarily on divine and human commands (positive moral
knowledge).

4William of Ockham,Quod|2. 14 (OTh IX 177.128).
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things that are good and evil only because they are prohibited or commanded by a superior
whose role it “ Nonpositiveensral &nowledgehon thesottismd,” di r ect s
human actions without any precept from a superior, as principles that are eithergarsear
by exper i en tOsbarecritiques this method of interpretation since it takes
Ockham’ s moral epistemohegyramewarkemptrs Otk hma
ontology?’

In Quodlibeta,Ockham argues that good/bad and right/wrong actions were solely
determined by the intent of the will and according to the dictates of ré&&Som.according to
Ockham is a matter of intention. IF@xample, ae might perform a good act suchgagng alms
to the poor, yet perform the act with vainglorious intentions. This, according to Ockham is not
virtuous, but vicious? Ockham asserthat besideshe act of loving God above all else, no act is
inherently vicious or virtuous. He notes, “No
inthe power ofthevil because sin is a sinThenorlcinercafuse it
the actcan only be determined by the power of the WilConsequently, if the rightness or
wrongness of an action is determined by the will, morality as a whole must be determined by
God’s will. For Ockham, deactnaturallybaginswithat he mor al

discussion of metaethics.

“King, “Ockham’ sTheGamlridga CompaniendorOgkha2@7.i n
4Quodl 2.14 (OTh IX 177.128).

“Osborne, “OckR®ammasdaTbBbewoirnet,” 2.
48Quodl|.2.14 (OTh IX 176.14177.16).

4°Sent.1 d. 47 g. unica (OTh 1l 681-25).

50Quodl.3.14 (OTh IX 255.6256.67).

*1bid.
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Divine Command Theomnd Metaethics

Metaethics can be both broadly and narrowly defietaethics is a field that can
encompass questions of ultimate grounding, moral knowledge, and the meaning of moral
language. FoexampleGeoff SayreMc Cor d br oadly defines metaet hi
understand metaphysical, epistemological, semantic, and psychological, presuppositions and
commit ments of mor al >tMetaathghcan alsdba tekned narroilfy p r a c t
focusing on one area of the broader scope. For example, Moreland and Craig describe metaethics
as abranchof moral philosophy dealing with the meaning of moral tetfi%or the purposes of
this study, the primary areas of metaethics that will be exglare the metaphysical
presuppositions and commitments of divine command ethics. In other words, it will address the
guestion that the Euthyphro Dilemma focuses on; what grounds morality. While normativity will
be addressed in the subsequent section,atiéta must necessarily precede normativity for two
distinct reasons. First, as noted earlier, the Euthyphro Dilemma is a metaethical challenge.
Second, it makes little sense to talk of normativity unless one has proposed a proper basis for
morality as a Wwole.

In orderto understandeuthyphroa n d O ¢ Bikiree @onsnand Theoryone must
begin by making a distinction between moral *
“One of the standard topics of edtheigood.ISonteheor y
see them as distinct and coequal categories of evaluation. Others would subordinate the good to

the right, or the right to the good. A few may prefer to think about ethics in terms of the good

%2Geoff SayreMcCord, "Metaethics'The Stanford Encyclopedia Bhilosophy(Summer 2014
Edition), ed. Edward N. ZaltaURL = <http://plato.stanford.edu/archives/sum2014/entries/metaethics/>.

%3]. P. Moreland and William Lane CraRjilosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldview,
397.
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alone, with no very distinct role for the hig >4 While moral goodness is an evaluative concept,
moral rightness deals primarily witdoncepts such asbligations,duties,prohibitions,and
permissibility. Like Adams, this study gives precedence to the good, while acknowledging the
ri ghistincst i“ve and i mp o Wnike Adamspthisestudy doesnbt lviewctise . ”
distinction between the good and the right as the solution to the Euthyphro Dilemma.

For divine command theorists such as Ockham, it was not necessary to draw a distinction
between the good and the right in terms of their ultimate grounding. Perhaps this is why
contemporary readers often conflate the two. Regardless, Ockham held thatalllo | i t y ' s
content, both the good and the right, is determined by the will oPB0dorne adds, that
according to Ockham, “1lt is true that an act
simply because it is virtuous, or “Bortten becaus
moral realist, moral values, obligations, and esitnust exist eitherecessarilypr contingently.

For voluntaristsuch a®Ockham, moralvalues x i st contingently, owing
commandsStandardivine Command Theorf ol ds t hat God’ s ocommand m
| oving one’ anmdeirdgmthdr. gded i mplication then is
neighbor is morally neutral gnadsuchastumerGod’ s co
morally neutral prior to God’'s prohibiting it
neighbor has the quality of goodness, but it also has the quality of rightness. In other words,

|l ovi ng one’ s anoralphligaton. bec omes

54Adams,Finite and InfiniteGoods 231.

*Slbid.

*Rep. 2qg. 34 (OTh V, 59).

Osborne, “ Oc kchoanmmaansd at hdei ovriinset , * 4.
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Divine Command Theoignd Normative Ethics
Regardless of how one grounds morality, the moral realist finds herself in a world where
real moral choicesxist; realmoral decisions must beade andreal consequencessult from
one’' s alildmemathscen privdarily concerned with seeking anssg regarding the
foundations for the good and the right, theaningand truth or moral claims, and how one
comes to know moral trutheprmative ethics is the branch of moral philosophy that deals with
right and wrong actions and their proper justifieai>® Being familiar with this
metaethical/normative distinction will prove invaluable as this represents the fundamental shift
away from StandarBivine Command Theorio Modified Divine Command TheoryThis shift
will be outlined in Chapter 3. Inanyeveé , it woul d not be incorrect
theory, while primarily metaethical, has obvious normative implications. Ockham is explicit in
terms of the relationship bet we e nastiesupierre ¢ 0o mma
will, is supremehauthoritative®For Ockham, normativity entails
accordance with right reason, and with the right intention of the will. Therefore, moral decisions
must take these three elements into consideration.
As far as normative ethicalé¢ories are concernedijvine Command Theoris a non
teleological theory, rather than teleological one. Teleological ethical theories hold that the moral

rightness or wrongness of an ®Qonversely,nogns det er m

8Similar definitions of metaethics can be found in contemporary moral philosophy. See Shafer
Landau,The Fundamentals of Ethic®; and Kevin M. Deapp,“Metaethics " Internet Encyclopedia of
Philosophy ed. James Fieser and Bradley Dowden, accessgast 29, 2016
URL=http://www.iep.utm.edu/metaethi/.

*Connexart. 2 (OTh VIII 335.116123).

0 Moreland, and Craig?hilosophical Foundations fa Christian Worldview425. For example,
Moreland and Craig describe teleological ethical theories as theories that the moral quality of an act is
“exclusively a function of the goodness or badnes
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teleologicalethical theories hold that the moral rightness or wrongness of an action is intrinsic to

is not determined solely by the outconi&Standardivine Command Theorlgolds that the

ri ghtness or wrongness of an actDivinesCommand r mi ne
Theoryasserts that the one who receives the command of God is duty bound to obey. Treating
Divine Command Theorgs a theory primarily aimed at addressing normative matters is the
preferred interpretation of some prominent evangelical piplosis and theologians. For
example Craigdescribes his modified version Bivine Command Theorgs:
God’ s mor al nature expressed to us in the
moral duties or obligations. Far from being arbitrary, these comsidow necessarily
from His moral nature.God’* s mor al nature is what Pl ato
locus and source of moral value. He is by nature loving, generous, just, faithful, kind, and
so forth®?
Here, Craig seeks to leverage the distinctietbwe en good and right to en
as the |l ocus for the good. In turn, this give
moral obligations and duties. What is more, this modification it thought to help divine command
theorists escapeeéfiabilities of the Standar@ivine Commandrheory Although particular
reformulations of the ModifiedDivine Command Theorwill be assessed in Chapter 4, it is
important to review the prominent reasons why the Christian theist shouidlddo the
StandardDivine Command Theory
StandardDivine Command Theodys We aknesses
The fact that the normativity modification is thought to be necessary to save the Standard
Divine Command Theorfrom the Euthyphro Dilemma should indicate that the standard way of
understanding the dilemmarsetaethicallylUnfortunately, both th&tandard Divine Command
®IMoreland, and Craig?hilosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldvied46.
®Crai g, “The Indispen&abikcbatyFoundiheobagi €alr M

URL=http://www.leaderu.com/offices/billcraig/docs/metthn.html (Accessed on December 31, 2015).
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Theory and the Modified Divine Command Thesujffer under the weight of the various
objectionsassociated with the dilemma.
First, the Arbitrariness Objection asserts that if the moral content of an action is grounded
in God’ s command, then that command fostheal t oge
commangso it goesthose prior rasons would be the grounding for morality. Sinnott
Armstrong expresses the arbitrariness objections in the following way:
Let's assume that God commanded us not to
command this? If not, his command was arbitrary, andithen can’t make anyt
morally wrong. On the other hand, if God did have a reason to command us not to rape,
then that reason is what makes rape morally wrong. The command itself is superfluous.
Either way, morality cafnot depend on God’
Modified divine command theorists respond by claiming that since the locus for objective moral
values is the divine nature, then the reasons are anything but artfitndnite this is a standard
response to the Arbitrariness Objection by modified divine comrieudists, one should notice
that it appeals to a neroluntarist solution. The modified divine command theorist ultimately
claims that the conteofmor al i ty i s grounded in God’s wuncha
Whether it is successful or not wile assessed in Chapter 4.
Second, the Vacuity Objection challenges t
good and right. Standafivine Command Theorg r gues t hat God’' s commanc

the moral good and the moral right. The claim thatlgwne another is moralgood/right,is to

equivalent to claiming that loving one another is commanded by God. If good and right mean

“commanded by God,” that to claims that God i
®SinnottAr mst rong, “Why Traditional Theism Cannot
Morality,” 108.

®This largely characterizes the response of philosouets adVilliam Lane Craig, William P.
Alston and Robert M. Adams.
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good/right is vacuous. In other v, this does not convey any real moral truth about God. The
Standardivine Command Theory annot adequately account for G
commands’ rightness without asserting some t a

Third, the Standar®ivine Command Theorgot only affirms that actions are morally
neutral until commanded grohibitedby God butit also implies that one is not obligated to act
in a certain way until a command is issioGod The Epistemic Objectioemphasizes n e ’ s
ability to recognize and knowertain moral qualities in an actiorhether God issues a command
or not This objection asserts that one does not need a divine command to know that torturing a
baby for fun is morally bad/wron@onsequentlyif one can know that tortuing a baby for fun is
morally bad/wrongansa divine commandhen at least some divine commands appear to be
altogether superfluous.

The fourth objection is closely related to Sinedtt mst r ong’ s ar bi trari ne
clamsthatifGoddidndiave prior reasons for his commands
generate moral obligations. This is referred to as the Moral Authority Objection. This objection
assumes that God’s commands provide the moral
command shald be authoritative. One might obey God out of fear of punishment, or perhaps the
anticipation of reward. Neithdéearnor selfinterest appears to be viable reasons for acting
morally. James Harris adds, “ Doi ngfeamdiGod God ¢
cannot justify obeying God or justify the particular act committed as a result of obeying God
because.pur ei steérfest cannot pr ovi®%RaggattapdWallser basi

attempt to address this issue by claiming that itis noeinw&o d ° s owerrthatroreates

®James Harrisinalytic Philosophywf Religion(Dordrecht: Kluwer Academic Publishers, 2002),
360.
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mor al authority, but % Agan, thisparticular asgessmént t@aesions ¢ h
the notion that God’s morally excellent chara
While this may be an adegte answer to the challenge, it is not in support of the Standard

Divine Command Theory

The fifth objection is a natural consequencéhef Epistemic Objection and the Moral
Authority Objection. TheMor al Aut onomy Objection argues t ha
moral valwues, obligations, and duties, then o
good and right action rather than making mature moral assessments. And yet, there are many
cases that require moral assessment and autonomy that do not have a corresponding divine
command. Perhaps the most obvious biblical example is that of Cain and Able. Cain murders his
brother able, although there is no divine command to prohibit that agtdnyet, Cain is held
accountable by God for his action. In other words, Cain should have known that murder was
morally bad/wrong and reasoned to a better course of action, thus exercising moral autonomy.

The Standar®ivine Command Theorig forced to admh that this act—and others like #was
not morally bad/wrong before a clear commarasb issuedif this was the case, God unjustly
punished Cain for killing his brother.

The sixth objection is known as the Abhorrent Command Objection. Many claim that if
morality is determined solely by the commands of God, then what does one make of abhorrent
commands? Critics often cite IS3acdf sGodj sncomma
to Joshua to slaughter the Canaanites as examples of abhorrent conimettes.words, if
Standardivine Command Theorig true, the previous actions were not ooijigatorybut

morally good. Generally, standard divine command theorists appeal, once again, to the moral

®Baggett and Wall€Good God 123.
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nature of God. Copan, a defender of Modifizidine Canmand Theorypften provides an

apologetic against various examples cited in abhorrent command objectors. In the example of

Abraham and | saac, Copan notes, “Yes, without
promise, Abraham would have been murderinghis8However , Copan argues
command is informed by his moral excell ence,

covenantal backdrop. However, the Stand2indne Command Theorigs not saved by this

response since 1t dorsstitutesrmoraGralekes, sbligatiors,rardaddtiesr t hat
Theseobjectiondeave the Standaivine Command Theorgpen to some serious

liabilities. In order to avoid these liabilities, divine command theorists have attempted to modify

Ockham’” s t hieng yt hhayt cGad’'ms di vine nature const.i

commands constitute moral obligations and duties. While the distinction between the good and

the right is an appropriate philosophical distinction, it does not correspond to the standafd way

understanding divine command conception of ethics. What is more, using divine command

terminology in this norstandard way is misleading to those who attempt to understand and

assess the modified positicand it creates unnecessary ambiguity. Ultetyaif one is to call

oneself a divine command theorist of some sort, modified or not, one is committing to the notion

that morality as a whole is grounded in the commands of Badever, by abandoning all

forms ofDivine Command Theorgind embracing theoluntarist horn, the Christian not only

provides a stronger apologetimjt she can alsdarify the unnecessary ambiguity, and

adequately respond to the Euthyphro Dilemma without abandoning something essential to

Christian theism.

®’Copan s God a Moral Monsters0.
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According to the Euthghro Dilemma, an action is either morally good/right because God
commands it, or God commands it because it is morally good/right. Stddidard Command
Theoryholds that an action is morally good/right because God commands it. Chapter 3 will
outline howthe Standardivine Command Theorlias been modified historically, and Chapter 4
will demonstrate, in furthredetail, how three particular contemporamangelicateformulations
of Modified Divine Command Theorgio not resolve the most potent challenges. Before this can

be done, one must examine the viability of the-moluntarist horn of the Euthyphro Dilemma.

Guided Will Theory and Moral Philosophy

Christian theism i s unegqgundwmoralharightacttog. &3 di ng
the author of Ecclesiastes notes, “Fear God a
duty of man’ 8 Upon first blush, this appears to be strong biblical evidence for StaDilane
Command TheoryHowever, there is difference between whatmakéso d° s command s
good/right, and why one is obligated to obey God. The previous sections have argued that
Standardivine Command Theorgeems to be anadequatdasis for objective moral values,
obligations, and dutiesn orderto affirm the passage cited above without abandoning something
essential to Christian theism, the theist must embrace theatontarist horn of the Euthyphro
Dilemma. The notvoluntarist horn offers another option for explaining the relationship between
God and objective moral values, obligations, and duties. As noted earlier, thelaotarist
horn of the dilemma is often interpreted to imply that morality is defined by and grounded in
some abstract entity thaxkistslogically prior to and independeaf God. While this is not the

most accurate interpretation, it is tt@mmon interpretation ohe nonvoluntarist horn of the

®8Eccl. 12:13b (ESV).
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dilemma. Whereas voluntarism is an exclusively theistic ethical theorywalantarism includes
theistic and noitheisticperpect i ves. For exampl e, Antony’'s Di
atheistic theory that advances the notion that morality is independent of the divine, and can be
accessed throughreasdA | t hough it is an atheistic perspe:
necessarily hostile to Christian theism. In his letter to the Romans, Paul seems to indicate that
humanity can discover right and wrong®apart f
While Antony denies the existence of God, the claim that moralitybe accessed through
reason is not a threat to theism or the tradi
morality.Mi ¢ h a e | Levin’s Guided Will Thetwmtsegeks on t h.
to explain how God relates to independeroral values’*
Guided Will Theory

Sincethenoov ol unt ari st horn has been commonly t:
are guided by an external moral stand#rd,horn is often represented by Guided Will Theory.
Mi chael Levin prloljpostleamy “mucadretdr avst t o a di
t heory. Levin describes the Guided Wi Il Theor
antecedently right,” and so “moral standards
God’ s wielsl abdaincti on of ’4To puthe GuidecWilbTeeprgnnd i t s e
terms used by the Euthyphro Dilemma, the gods love the pious because it i3 pough

Levine clearly presents a foundation for morality that it is indeperadebod, the guided will

. oui se Antony, “Atheism as Perfect Piety,” 71
"Rom. 2:1415 (ESV).
Mevin,“ Under standing the-9Eut hyphro Problem,” 83

2bid., 84.
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theorist must also consider thretaethical and normative implications of the Guided Will
Theory. Naturally, the Guided Will Theory is capabfeaddressing large spectrum of
metaethical and normative perspectives.
Guided Will heory and Metaethics

As opposed tetandard divine command perspective on metaethics, the guided will
perspective argues that morality is grounded in moral abstractions. In other words, the guided
will theorist holds that there are independent moral$rutht hat gui de God’' s wi | |
commands. This metaethical perspectRepublicf i nds
Plato proposes that ultimate realitynsistsof formsor ideas thatonstitute the metaphysical
basisof the physicalw r | d . He observes, “And there is an
and of other things to which the term ' many’
brought under a single i de &Platonrdtrodaces thescegtal | e d
of forms as the metaphysical basis for all of reality. Just as there is a form for beauty, according
to Plato, there is a form for the Godthr example, it may be said that a flower and a sunset are
beautiful, but these are only particular ingtanat i ons of the wuniversal c:;
it may be said t hagoodlbatitisonigp paticudal isstamiagiongfline or i s
uni ver s &dod’ dleletiseertte dhese forms are necessary for the guided will theorist
if sheis wishes to provide a basis for morality that is independent of God.

Plato considered the Good to be thest fundamental realit?.In addition, Plato held

that these formsharedwvhat theists would consider gdile, such as eternality and necesshy.

“Republi¢ Book VI.
"bid., 505a

"lbid., 517c
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Pl ato’s forms were consi der elyofanpaherbang.tintheb j e ct
case of morality, Platonic Essentialism affirms that moral forms exist eternally and
independeny of any other beingr'he existence of these abstract foimwwhatCraig calls,
“met aphysi ¢’®n a patonic aacountsthere’are perhaps an infinite number of
eternal necessary moral forms that are not dependent of God himself.

Questions regarding the grounding of morality presume that morality is a real feature of
reality. The followingis built upon the assumption that morality is a real feature of the universe,
and that moral claims are more than mere subjective opinion.AsLle o bserves, “1If
be a Euthyphro problem, there must be right and wrong and good and bad. Things must be
assumed to possess value in an entirely objective sense, for it is pointless to ask what makes
things valuable unlesglueis a traitthingst he ms el V’es have.”

In terms of formal metaethical categoridgreland and Craig note thiéite Guided Will
Theory is a cognitivistheoryin that itaffrms thatmor al trut hs “conv,ey f act
For example, cognitivist theorié®ld that moral claimsuchas “ Mi sl eadi ng shar eh
wr ong” i s mo rirathelolyectiver sans@his stands & logpe@sition to naognitivist
theories which claim that statemestchas Mi s| eadi ng sharrenelyder s i s
emdive, expressions of personal preferermrezommands for actiofurthermore, the Guided
Will Theory is an objectivist theory in thatatfirms thatmoral truthscontainfactual information

grounded irsomethingother than the subject of moral truths.j€bivist theories assert that

®“Kevin Harris, and William Lane Craig, “God’s
(MP3 podcast)Reasonable FaithOctober 14, 2012. http://www.reasonablefaith.org/emtisouteof-
aseity.URL=http://www.reasonablefaith.org/geattributeof-aseity (accessed on January 8, 2016).

Levin, “Understanding the Euthyphro Problem,” 84

®Moreland and Craig?hilosophicalFoundations for a Christian WorldviewO0.
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moral claimssuchas “ Sel fi shness is bad” says something
contrasted with subjectivist theorigdich hold that moral claims suchjas “ Sel f i shness i
says something abouth e s winjore regardiisg selfishness. Finally, the Guided Will
Theory is a nomaturalist theory in that it holds that moral content is not defined by, or reduced
to, scientific properties. For example, one would not be able to reduce moral presceptbns
as“You ought to help the poor” to its sociologi

In terms of its formal categories, the Guided Will Theorgimsilar tothe Standard
Divine Command TheoryThey both view morality as a real, noatural feature of the universe
that contains prescriptivaoraltruths. While the StandarBivine Command Theorgrounds
morality in the commands of God, the Guided Will Theory grounds morality in eternal necessary
truths A further distinction that can be made between the Stamdlainte Command Theory
and the Guided Will Theory is how each accounts for moral normativity.
Guided Will Theory and Normative Ethics

If the Good exists logically prior to and independeinGod, it may not only serve as a
gui de fcommags,dnasy al so serve as a guide for one
action may be considered good/right if it is either commandé&&dalyor good/right logically
prior to or i naneand Artomyndescrivds th&immlicatsonsof Guided Will
Theory in the following way: Y“8odobosdpe,gi tesdi
God’ s codmma'ntdscdonfer goodness upon certain act
command them beaae they are the good ones. This view holds out the possibility that human

beings can discover for t henf$enltvoensy wsh aotb siesr vrait

®Antony, “ At hei sm as Perfect Piety,” 72.
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introduces the question of moral normativity, and how it is accounted for by a Guided Will
Theory.

Moral normativity deals with right and wrong actions and their proper justifications.
Whereas the Standalvine Command Theorg | ai ms t hat God’' s commands
moral right, the Guided Will Theory will theory accommodates multiple novenathical
theories. Traditionally, there are three broad categories of normative ethical theories:
deontological theories, teleological theories, and virtue theories.

Deontological theories hold that thghtnessandwrongnes®f an actiorareintrinsic to
the action. F u rta periemmoraefrain frono gergain actiothuptoyides the
needed justification. For example, citizens should refrain from cheating on their taxes because
lying is intrinsically wrong, and they are duigundto tell the truth. In terms of ethical
normativity, a guided will theorist may affirm that one has a duty to act in such a way that is
consistent with the good. It is the fact that an action is consistent with the good that creates the
intrinsic rightnessandwrongnes®f the action. Thereforeccording to the Guided Will Theory,
God’ s will i's gui ded b ythegood. Oftcgurse, this doestnoti n acco
necessarily commit the theist to the existence of a standard of moral goodnesstaadgitiiat
is independent of Godt merely commits the theists to a standard of moral goodness and
rightness that 1 s i ndepe nHbwenet, gualéd wibthebrissar@a ct i on
not limited to thinking in terms of the intrinsic value ofastion alone.

Guided will theorists may also affirm a teleological conception of ethics. Simce ' s
actions are justified based upon the greatest,gonodally right actions are thoséhich
accomplishithe greatest gooeither for the individual (egoisyor the greatest number of people

(utilitarianism). A guided wilktheoristthat grounds morality in abstract moegtitiesaffirms
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that one has a duty to act in such a way that maximizes the good and minimizes the bad.

Li kewi se, God’ shassasdmentaf the cgnsequerces ofthig actions. Under a

teleol ogi cal rubric, God’'s course of action

particular situation. Obviously, what one counts as good will determine the type of teleological
theory oneholds.

Virtue theory is a type of teleological theory in that it is concerned with the type of
person one becomes. Whereas teleological thesuigsasgoism and utilitarianism focus on
maximizing utility, virtue theories focus on becoming a moratigefient person. Therefore,

virtue theories hold that theghtnessandwrongnes®f an actioraredetermined by how well an

action assists in becoming virtuous. I n terms

determined by those actions which assisi n one’ s own growth in vi

Guided Wi Il Theoryodos Weaknesses

One might be dissuaded from affirming the StandEwihe Command Theorlgecause
of its various complications. Conversely, the Guided Will Theagmso avoid the objections
that weaken the viability of the Stand®tine Command TheoryAs Baggett and Walls note,
“This approach [Guided Will Theoryl]® neatly
However, the Guided Will Theory is not without its mweaknesses. At thpint, it is
i mportant to keep the Guided Wi Il Theory’'s
morality is grounded in moral abstractions that are logically prior to or independent of God. In
addition, these moral abstteonsalso constitute moral obligations and duties

Both the divine command theorist and guided will theorist agree that objective moral

values, obligations, and dutiegist,and that they require some transcendent grounding. Just as

8Baggett and Wallszood God39.
60
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the divine commantheorist affirms theelf-existenceor aseity of God, thguidedwill theorist
affirms the selexistence, or aseity of objective moral values, obligations, and duties. The theist
may begin by challenging the existence of an independent moral standhaedgraunds that it
chal | en @glensis Geoodly sekxistent and selufficient beingClassical Christian
theism has traditionally held that God is the explanatory ultimate for edbboty. As Levin
notes, “If moral asg aGad,r d3o darleo saess uBlihsinmariequ e
attempt to rescue the Guided Will Theory from this challenge, Levin reminds the readers that this
uneasiness is due to a misunderstanding of de
independentof anythig beyond himself, the (in)defendenc:e
Levin argues that because moral norms are not substances, nor havp@maess|theylo not
stand independent of God in the way that challetigesraditional notion of God beinbe
explanatory ultimate for all reality

Levin’s proposed s ol ut iOnepotantgalobjection tothet hout i
notion of independent morality addresses the existence of objective moral values and duties, and
their relationship to personloral values appear twe persondependentand it isdifficult to
understand a good such as love withoutatsesponding object.t t s eems, on Cr ai g’
this relational dependencgthe greatest weakness of the idea that abstract moral objestts
He notes, “Moral values seem to exi sbratas prop

anyratd t °' s har d t forak mow awh avtaliute itso e $itreakesas a mi

8 evin, “Understanding the Euthyphro Problem,"”
82bid., 90.

8%Craig,Reasonable Faithl78.
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sense to speak of one being loved, or one loving, or even the spirit of love between two persons,
but it appears contradictory to speak of a peisdependentabsttat i on ca% 1l ed “ 1 ove
Closely related to the metaethical objection is the normative objection. If moral
abstractions exist independent of persons, how do moral abstractions creatbigatabns?
Similar to the metaethical objectipthe normativebjection argues thamoral obligations
appear to bperson dependent, not person independent. For example, citizens have a duty to
obey speed limits when driving, not because they are obligated to an abstract moral principle, but
because they are obligdte persondn this example, the person to whom the obligation is
owed may be a municipality, or perhaps another driver on theEEgthdr way, it is clear that the
obligation to drive at safe speeds has force because it is person dependent.
It is at this point that the force of the Euthyphro Dilemma is so evident. By affirming the
Standardivine Command Theorgeems t@ffirm the arbitrariness of morality and the vacuity
of God’s goodness. Howe v er jtseéns afgate theist mustt he Gui
admitthat God is not the explanatory ultimate for morality. The current debate over the
Euthyphro Dilemma is between those who affirm the Modibedne Command Theorgnd
those whaaffirm the Guided Will TheoryBefore proposing a &dation to the Euthyphro
Dilemma in Chapter 5, Chapter 4 walkplore these apparent weaknessespandde a critique
of contemporary evangelicedformulations of the Modified®ivine Command Theory
Furthermore, Chapterwill demonstrate how eadhils to address the dilemma properfkhe
following chapter will trace the historical development of Stan@avche Command Theory

from its Ockhamist roots to its modified form.

84bid.
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CHAPTER 3: THE HISTORICAL DEVELOPMENT OF STANDARD DIVINE
COMMAND THEORY

Ethicsor moral philosophy is broadly a study of how one ought to live. However, ethics
goes beyond merely prescribing a particular course of a@roadly puttherearetwo
guestions that guide ethical inquiry. First, what is the grounding or basis forvahraj
obligations, and duties? That is, what is the best explanation for morality as a whole? Second,
how does one live the morally good and morally right life? Answering the first question seeks to
explain the nature of morality, and answering the sgcpuestion seeks to prescribe moral
behavior.Throughout historydivine command theorists have focused their attention on the first
guestion, by proposing that God’s commands <co
Consequently, the divine comntatheorist answers the second question by proposing that the

morally good and right |ife is one that is |IIi

Proponents of StandaRivine Command Theory

While many interpretations @uthyphrohave been proposed, Chapter 2 demonstrated
that the Euthyphro Dilemma is a challenge to a divine command ca@rcepethics as it relates
to thebasis for moral value, obligations, and dutiedight of the Euthyphro Dilemma,
contemporary evangelic@lhristian theologians and philosophers hanlified the Standard
Divine Command Theorin order to provide a more defensible theoryeif proposed solution
is fairly straightforward. Modifiedivine Command Theorglaimst hat God’' s mor al |y
natureis the basis for moral goodness, not his commands. Furthermore, this theory claims that
God’s commands constitute one’s moral obligat

more defensible version of the StandBidine Command Theorythese thelogians and
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philosophers have created unnecessary ambiguity by using divine command terminology in a
nonstandard way. Furthermore, their modified versions of the Stamiarte Command
Theorystill require the Christian to abandon something essent@htistian theism.

The following traces the historical development of Stan@avthe Command Theory
reviewing the works of its proponents and opponents in order to demonstrate the discontinuity
between the StandaRivine Command TheorgndModified Divine Command Téory. In
Janine | dzi aRivine Commdanti théopygg hennotes “1t 1 s not
however, that the contemporary discussion on divine command morality has been conducted
withoutserious attention to the histoofthis is s u! & is this lack of attention to the historical
development of the theory that has allowed modifications that remogenthgqua norf Divine
Command Theory
Ancient Philosophy

As discussed in chapter Bgetprime example of divine command mdsain ancient
phil osophy i <uthyghroWhile a samniaty af this disdogue does not bear
repeating at this point, it 1s | mpPwnet ant to a
Command TheoryUnlike modern moral philosophiuthyphrodoes not mvide a
thoroughgoing moral philosophit does not attempt to explaoncepts such asoral
epistemologymoralsemanticspr moraljustification The aim of the dialogue is fairly straight
forward; to discover the essence of piety. While some interpretations do not force a distinction

between metaethics and normativity when asse&itigyphrg? the majority opinion is that

ldziak, Divine CommandWlorality, 1. Emphasis added. The historical divisions used in this
analysis will follow Idziak.

Richard Joyce, “Thei st i c Haurhalaof Religomdthitd3h e Eut hy g
no. 1 (2002): 49.
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met aet hi c s rimag coBcerd. Of@durseghis is@ distinction that is made early on in

the dialogue when Socrates reminds Euthyphro that he does not expect an example of piety, but
ratherthe essenceofPanos Di mas observes, “ Whsathe he [ Socr
essence of piety,” that is “the propebety whos
pious and is such that by knowing what this is we may determine for anything whether this
property is present in that thing."”

Pl at o’ s c¢ h adivine doremandzanartlity baginsavith threerplaybetween
right action and moral grounding. The circumstance that gives rise to the dialogue is the fact that
Euthyphro is prosecuting his father for mans|
obligationis grounded in the example provided by the gods. Since Socrates seeks an explanation
of the essence of piety, and not an example, the two finally settle on the following definition of
piety: the pious is what all the gods love, and the impious is whitieagjods hate. It is this
definition that gives rise to the first iteration of the dilemma, and consequently, foreshadows
divine command theories.

To say that Euthyphro is a divine command theorist is only partly true. It is clear that
Euthyphrofeelsh at t he pious is that whi ch atempttot he go:
explain the basis for moral values, obligations, and difi@shermore, he feels he has an
obligation to prosecute his father because he believes itd@ioeis act. Thigs one way in

which, according to Euthyphro, one lives the morally right lifes in this sense that it could be

3For examples of those who understandEhghyphroto be concerned with metaethics, see Asta
Kristjana Sveinsdottir, -DeSiednidnegn cwei tahn dE uCohnyfpehrrroe:d R
European Journal of Philosopiy8, no. 1 (2010): 1068 25; Panos Di mas, “Euthyphr
Re v i sPhtomesi$l; no. 1 (2006):2 8 ; or Matthew Sharpe, “Uncoverir
Readi ng Pl at béliecs37wio.t1 (R01D)a2@&A n , ”

‘“Di mas , “Eut hyphro2s Thesis Revisited,"’ 1
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claimed that Euthyphro is a di viexaminatopjmsmand t h
clear that Euthyphro is altogether unsuréoiv to explain the basis for piety.
There are several questions regarding piety and pious actions that Plato uses to shape the
dilemma. The first question igjhatis piety?Euthyphro defines piety as that which all the gods
love. It is the godslove that confers the quality of piety on a particular ddte second question
that Plato use® help shape the dilemma igat the piouactprecede the state of being pious?
Euthyphroacknowledges, along with Platbat acts precede states of beiRgr examplea cup
is only in the state of being carried, if and only if an agent first carries the cup. In the case of
piety, Euthyphro affirmsthee pi ety i s a state of Dbeing that I
love of the actionThe third qestion that Plato uses to help shape the dilemma is, what causes
the gods to love the pious a&@thyphro claims that it is the quality of piety in the act itself that
causes the gods to love it. Therefore, Euthyphro contradigisehnidbus answergy cantending
that the reason the goldse the pious act, is because the act is in ifselis, not becaugbe
godslovetheacEut hyphr o’ s duty to prosecute his fath
of the gods exemplified in Greek mythology, bigty itself is what causes the gods to love the
act in the first place. If Euthyphro were to be a consistent divine command theorist and answer
Pl ato’s challenge, he would indeed have to cl
loving to preede the state of being loved. Euthyphro, however, is constrainedwgrdsiew
and is not able to answer in this way. Grube adds:
Whatever the gods may be, they must by their very nature love the right because it is
right...This separation of the dynacrpower of the gods from the ultimate reality, this
setting up of absolute values above the gods themselves was not as unnatural to a Greek
as it would be to us.The gods who ruled Olympusw e mad creators but created
beings. As in Homer, Zeus must obeg thalance of Necessity, so the Platonic gods must

conform to an eternal scale of values. They did not create them, cannot alter them, and
[sic] cannot indeed wish to do 8o.

°G. M. A. GrubeP | at o 0 s(Indidmapalig; Hackett Publishing C4980), 1523.
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Euthyphro serves as an example of one who seeks to explain the nature of indegiig of
di vine commands. Unl i ke Greek polytheism, Chr

val ues as contingent upon Gods existence. Un
to Grube, did not create moral values, Christian theisnshblt Gods an uncreated being who
is responsible for creating everything that began to exist (John 1:3). Therefore, according to the
divine command theorist, moral value is in some way determined by God. While there are hints
of divine command ethics Buthyphrq various Scholastic theologians provide a more robust
and articulatedivine Command Theory
Scholastic Sources
The scholastic conception tife Standard Divine Command Thebiys several common
themes. One common theme is the centrality of the divine will. The divine will, often
synonymous with divine command, is viewed as the cause of all morality. John Duns Scotus is
the earliest scholastic divine command theorisOintheMercy and the Justice of Gp8cotus
frames the issue of the nature of morality by referring to the divine will in the following way:
The divine will, which is the first rule of all works and of all acts, and the activity of the
divine will, of which the irst rule consists, is the first principle of righteousness. For
from the fact that something is suitable to the divine will, it is right; and whatever action
God could perform, is right absolutély.
Since the divine will is the first principle of rightegness, Scotus is lead to affirm that whatever

the divine wild!| brings about, ’ltinthaezpressonodf mor

the divine will that creates justice for huma

®John DunsScotus,The Paris Commentary on the SenteficesDivine Command Morality:
Historical and Contemporary Reading=d. Janine Marie Idziak (New York: Edwin Mellen Press, 1979),
54.

"Ibid.
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appea ar bitrary since, as Scotus adds, “he [ God
justtice.”

Not only does Scotus affir m tbutdealso@lentks s com
the notion that morality is a quality that is intrinsicaoact.In Four Books on the Sentences,
Scotus responds to the notion that an act is considered morally good or evil based on some
intrinsic quality. He asserts that the command not to kill would cease to be binding if God were
to “revoke®Whatismoepr eSceopgtu.s” adds t hemitimaiebut woul d b
mer it d%isowasn. exampl e, Scotus refers to God’ s c
lifeofan i nnocent human person may be considered
God’' s c o takathelde oftlsmac would be considered praisewadtthy.

As a contemporary of SDuwiodQorsmand Theorgxplainam of O
the nature or morality of the divine will. Ockham is often cited as the paradigmatic example of
divine command eths by both theistsandndanh ei st s. Whil e much of Ock
been reviewed in the previous chapltes,view is best summarized by his workdn the Four
Books of Sentencédckham argues that adsch aatred of God, thefendadulteryarenot

evil in and of themselves, but only have evil

who is obligated by a divi né?HowevenbGodlweteto per f o

8Scotus; The Paris Commentary on tBentences, .5 4

9John DunsScotus; The Oxford Commentary on the Four Books of the SenteéniceBjvine
Command Morality: Historical and Contemporary Readings. Janine Marie Idziak (New York: Edwin
Mellen Press, 197952.

Opid.
bid.
2william of Ockham,*On the Four Books of the Sententes,Divine Command Morality:

Historical and Contemporary Readingsd. Janine Marie Idziak (New York: Edwin Mellen Press, 1979),
56.
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perform these acts, or command these acts, no evil could be anoéixenh. On the contrary,

Ockham argues that these can acts “can even b
they should come Vodkham slivVooes precleess ”on t|
accompanies a divine precepivhile that is ceainly implied—and focuses more on the fact that

divine precepts are the source of the moral content of an action.

Although not as welknown as Ockhani4"-centuryFr ench schol astic Pi e
continues the emphasize the importance of the divifewihe basis for morality. He begins by
establishing that the divine will is not only
causes,” but also that t h%Thedefore,iitis@o swpriselthati s t he
D’ Ai Divie’Cemmand Theorglaims that the morally good/right or morabgdwrong acts
possessnor al qualities by virtue of God’s Il oving

Nothing is good or evil which God necessarily or from the nature of the thing loves or

hates, speaking of the *‘special?’ |l ove and

Neither is any quality connected with justice on account of its own nature, but from sheer

divine acceptance; nor is God just because He loves justice, but rathenttheyds the

case: something is possessed of justice because God lovasiitsthy accd®epts it ..”
The divinewil-mot i vat ed by God’ s—ilsovteh eors ohuartcree do fo fG oac
and prohibitions. I n ter ms theréforendoes Heccommamawinds, D

good actions because they are good, or prohibit evil ones because they are evil; but as | have

previously stated, these are therefore good because they commanded and evil because they are

130 ¢ k h a&Omthe Four Books of the Sententes, 5 6 .
YpierreD * Ayi “RQuestions on the Books of the SentericesDivine Command Morality:

Historical and Contemporary Reading=d. Janine Marie Idziak (New York: Edwin Mellen Press, 1979),
58.

Bbid., 63-64.
69



pr ohi Boftoarde, this is also ceistent with the way in which Plato frames the Euthyphro
Dilemma. The just actsionly just, because God first loves and accepts the act.

Other scholastic philosophers and theologiapancipally knownfor their work in
various disciplines-also affirmeda strong divine command ethic. French scholastic Jean
Gerson, for example, affirmed that “It is pro
intrinsically, is good with moral or meritoriog®odnessor in like manner, evil, except with
respecttothd i vi ne r e alSlmatheravritidgs, @érdom takés a more pointed position
on the relationship between morality and the divine will. Gerson decisively sides with the
voluntarist horn of the Euthyphro Dwill emma whe
exterior things to be made for the reason tha
therefore exterior things are good because God wills them eithestacbhe'® Similar to
Gerson, German scholastic philosopher Gabri el
good and just, that God wills it; but because God wills i§ thereforg o od a ®d j ust . ”
Furthermore, Bi el adds thatornt htehidmgs nies wnadit 'S
presupposed goodness exi st PP@mtheicontratyBelcleally ect s

affirms that goodness is determined by the *“d

D Ailly, “Questions om4the Books of the Sente

JeanGerson, On the Spiritual Life of the Sofilin Divine Command Morality: Historical and
Contemporary Readingsd. Janine Marie Idziak (New York: Edwin Mellen Press, 19795766

18JeanGerson; On the Consolation of Theolodyin Divine CommandMorality: Historical and
Contemporary Readingsd. Janine Marie Idziak (New York: Edwin Mellen Press, 1979), 68

1%GabrielBiel, “Exposition of the Canon of the Mas$ Divine Command Morality: Historical
and Contemporary Readingsd. Janine Marie Idak (New York: Edwin Mellen Press, 1979),.72

2bid.

Abid.
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From Scotus to Biel, it is clear that the scholastic conception of dieimenand ethics is
one that grounds morality (goodness agtitnes$ in the eternal divine will. There are three
distinct features of the scholastic conception of divine command ethics. First, the divine will is
not only the first efficient cause of alldtexists, but iis also the first rule and law. In other
words, God’s will is the explanatory stopping
or evil. Third, anything that is thought to be morally good or evil is determined by the diVine wi
alone. If contemporary evangeligaformulations otthe Modified Divine Command Theorlad
only scholastic formulations to serve as examplasould have to admit that the standard way
of grounding the good/right is the divine will. Consequentlyglaiming to be a divine command
theorist and basing mor al goodness in somethi
create confusianfForcing a sharp distinction between the good and the right is not required to
answer the Euthyphro Dilemma.
TheReformation Tradition
It would be difficult to overstate the impact of the Protestant Reformation on both sacred
and secular historyAlthough the formal Protestant Reformation began in tiecg®tury, its
tradition extends to contemporary theolo@g.show the continuity of thought among divine
command theorists from scholasticism through the reformation tradiisrdissertation will
emphasize theologiafiom the 18 and 2" centuriesWhile many theological issues motivated
the ProtestanReformdion, some have argued that moral philosophy was at the heart of it all.
Emi | Brunner c¢claims that *“Since the days of t
seriously as Martin Luther. This alone made him a reformer. The Reformation as aswhole

simply one |l ong protest against mor al®Soevity,

22Olive Wyon, trans.The Divine ImperativéCambridge: The Lutterworth Press, 2002), 57.
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contemporary evangelicals might be tempted to look to the reformation tradition for historical
support of the Modifiedivine Command TheoryJnfortunatéy, history demonstrates that
divine command theorists from the reformation tradition follow in the footsteps their scholastic
predecessors.

Mar t i n Divineé Gommand Theoryonsistent with hischolastiqgpredecessors,
begins with an emphasisdmne di vi ne will as the basis for mc
Whose will no cause or ground may be laid down as its rule and standard; for nothing is on a
l evel with it or above i tZLuldhteri ts ivdfirmsvt meoltf otn
t hat God’ s wimorhlitybg also tHeaiesltha existencefobarmoral standard distinct
from or logically prior to the will of GodSo, in this, Luther is in perfect agreement with his
scholastic predecessoRirthermore, ut her ' s el aborati on al most ap
Dil emma directly when he claims that “What Go
bound, so to will; on the contrary, <%hat take
While it is unclear whther Luther makes the distinctions between moral goodness and moral
rightnessit is clear that he grounds the whole of morality, both the good and the right, in the will
of God. Because, no aefaccording to Luthetis good apart from God willing it to s®2° and
no righteousness apart from God’s. Luther <cl a
appeared to be morally evil, it would not be morally evil by virtue of God commanding it.

Furthermore, Luther asserts that not only is man obligated to obeylese apparently evil

ZMartin Luther,“The Bondage of the Wjfl  Diune Command Morality: Historical and
ContemporaryReadingsed. Janine Marie Idziak (New York: Edwin Mellen Press, 1979934

“Ibid.

ZMartin Luther,“Lectures on Romaris, Divine Command Morality: Historical and
Contemporary Readingsd. Janine Marie Idziak (New York: Edwin Mellen Press, 1998%7.
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things that God wills, but they would also be praiseworthy of carrying the action out. He notes,
“For i f they were willing to do bedamed&add wi | |
reprobated, they would have no evil."”

John Calvin—a contemporary of Lutherwas just as committed to tideat hat God ' s
wi || I's the basis for morality. Calvin’”s mor a
will is the first cause of all creation. He notes:

If at any timehoughts of his kind come into the minds of the pious, they will be

sufficiently armed to repress them, by considering how sinful to insist on knowing the

causes of the divine will, since it is itself, and justly out to be, the cause of all that exists.

For if his will has any cause, there must be something antecedent to it, and to which it is
annexed; this it were impious to imagfie.

Naturally, since God’'s will is the first caus
Cal vin adds, “ &supremerule bightedusn€salthat eserythihg which he
wills must be held to be ri FtWhaismme @alyint he mer

clearly denies the existence wilandafirgsthatant ecede
Go d’ bkaloneiisithe morajuidef or humani ty’s actions. Cal vin
the moral | aw is to show that God alone is th
nothing which he mor e % Bygnakingthislairo, Cavinseinforbean o b e
theidea that the basis of morality is the divind, and that conformity to the divine will is the

moral duty and obligationf humanity.

% ut her , “Lectu®’”s on Romans,” 96

27JohnCalvin, “Institutes of the Christian Religidnin Divine Command Morality: Historical
and Contemporary Readingsd. Janine Marie Idziak (New York: Edwin Mellen Press, 1979)1021

28lbid.

*bid., 4.10.7
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As influential as Luther and Calvin were, Standardne Command Theorwithin the
reformation tradition are not limited tts 16"-centuryrepresentativesn response ta9"-
centuryliberal theologyand the rationalism that informed its moral philosqgtgr| Barth
reempmasi zed the i dea that Godorsoralty.lAlthoughs t he on/l
B a r tDivihesCommand Theoris more nuanced wdn compared to his predecessors, it is
clearly in agreement with Luther and Calvin’s
as the attempt to addpesbP'BRanadefindstheathichll ed t he
problem as discovering the “whence” and “whit
problem deals with the origins and purpose of moréatity.
For Barth, moral philosophy mu¢giheobGadyi n wi t
must be expressly defined and developed and interpreted as that which it also is at every point,
t hat i s t%Frsoany ,Baertthhi’css .p’er spective, attempts t
reasorf al leatsod y s ki ms” o¥Rarh further explamstissepositiania | f act .
But we must be more exact and say that it
of the answer. For the answer is titology,or the doctrine of God, but theibject—
the revelation and work of the electing grace of God. But this, the grace ofs@uel,
answer to the ethical problem. For it sanctifies man. It claims him for God. It puts him
under God’s command. | t -gletevm@nstiorporthatche t er mi n a

obeys God’s command. I't makes God’s comman
done and the order for his future actigh.

30K arl Barth, Church Dogmatics2.2.8.1.
3Ypid.
*bid.
3bid.

3bid.
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The electing grace of God in Barth’s ethic 1i1s

For Barth, this act oélection placesmnanunder God’ s command and gener

and duti es. Bart h ar gue dvasbbedience tothecormmards bfe mor a
God. This raises an additionalaspeicBar t h’ s et hi cal probltem. I f G
basis for morality, and God’'s commands are th

man fulfill his moral obligation? Barth argues that Jesus Christ provides the exarhpf#ling

one’s mor al obl i gat i ons sus o fulfilisthe cmmandmhentad d d s
God, does nagivet he answer, but by God’' s grace He i s t
God g¥lamweBdrth’s estimation, Jesus does not de¢

actions, bulty “tie tshidjwiclt| oand comma®Far of t he ¢
Barth, the ultimate example of obediencthisdeath and resurrection of Jesus CH¥ist.
These two positionst hat God’' s el ecting grace is the
obediencetéod’ s commands i s the basi s —auralyone’ s mo
exclude any other possible basis for morality. While Barth recognizes the role of reason in
ethicai nvesti gation, he notes that * &dtigatonafvesti g
its explanation and confirmation.” He adds, *
be an open problem only in the sense and to the extent that our human life and will and action are

putinquesti on by t héFao Bartinie prdolem bf etiBas @.e.,’what is the

%Barth, Church Dogmatics2.2.8.1.
39hid.
bid.

bid.
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good, and what right) is ultimately an investigation of God himself. The foundation of the good
is the will God, and right action is exemplified in Jesus.

As one of Barth’s cont e mpigimeLommars Thedyni | Bru
that was more akin to that of Luther’'s and Ca
entire reformation as a response tothRo man Cat hol i ¢] C%ForBrarimér,s “ mor
the reformation was “one | ofBrunsararguedghateghe f or t h
ethical problem could be framed as aaawg two basic questions. Firsine must provide a
basis for moral goodness. Second, one must providehexn at i on of “achi evin
is, the question of the agent."”

Brunner held that the basis for the Good w
and wills is good; all that opposes the will of God is bad. The Good has its basis andateexist
sol el y in tA*Brunnaiiflatly dewies th&snmtibn of some autonomous basis for
morality apart from God. The Good, Br®nner as
Brunner not only affirms the reformed position on fent, but le alsoargues that the Old
Testament conception of morality denies the existence of a moral standard distinct from God. He
adds, “The idea of a | aw which is even higher
Testament. God is not merely the guardiathefMoral Law and of the moral ordinances, but

their reator.”

3\Wyon, The Divine Imperatives7.
“Obid.

Ypid.

42lbid., 53.

“bid., 56.
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Bruner explained that achieving the Good m
accomplished by obedi enceistoveGadaund’loge oseo mmand i n
another®J e s us’ | anly tee examgle ohwdhat it meant to achieve the Gbatlhis
crucifixion and resurrection evethe reasosithat one should trust this example. Brunner notes,

“God the Father, men his children, bound to H
are also united to each other. It is this absolute will of Goddanmunitywhich was revealed in
the Cross of Christ as t#He final and real me a

Carl F. H. Henry was also a proponent of the StanDantie Command Theorgs
represented ithe reformation tradition. Henry continued to advance the notion that morality
finds its basis in the will of God. While he affirmed the major tenants of Stabilare
Command TheoryHenry makes a particular observation that speaks directly to coramypo
evangelicatef or mul ati ons’ attempt to ground the gooo
God with the good. Craig provides a clear exa
mor al nature is wh atHerasuesthatfarthé divihe dorhneand Goo d . ’
theorists, God’s nature iIis not the appropriat

The question whether the good is to be conceived as identical with the nature of God has

supplied fuel for theological debate in numer@hristian controversiesthe nature of

God must not be regarded as independently good in the sense that it gains its goodness

independently of his will, nor that his good nature determines his will so that the will

bows to the good by a sort of pantheistievitability. The good is what God wills, and
what he freely wills. The good is whatthe Credtoo r d does affd commands

4\Wyon, The Divinelmperative 56.

“Slbid.

“lbid., 57.

4Moreland and Craig?hilosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldvie4®1.

“8Carl F. H. HenryChristian Personal Ethiged. Christianity TodagGrand Rapids: Baker Book
House, 1957), 212.

77



Once again, it is evidettatthe divine command theorists within the reformation tradition
understood God’ s wiily(goodnsss antightnes3oSumilad tathei on mor a l
scholastics, thse divine command theoristiewed the divine will not only as the first efficient
cause of all thagxists,but also as the first rule and law (i.dwe texplanatory stopping pojnt
Also, they agreed thato act is intrinsically morally good or eviflistorically, those within the
reformation tradition affirmed that moral goodness was determined by the dilliaéone.
Thus, contemporary modifications to the Stand2idne Command Theorthat attempt to
ground morality in the divine nature, are not consistent with the historical conception of the
theory.Consequently, claiming to be a divine command thearidtbasing moral goodness in
somethingother han God’s commands forces one to devi
the theory, which only serves to weaken its apologetic force.

Traditionally,there have been two questions that guide ethical wdfiirst, what is the
grounding or basis for moral value, obligations, and duties? That is, what is the best explanation
for morality as a whole? Second, how does one live the morally good and morally right life? It is
clear that proponents of Stand&ivine Command Theoryave focused their attention on the
first question, by proposing that God’s comma
duties. Consequently, the StandBigine Command Theorgnswers the secondiestion by
proposing thathe moally good and morally right lifaccomplished y obeyi ng God’ s
commands. Proponent$ the Standard Divine Command Theargre not the only ones that
understood théheory to be an explanation of the basis of mgaaldness and moraghtness

Opponentslao recognized this as the primary emphasis of the theory.
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Opponents of Standaivine Command Theory

Throughout historydivine command theorists have consistently argued that the divine
will is the basis for moral values, obligations, and duties. In addition, they have proposed that the
morally good and morally right life is one that is lived in obedience to divine codsn&his
view has not gone uncontested. Opponents of the StaDdan@ Command Theorlave
rejected the notion that God’s wil/ i's the
opponents will be referred to as nRdivine command theorists. it important to note that Nen
Divine Command Theorig not necessarily a neheistic view, though consistent ntmeiss
will also benon-divine command theorists. Theists have also attempted to explain the basis of
moral values, obligations, and duteggart from the divine will.

Theistic nordivine command theorists argue that morality camy@ainedand that the
moral life can be lived, without grounding morality in divine commands -therstic nordivine
command theorists argue that morality caekplainedand that the moral life can be lived,
without appealing to the divine at all. As Rachels observes:

To the moral agent intent on discovering what she should do, religious considerations are

not to the point. What she wants to know is: What lage¢asons for and against the

various options? What do reason and conscience require of me? Believers and
nonbelievers may approach these questions in the same way, and if both are
conscientious and rational, they may arrive at the same afiswer.

The following historical overview of moral philosophy not intended to trace an entire history

of moralphilosophybut highlight theistic and netheisticviewsin moral philosophyhat

oppose the StandaBivine Command TheoryFurthermore, it is intended to demonstrate that

those who have opposed the Standixdne Command Theorlave understood the theory to be

an attempt to grounchoral values, obligations, and dutiadivine commandsThis explains

“°*RachelsThe Elerents of Moral Philosophy7.
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why contemporary attepts to redefine StandaBRivine Command Theorgs a theory of moral
obligation and duties only serve to create unnecessary ambiguity.
Ancient Philosophy
Prior to classical Greek society and thought, morality was generally explained in
theocratic termsand the moral life was that which was lived by obeying divine comntinds.
Historians often associate the beginningasfrfal moral philosophy with classical Greek society
and though®! Alasdair MaclIntyre argues that moral philosophy begins with Greek gasiet
depicted in Homeric poetR.H o me r ' s such ashedliad, contained heroic escapades
often set within the context efarfareand provided philosophical and ethical fodder for classical
philosophersuch asAristophanes, Xenophon, Plato, and Asti. While there is debate over
how advanced the Homeric mor al phil osophy act
the material that informed ancient mopallosophyand helped establish the foundation upon
which ancient philosophers buift Amongthese philosopheirePlato and Aristotle. Both not
only addr essed t merality,bul asb sougbtltoaitplaimthesnaturepof t o
morality in terms other than the divine will.
Pl ato’”s mor al phil osophy iwhichfactradiionalyi t hi n h

categorized as early, middl e,—whichdncltdast e di al og

S0Examples of this perspective include the Jewistahand the Babyloniahla mmur abi 6 s Cod
These are examples of moral codes that did not include thorough treatment of what it means to live the
good life This does not meamhat earlier societies were are not interested in being moral, only that they
do not explicitly provide a thoroughgoing moral philosoptst, se

SiExamples include Roger Crisphe Oxford Handbook of the History of Eth{@xford: Oxford
University Press2013), and Alasdair Maclntyrd Short History of Ethics: A History of Moral
Philosophy from the Homeric Age to the Twentieth Cerftdeyv York: The Macmillan Company, 1966).

52Maclntyre,A Short History of Ethics.

®3Crisp, The Oxford Handbook of thtistory of Ethics 1.
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Euthyphr@® focus primarily on identifying the essence, nature, and basis of morality. Nicholas
White notes, “The t eektodefineaneadurageliaehde}anoderaterr wor k
(Charmide$, friendship philia, Lysig, beauty Hippias Majoi), piety Euthyphrg, virtue
(Meno, and justiceRepublicB o o k ®*1ti9 in these earlier works, claims White, that Plato
poses thee s'tmedms” of e s $Everctieough inhag been arguedathatd b a s |
Plato’s |l ate works do not of f e¥thegdosnpwet e mat i c
towards a more ature ethical perspective.

Pl ato’s mor al phil osophy is informed by hi
reality consisted of eternal abstract forms that served as the ultimate basis for the physical world.

For example, if a sunrise is thought ®Hteautiful, its beauty must be grounded in the eternal form

cal | ed ‘SiiBiardyuift spmething or someone is thought to be good, its goodness is
ulti mately explained in terms of the eternal
distinct from the godsbut the gods' actonswemee asur ed by the Good. Pl a

in stark contrast to the position proposed by Euthyphro. Euthyphro asserts that piety is that which

is loved by the gods, and thus piety finds its basis in thealwiti(s). Socrates objects to this

assertion by claiming thatls piety cannot be baseamh the divine will if it is piety that causes the

gods to love it. Plato implies that there must be some other basis for what is perceived to be pious.
Plato not ony claims that morality finds its basis in tBood, but &0 seeks to explain

what it means to live the good life. For Plato, the Good and the good life are closely connected. In

Ni chol as Whi t e, Thé @xford Hamdbsok df théhHistory of Ethied,rRoger
Crisp (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2013), 22.

*bid., 23.

>Dorothea Frede, "Plato's Ethics: An Overvieiltie StanfordEncyclopedia of Philosophalll
2013 Edition), Edward N. Zaltg@d.), URL = http://plato.stanford.edu/archives/fall2013/entries/plato
ethics/ (Accessed March 11, 2016).
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platonic thought, knowledge of the Good is necessary for living the gocahtiféhose who are

devoted to knowing the Good have greater insight on how to act rightly in everyday affairs. As
Frede notes, “Li ke other anci ebatedeygddemadnistce o p her
conception of ethics. That is to say, human \elhg udaimonia is the highest aim of moral

t hought a?% Adgaig, this standstin.cdntrast to a divine command conception of ethics
where theight action in everyday affairs is determined by the divine will.

Apart from Plato, Aristotle wagerhaps the most influential philosopher of the fourth
century B.C.E. While Aristotle’”s work is foun
psychology, biology, and metaphysics, it is his moral philosophy, as Christopher Shields puts it,
whi c h “ ossovestlgandavawedly in the resurgence of virtue ethics which began in the
l ast half of the twentieth century.”

Similar toPlato, Aristotle proposed a moral philosophy that attempted to explain the
basis of moral goodness apart from the divine withe divine command. Plato attempted to
explain the basis of moral goodness in terms
rejected Plato’s transcendent al Form of the G
general, had litte symat hy wi t h t he n o t¥instead, drstotie base@ib s ol ut e

moral goodness in the ability of a person to choose and act virtuously.

5"Dorothea Frede, "Plato's Ethics," URL =
http://plato.stanford.edu/archives/fall2013/entries/pkitdcs, (Accessed March 11, 2016).

8Christopher Shields, "AristotleThe Stanford Encyclopedia of PhilosogfFsll 2015 Edition),
ed. Edward N. Zalta, URL = http://plato.stanford.edu/archivé2fab/entries/aristotle/ (Accessed March
18, 2016).

Mi chael Wedi nThe Cambridgs Diatianaryeof Philosomhsd. Robert Audi (New
York: Cambridge University Press, 2009), 51. See &lsa,t, "Aristotle's Ethics," URL =
http://plato.staford.edu/archives/spr2016/entries/aristathics.
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Aristotle presentsib moral philosophy in two work&licomachean EthicandPolitics.
Aristotle sought toexplain morality as a means to some ultimate end. Aristotelian ethics is
commonly referred to as Virtue Ethics. Aristo
person or thing. A person or thing is considered excellent when it performs its chtandgons
properly. For example, the excellence of a knife lies in its ability to cut. Likewise, the excellence
of a man lies in his ability to act in accordance with his nature. While there are many facets to
man’'s nature, Ar i s trabnatureis aanmedal fappingsdatt Ymavn 'as mo
other words, if any action is to be considered good or virtuous, it must be a mbappitess
or well-being.Therefore, the moral excellence of a man lies in his ability to act in such a way
that he accomplishe®d a | p. ¥Vedin adds:
Most things, such as wealth, are valued only as a means to a worthy end. Honor, pleasure,
reason, and individual virtues, such as courage and generosity, are ddatriretheir
own right but they can also be sought for the sake of eudaan&uidaimonia alone can
be sought only for its own sake.
It i s important to note that Ar i basisofvite’' s mor a
but r at her becone/irtsousd Fhisldistingyion ts at odds with Standddi/ine
Command Theorywhich primarily attempts to explain the basis for morality. Where the divine
command theorist claims that morality is determined by the divine will, Aristotle claims that
morality is acting virtuously for the sake of happiness. Consequémibiotle proposes a basis
for morality without appealing to the divine will, or divine commands.
Scholastic Sources

Generally speaking, the Schoolmen of Scholasticism stand as the isthmus between the

cold atheistic moral philosophy of Plato and Arigpand modern moral philosophy. As Joseph

'%Wedin, “Aristotle,” 51.

61Aristotle, Eth. nic.1098b9.
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http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=eu%29daimoni%2Fa&la=greek&can=eu%29daimoni%2Fa0
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=eu%29daimoni%2Fa&la=greek&can=eu%29daimoni%2Fa0

Ri ckaby notes, “The ethics and pDNitomacheans of t h

Ethicsand thePolitcsof Ar i stotl e..The Aristotelian ethics

The Schoolmen added toetm a science of deontology, and thereby brought them into

connect i on Wintamhattémpteogpiowdde & robust moral philosophy that does not

view God’s commands as t hesoughateaatag thé lwestofbbodhr al 1 t y

PlatoandAr i st ot l e’ s mor al phil os olRidkagbyaadndds : a p*pAlbyo uitt

the best thing that Scholasticism has done is the perfecting of the Aristotelian scheme of

happiness, and the adaptation of it to the Christian promises, containegtar8and Church

tradition, as set forth in many a glowing page of St. Augustine. Plato and Aristotle, Augustine

and Aquinas, here®felicitously join hands."”
While Augustine is not technically considered a scholastic, his theology laid a foundation

for the scholastic thought in general, and theistic moral philosophy in par¢#agustine was

deeply influenced by Neoplatonism and the writings of its founder, PIdtiiRerhaps the most

common notion that persists from Platonic to Neoplatonic thinkiegp#aining the immaterial

realm in terms of Forms. Where Plato emphasized the Good, Plotinus emphas@2ed,the

which served as the basis for the entire immaterial r€ahtthough Augustine would

62Joseph RickabyGcholasticisnfNew York: Dodge Publishing Company, 1908),
https://www3.nd.edu/Departments/Maritain/etext/scholas8.htm (Accészadh 20, 2016).

®Rickaby,Scholasticismhttps://www3.nd.edu/Departments/Maritain/etext/scholas8.htm
(Accessed March 20, 2016).

®For example, Gordon Leff and G. R. Evans begin their review of medieval thought and theology
with Augustine. See Gordorelf, Medieval Thought: St. Augustine to Ockh@altimore: Penguin
Books, 1958); and G. R. Evaridje Medieval Theologianén Introduction to Theology in the Medieval
Period (Malden: Blackwell Publishers, 2001).

®Christian Wildberg;'Neoplatonism,'The Stanford Encyclopedia of PhilosoBpring 2016

Edition), ed. Edward N. Zalta, URL =http://plato.stanford.edu/archives/spr2016/entries/neoplatonism/>
(Accessed March 25, 2016).
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eventuallybreakfrom Neoplatonism, its influence on msoral philosophy as a Christian
theologian was significant. Gordon Leff adds:
Strictly speaking St. Augustine is not a philosopher at all, nor did he create a system.
Like all the early Fathers, both Greek and Latin, his end was to defend and strengthen th
faith. It thereforetook in all those problems which needesbtution But in St.
Augustine’ s case, these were put on a | ast
fundamental questions which were germane to a Christian oiitlook.
August i ne osophywas iafbrmeg hyihis metaphysic. Augustine explained the
existence of the immaterial world, which included moral goodness, asihaed Augustine
asks, “Who made me? Did not my God, Who is no
referstotGod as “ ¥ When &gainidg this basis, Augustine introduces the notion of
the “Divine will.” I n an attempt to avoid the
preserve the unity of God by expl aiessiHeg t he D
claims:
For corruption does no ways impair our God; by no will, by no necessity, by no
unlookedfor chance: because He is God, and what He wills is good, and Himself is that
good; but to be corrupted is not good. Nor art Thou against Thgavitainedto
anything,since Thy will is not greater than Thy power. But greater should it be, were
Thyself greater than Thyself. For the will and power of God is God Hirfself.
One may be tempted to interpret this pagsas a type of Divine Commaideory, since

Augustine claims that what God wills is good. However, Augustine does not ground moral

goodness in the same way that Scotus, Ockham,

% Wildberg,"Neoplatonism,"
URL=http://plato.stanford.edu/archives/sprafdntries/neoplatonism/> (Accessed March 25, 2016).

¢7Leff, Medieval Thougt) 34.
®8Augustine,Conf.7.10.16.

*Ibid.
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divine command theorists equate the divine will with divine commakutsustine equates the
divine will with God himself and argudisat Godis the basi®f all moral goodness.

Il n additi on tscholastic pflusntei TihanmassAgyinasestands as one of the
more prominent and influential thinkers among the SchiotasAlthough one could not
characterize Scholastic moral philosophy as essentially Thomistic, Leff observes that Thomas
was “regarded as the | iberators of mankind, t
philosophy and reason as independent pursfité/hile many medieval theologians were
influenced by Augustine’s Neopl at otheorysenves Th o ma
as a representative of many of his contemporaries and paves the way for much of modern moral
phil osophy. Thomas’® influence on the modern a
philosophy not only challenges the idea that divine commandseabasis fomorality but also
provides a less cumbersome path to resolve the Euthyphro Dilemma.

Thomas’ mor al phil osophy represents a shif
spiritual and mor al l'ife i n ter mwtwaldsdeepi ng
account that emphasizes the development of moral and theological Vir8ieslar Aristotle,

Thomas’ mor al phil osophy emphasizes the pract
address metaethical issues before moving to normatigs. For Thomas, answering the moral
guestion begins by discovering the purpose or end of human life. Accordihgneasthat end

is happines$? Thomas views happiness from two perspectives. First, there is a sense in which

0L eff, Medieval Thought211.

“"Fergus Kerr, “ TTheoMedeval Pheologiamer.sG. R. Evans (Malden:
Blackwell Publishers, 2001), 2€10.

2Aguinas,Summa Theologi¢2.1.
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the object of happinesswhic humans seek to obtain Pmthgrounde
sensepne can say that morality is uncreated and eternal. Second, there is the sense in which
happiness is something groundeditainingvirtues that are specific to the aim of humgnin

this sense morality is something that is created and not etéffra. former allows the theist to

affirm that God is the supreme good, and the latter allows the theist to affirm goodness apart
from divine commands. Thomas s adjoog,lpeeatrseliaip pi nes s
the attainment or enjoyment of the supreme good. Happiness is said to be the last end, in the
same way as the att ai nmeFRotThomés, Gothisthesbasisfoi s c al |
moral goodness, which enables mapuosue happiness.

Happiness in Thomas'’ mor al phil osophy is n
commands. Rather, happiness is acquired by acting in accordance with certairf%/ithoesas
refined and expanded Ar i sttthe basieforsordl desision of vi rt
making lay not only iracting,but acting in accordance with right reason. This is commonly
referred to as the Natur al Law Theory. Rachel
that morajudgmentsar e ‘ diretastoems "ofThe best thing to do,
whatever course of ¢ ondu dfThommas argueshthat sibce 6ddisae a s o

rational being and created man as a rational being, virtue cannot be that which acts against the

BAguinas,Summa Theologi¢2.3.1.
"Ibid.

Mlbid., 2.3.1.2

Ylbid., 2.1.2.1.

""RachelsThe Elements of Moral Philosop5.
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dictates of reasori® Although Thomas agreed that God was supremely goloel also held that

human actions must be free, i n accordance wi't
virtuous.

Thomas'™ attempt to r esur r e astotleavaschot mehwithe me nt
uni ver sal acceptance. Quite the contrary, man

as the heretical influence of Greek pagans. Martin Luther saw Aristotelian philosophy as a direct
challenge to the Holy Spirff. Perhapsttis sort of response was due to the fact that, according to
F er g u sArigale'sEthicsénabled Aquinas to supplement, or replace, traditional accounts
of the spiritual and moral life imlterms of Kk
Nevertheless,dth Augustine and Thomas produced moral philosophies that attempted to
synthesize the theology of Christian theism and the philosophy of ancient Greece in hopes to
better explain what it meant to live the morally good life. This attempt intensified alslow,
steadyseparation between exercising faith in divine revelation to determine morality, and
utilizing reason to discover moral truths.
Rationalism

On the heels of the Protestant Reformation, Continental Ratioralidtsaikené
Descartes, Baruch Spinoza, and Gottfried Wilhelm Leibniz sought to explain how one could live
the morally good life through the use practical reason. Giving precedence to reason, these men

argued that one does not arrive at moral truths via diviredaton, but rather as a result of first

8Aquinas,Summarheologica,1.90.3.
bid., 1.6.2.

8Martin Luther, “ Paga nMagialuthértSelettwnséecdmhishe Chur ch
Writings,ed. John Dillenberger (New York: Random House, 1962), 270.

8 Kerr, “Thomasg0l8quinas,” 2009
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principles of thought. Unlike Thomas Aquinas, who saw reason as a guide for moral decision
making,17"-centuryrationalists saw reason as the source for moral decision making. Each
i ndi vidual ' s gclosely tonnectetl to thesr anstapimysionv@ften referred to as the
father of modern philosophy, René Descartes c
goodness, and therefore maintained the voluntarism of his predecessors. Descartes claimed,
“ G o @hnot have been determined to make it true that contradictories cannot be true together,
andthereforeh€e oul d have ddiDe stclag temsp o stuchred®mMgsor ar i e ¢
Hobbes and Samuel von Pufendorf also supporteduataristbasis for moragjoodness. The
notion that moral truths were somehow grounded in the divine will or command did not go
unchall enged. Gottfried W | helm Leibniz, per h
voluntarism, claims:

.one destroys, wi tldveootiGod ane al his gioiy;rfiogwhy fgrajise a | | t

him for what he has done, if he would be equally praiseworthy in doing the contrary?

Where will be his justice and his wisdom if he has only a certain despotic power, if

arbitrary will takesthe place of reasmbleness, and if in accord with the definition of

tyrants, justice consists in that which is pleasing to the most pow®rful?
Leibniz’s sentiment can al so be f oun®iinen many
Command TheoryHowever, in order to understand the contemporary debate over Standard
Divine Command Theoryone must be familiar with thE"™centurydebate over the basis of

moral values, obligations, and duties, and the general agreement over the use of practical reason

to achieve ultimate happiness.

8Cottingham StoothofMur doc, trans., “To [THephhibsmphicad] , 27 M.
Writings of Descarted/ol. Il (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1991), 25.

8George R. Montgomery, tran$.,.Di scour s e o n Dideutsaqn Mgtaphysics, ” i n
Correspondenceith Arnauld and Monadolog§Chicago: The Open Court Publishing Company, 1908),
4-5,
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If rationalism couldgenerally becharacterized, it would be as a philosophical position
that givesreason a unique role in acquiring knowledge. Contrary to the empiricism of Locke,
Berkeley, and Hume, rationalists argued that knowledge was acquomngali—prior to—
sensory experience. This method of epistemology was not only appbedptivelybut dso
prescriptively. Descartes, Spinoza, and Leibniz agree that the right course of action in any given
situation should necessarily comport with reason. For example, Descartes claims:

Since our will tends to pursue or avoid only what our intellect repteses good or bad,

we need only to judge well in order to act well, and to judge as well as we can in order to

do our best-that is to say, in order to acquire all the virtues and in general all the other

goods we can acquire. And when we are certainigfie cannot fail to be hap(s.
Similarly, Baruch Spinoza held that the happy life (i.e., the moral life) was one that sought to
attain knowledge andlove of G8land t hi's did “not depend on t he
narrative (Scripture) whatsoeyéor inasmuch as this natural Divine law is comprehended solely
by the consi der a%naherwords, ohewamamive atéhe knowsedge and
|l ove of God through reason when reflecting up
habitof acting accHamd ntghato ‘WOse omyst hold as ce
desiresto knowrder r eason, the beauty of things which
b e®

While the Continental Rationalists generally agree that the riieréd one that is

achieved through practical reason and is aimed at happiness, the practical application of moral

89RenéDescartes, AT VI 28/CSM | 125.

8Joseph Ratnefhe Philosophy of Spinof&udor Publishing Company, 1926)7
8lbid.

8Gottfried WilhelmLeibniz, PW,Felicity, 3.194.

8lbid.,15.84.
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philosophy is not the point that distinguishes Stan@awdhe Command Theorfrom Non
Divine Command TheoryAs was noted in the previogection, normative issues are not at the

heart of the Standai@ivine Command Theorybut rather metaethical issues. This point is made

abundantly clear in Leibniz’'s ThelRutyofManandcr i t i q
Citizen Leibniz writesOpinion on the Principles of Pufendaafs a “war ni nf” t o hi
Contrary to the Aristotelean model , Leibniz wu
efficient cause of this |l aw [the nater al | aw]

precepts of right reason which conform to it, which emanate from the divine understanding, but
inthecommanda s u p®8lréiobrni”z’ s critique of this posit

Pufendorfbut also Hobbes and Descartes. He claims:

Neitherthenormfo conduct i1 tself, nor the essence
free decision, but rather on eternal truths, objects of the divine intellect, which constitute,
so to speak, the essence of divinity itsel

equality and of proportion [which are] no less founded in the immutable nature of things,
and in the divine ideas, than are the principles of arithmetic and of gedthetry.

Leibniz sees several distinct pr obdcsansandvi t h g
these problems are directly related to the Eu
commands, and “whatever God wills” is thought
necessity of being abte ground goodness and justiproperly’?’L ei bni z notes, “But

remains the question whether it is good and just because God wills it or whether God wills it

8Gottfried WilhelmL e i bni z, “ Opi ni on on tCambridge Textsanthel es of
History of Political Thought: Leibniz Political Writingsd. Patrick Riley (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1988), 66.

Oei bniz, “Opinion on t®e Principles of Pufendo
Ypid., 71.
“Gottfried WilhelmL ei bni z, “Refl ecti ons oj ®Rhilosophzalmmon Coc

Papers and Letter2", ed. Leroy E. Loemker (Dordrecht: Kluwer Academic Publishers, 1969)
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because it is good and just; in other words, whether justice and goodness are arbitrary or whether
they belong to the necesry and eternal truths about the nature of things, as do numbers and
pr op o r¥itiwas elsar t6 Leibniz that since one is not tempted to ground abstract entities
such asiumbers and proportions in the will of God, one should not be tempted to ground
morality in the will of God.

Leibniz rejected the idea of grounding morality in the arbitrary comman@sasince
this conception of morality makes God out to
will stand %Forteibnifytes rcecanspolne.t’el y “destroys the |j
ability to praise God for just act8lf it were the case that morality was baseG o d ’ s
commands, one would not be able to worship Go
ful fill i ngligaionswosld e tearaflpunishmelitnstead, Leibniz argues that the
basis of moral goodness and justicsimsilar tologic and mathemati¢csvhich are true and fixed
irrespect i ve Ydlfhoughiman anceGod aretsibjact tb the same maenatiatd
of goodness and justice, Lei bniz argues, man’
justice is perfect®

Leibniz was primarily known for his work in metaphysics, which is not to say that he was

merely a metaphysiciaheibniz understoodtht “ specul ati ve phil osophy’

“ Leibniz, “Reflections on the Common Concept o
9bid.

Slbid.

%lbid.

9Ibid., 563.

%lbid.
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served to “str en ¢®tAdnittedly, hisaclimation wwaidlphilasappylwss.
one that sought to synthesize previous moral philosopffiemwever, he was convinced that
the voluntarist view of mrality was fraught with errors. This perspective deeply influenced the
metaphysics andhoral philosophyf modern philosophy in general, and its most notable
philosopher, Immanuel Kant.
Immanuel Kant

Eighteenthcenturypietism attempted to counterbalance the emphasis that rationalism
placed on the role of reason by emphasizing religious experience, fervor, and pPatttivas
from this context that Immanuel Kant emerged as perhaps the most influential moral philosophe
of the modern period. Fur t hdeeplyndluereed byKlLeilniz’ s mor
as well as Empiricist David HumM&Hu me’ s phil osophical perspect.
(fact and observation) over speculation (hypothe'$ég)nable toaccegfume’ s concl usi o
understanding was only acquiragbosteriorj Kant produced a metaphysic and moral
philosophy that began with priori reason.

SimilartoP | a wvarldss Augustine’s two cities, and Le
metaphysic (transoelental idealism) reflected a distinction between the material/natural world

(phenomenpg and the world as it really isgumen % For Kant, it was impossible to know the

9Gottfried WilhelmLeibniz, New Essays on Human Understandied. Peter Remnant and
Jonathan Bennett (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2000), 1.1.71.

109_eibniz, New Essays on Humamderstanding1.1.71.
101E, J. Brill, trans.German Pietism during the Eighteenth Centflrgiden: Brill, 1973), 23.

1023ohn E Hare,God and Morality: A Philosophical HistorgMalden: Blackwell Publishing,
2007), 129.

PavidHu me, “ A Tr eat i s eOxtofd PHilasophical TékEdsuDawed,Fate i n
Norton and Mary J. Norton (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2001), 3.
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noumenal world. One could gain knowledge about the phenomenal world in one ofytsjo wa
sense experience aagriori reasoning. For those truth claims that lay beyond the boundaries of
sense experience aadriori reason, Kant relegated to faith (e.g., God, Freedom, Mor#ity).
This distinction governed the way in which Kant construttisdnoral philosophy. Since Kant
thought moral truths to be grounded in the noumenal realm, the only way one could know moral
truths was through the use of reason. Furthermore, if onetovegport allegedlyo receive a
divine command that wentagaimsh e * s r eason, Kant suggested th
reasons and not the divine commaffd.

Whil e Kant’s mor al phil osophy is most wide
outlined his basis for moral goodness inltestures on Ethics, Groundwook the Metaphysics
of Morals,andFoundations of the Metaphysics of Mordlsa nt ° s met aphysics of
by seeking the “the one principle of morality
which lies the distinction between moralgooglree and al | ¥Kéneclaimeddhatd ne s s ?
morality has either an empirical basis or intellectual basis, and either of these must be on internal
or external ground®2By empi ri cal, Kant me d%Byintellectuali ved fr

Kant mefhaosmicynof our actitP%ns to the | aws of

4 mmanuelKant, Critique of Pure Reasoi35/B294B295.
0% ant, Critique of Pure Reasoi330.
% mmanuel Kant, “The ConfReligontandorheologied88. Facul ti es

07 ouis Infield, trans.y Lect ur es lonmanket Karit lcestgs on Bthic§New York:
Harper & Row Publishers), 11.

1%8bid., 11-12.
19bid., 12.

H9bid.
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Kant holds that the first principle of morality has an intellectual basis in internal grounds.
It must be intellectual rather thanamongi ri cal
and not detenined by experience or the sen$&sConsequently, whatever moral principle is
discoverednust, in turnpe necessary and universal. The first principle of morality must also be
intermalbecause the first principl emasadpecpheadedlby on t
t he unde¥Kantviewed divine command ethics as an appeal to an empiricabibasis
external grounds. He rejects this ludgmens si nce
on actions. I nstead, we act by reference to..t
principle of ethics i sPBoakamtdnymora lawoustbe i ngent
objectively binding. A moral law that finds it source in the divine wibysdefinition contingent,
and not necessary. I n addition, Kant repeats
calling God good from a divine command perspe
exposes the circularity that he has in mind. Heeobsy e s t hat one’ s concept
an “idea of moral per fapdorii oinn wdri cenr ridtawwoal If 0Gc
claims, “Even the Holy One of the Gospel mu s t

before He is recognie d a $°T® doootherwise, for Kant, would be to enter into vicious

circularity. While Kant rejects the divingil as a basi s, o rofnforgliegrher al pri
M nfield, “Let3tures on Ethics,"”
12bid., 14.
13pid., 13.

114 ewis White Black, trans!, Foundati ons of t he Invatualganty si cs of
Founddions of the Metaphysics of Morgldew York: Macmillan Publishing Company), 25.

13bid.
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does recognize some merit to divine tiesnoHeEmand s
adds:
the moral law leads to religion, i.e., to the recognition of all duties as divine commands,
not as sanctions, i.e., arbitrary regulations of a foreign will, which are otherwise
contingent ..but which must be svbeieglWeralseas com
only from a morally perfect (holy and good) and likewaslepowerful Will are we able
to hope for the highest good, the institution of which as the object of our striving is made
into a duty for udy the moral law, and therefore thenathe achievement of that
highest good through agreement of my will with this W/,
Her e, Kant recogni zakmwerflléi |ilmp”’o o tisat adtsolfl t he *
perfectly in accordance with the moral favacts as a source of moral motivatian mankind,
and is necessary as an example of attaining the highest good. One should notice that Kant does
not affirm that God’s commands constitute mor
argues that God commands what he does because isisteohwith an independent standard of
moral values, obligations, and duties.
| mmanuel Kant’' s metaphysical distinction b
and his moral philosophy that followed, was a catalyst for the shift from metaethics tanhis ow
nor mative theory called deontol ogy.gapKant ' s me
between morality and the perstmitit alsocreatesvh at Har e t er%hisa “ mor al
distinction creates an epistemic gap by introducing a moral realm thanswable in and of
itself. tcreateemoralgap “because he [Kant] both places t

and recognizes that we are born witHhH®Hateat he

goes on to ar gue t iteqiedtl beheve thateGbdls (with asythe® we ar e

11&ant, Critique of Practical Reasqrb:129. 6.1.

Ujohn E.HareThe Mor al Gap: Kantian Et hi c 9Oxfolduman Li
Clarendon Press, 2002), 7.

H8bid.
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legislator of themorallaw, and (unlike us) the rewarder and punisher of our lives as a whole in
relation to this | aw. We have to deny®lknowl ed
is this distincibn between metaethics and normativity that laysytiee@ndworkfor the Modified
Divine Command Theoryl' he modified divine command theorists argue that moral values are
grounded in a transcendent Good, whatatoBnd’' s ¢
and duties.
The Contemporary Debate

There is confusion in the contemporary conversation about the Stdbistarel
Command Theorgnd the emphasis that it has placed on moral values. In a 2011 lecture at
Auckland University, Flamaganasserted that both contemporary and historical divine command
theories are theories of moral rightness (deontology) rather than moral goodness (a¥dlogy).
The previous two sections have shown that, while it is true that the Std»derel Command
Theoryincludes a basis for moral obligations and duties, the theory necessarily includes a basis
for moral values. It is only with the advent of modern moral philosophy that the emphasis has
decidedly shifted taleontologyalone.

In hopes to salvage the StandDivine Command Theorycontemporary philosophers
have focused primarily on the basis for moral obligations and duties exclusively. Unable to
provide an adequate defense against challenges to the StBindaedCommand Theory
Adams proposed the Modifil Divine Command TheoryThis theory seeks to avoid these

challenges by appealing to the loving nature of Qdw following will show thaiModified

%are,Go d 6 s,10€.a | |

20Mat t hew FDidne @angnand Theotwi t h Dr . Matthew Fl annagar
Auckland University, Auckland, New Zealand, February 4, 2011),
http://www.mandm.org.nz/2011/02/ad-of-matthewflannagarspeakingon-divine-command
theory.html, (Accessed April 4, 2016).
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Divine Command Theorgrose out of the various efforts to explain the nature of moraliig.
theory useslivine command terminology in a n@tandardvay, and creates unnecessary
ambiguity for northeists thereby weakening its apologetic force. Since Adams is credited with
naming the Modifiedivine Command Theorythose who propose a similar, l@atrlier
approach will be referred to nestandard divine command theorists.
Proponents of NoistandardDivine Command Theory
In generalcontemporary proponents of the Standaindne Command Theorlgave
sought to explain the nature of morality, understanding that this entails the notions of moral
goodness and mordfhtness However, there was a noticeable shift in th& @éntury away
from grounding moral value in divine commands, to groundingahabligations and duties in
divine commands. This shift from moral value to moral obligations and duties began with
Br o w Divire Command Theorywhich most closely resembles the Standaindne
Command Theonrand ends wi t h P h Divine@onmand Qheorywhichlee Cau s a
defi nes a sDivinaCommanadrieoiy¥ e
Brown is a premier example of a contemporary philosopher that attempts to emphasize
the importance of God being the basis for moral goodness in order to develop a theory of moral
rightness Br own hol ds that the statement “I1If God c
donerédundasits i nce the use of the term “God” neces
good, and indeed t h¥?Insother walds, mrdbligafion thdt lesultfo od ne s s
from the command of God is also good by virtue of his command since God is perfectly good.

Brown’ s def en sDaineocCommahdelrheSryeatersdon praperly understanding the

Philip L. Quinn, “Divine Ccdssaysinthe Abitosophgaf: A Ca
Religion,ed. Christian B. Miller (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2088,

2Patterson Brown, Minhdreglno. 286 49%63):23@o0r al i ty, ”
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term “God.” He cl|l amomalt hatr m,t aingd @aldtsi dalhlay & i

proper to call a being ‘God’” whose actions we
the best mofBdownrweicewsyeGod’s will as the mor e
cl ai ms *tGoat “Cthy i stians in part mean ‘a being

aut holi ty. "
Br own’ s pwocsticigmifroomopmbmests such Bew, Kai Nielsen, and Keith
Campbell, whose objections will be addressed in the next section. What isantgomote is
t hat BDivimenQommnsand Theorgffirmed that moral goodness was determined by the will
ofGod,and that God’'s will created mor abDivinebl i gati
Command Theorgttempts to embrace both horns of thehigphro Dilemma and focuses
primarily on moral obligations, rather than moral goodness.
Swinburneoffers aDivine Command Theorthat conflates moral goodness with moral
rightness for the sake afgumentput moveson to suggest a theory for moral obligats. It is
not that Swinburne denies the distinction between moral goodness and moral rightness, only that
his argument for a divine command conception of ethics does not rest on this distinction.
Swinburne attempts to resolve the Euthyphro Dilemma byiregghat some moral truths rely on
a voluntarist explanation, while other moral truths rely on avaantarist explanation.
Swi n b (DivineecCorsmand Theorlgf ol ds t hat contingent moral t

command since it is his will that creatthe situation that gives rise to the moral questin.

Contingent moral truths are moral truths that
2Br own, “Religious Morality,” 239.
124bid., 578.
2R, G. Swinburne, *“ DQanadianalouthal of Plelosdpidiind.2 of God, ”

(1974): 216217.
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further con t*SAmecessaty mora tsufh & a truth that holds regardless of the
contingenees of reality!?’ For Swinburne, any given circumstance can be assessed by either
appealing tewontingent moral truthahich are determined by divim®mmandsor appealing to
a necessary moral tr ut h?®Swinbunmégoesor taaegtetBerel” s ¢ o
is “no doubt” that every contingent ndfdral tru
Therefore, when it comes to moral value that infoome'sobligation, Swinburne is not a divine
command theorist. When it comes to contingent moradatibns, Swinburne claims to be a
divine command theorist, and thus departs fronttre essential features $tandardivine
Command Theory

Similar toSwinburne, Quinn departs from the Standardne Command TheoryQuinn
argues that the st ape’meing € Gwidv &loeammta ntdes “tthhad r
obligationthap. *°Whi | e he does attempt to make a case
serve as the basis for moral value, he is explicit thaDivisle Command Theong distinctively
deontological Quinn focuses his efforts on moral obligations and duties rather than moral
values, and like his contemporaries, he departs fror8tdnredard Divine Command Theory
Whil e the part i c utlaeevatabke ftheyaeiinformédsy eametpadohogy that

begins by addressing normative issues rather than metaethical ones, and moral obligations and

2Swi nburnet heDW y Paild. God, ”
127 bid.
128pjid.
129bid.

B%Philip L. Quinn,Divine Commands and Moral Requiremef@xford: Clarendon Press, 1978),
5-6.
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duti es, rather than mor al val ues. Quinn’s emp
begin thinkirg about divine command ethigsterms other than morality as a whole.
Opponents of NeStandardDivine Command Theory
The NonStandardivine Command Theorgffered by Brown, Swinburne, and Quinn
did not go uncontested. fiohd NonStandaeDivme® r ary oppo
Command Theoryas based upon three of the six challenges listed earlier. Among these
challenges, the Arbitrariness Objection, the Moral Authority Objection, and the Vacuity
Objection were most promineAt! Opponents to the NeStandardivine Command Theory
understand that a robust moral philosophy should be able to account for both moral goodness and
moral rightness. Furthermore, they understood the Stabdarte Command Theorip be a
theory of moral godness and moral rightness. A. C. Ewing and Nielsen are two prominent
examples of contemporary opposition to the Msgandardivine Command Theotry
Ewing begins by defining his perspective on ethics before he proceeds to list objections
to the notion thatorality is dependent on religion in general, and the diwitlein particular.
He notes, *“I1 consider it to be involved in th
rightness or wrongness of anything that is really good or bad, right or wablogvs from the
inherent nature of what is pronounced good, etc., in its context and is necessarily fixed by
t h 3%Ewihg clearly indicates that his objection applies to divine command theories of moral
goodness and divine command theories of morhltigh e s s . Ni el sen asserts,

wills x,"is not a moral pronouncement. Before we know whether we ought to do x, we must

131Baggett and WallsGood God 34. Baggett and Walls enumerate these objections and other
prominent objetion to the Standard Divine Command Theory.

82, C. Ewing, “The PaspectfooMaetaphysited.fan h. Ramsey” i n
(Allen & Unwin, 1961), 37.
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know that what God wills is good. And in order to know that what God wills is good, we should
have to judgéndependently hat i % i s good. "~

Ewing objects to divine command theories of all stripes for three distinct re&ashss
the Arbitrariness Objection. Ewing argues that morality based on the will of God is completely
arbitrary3* This objection begins by understanding moral tesoeh agjood and right to mean
“commanded by God,” which causes one to ask w
its opposite. One cannot claim that God commathasgiving becausalmsgivingis
independentlgood,since good is defined as commanded by God. Furthermore, Ewing argues,

“We cannot say that he commands it because it
translated into ‘God command¥® it because it i
Second, ®ing raises the Moral Authority objection, claiming that one cannot adequately
explain why one would obey God’s commands wit

argument*® Ewing raises the question of moral authority because the StaDikime

Command Thery appears to reduce moral authority to a matter ofistdfest, or forces one to

enter into circular arguments. For exampl e, o
commands in order to be rewarded or e@woid pun

good reason from a prudential point of view, but these considerations-ofteedist cannot be

BXai Nielsen, “Some Remarks on t hHKind70,doe pendenc
278(1961): 175.

BEwing, “The Aut3d®nomy of Ethics,"”
139bid.
B9bid., 4041.
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an adequate $H@®sishéoothbehiband, one might <cl a
commands because God is good, but this begs the questiotimgggoodness.

Ewing and Nielsen’”s third objection is the
argue that morality based on the will of God not only makes morality arbilmairyt, also
empties he phrase “ God i stthereddr eofhoalt hincmal real o
commands, and God arbitrarily assigns moral value, then to claim that God is good is simply to
claim that God simply does what God wants to do. However, according to Ewing, if the claim
that God is good is to convey thab@has an attribute called moral goodness, it implies that
there i s some standard by which one can measu
more strenuous form of the Vacuity Objection
good excepty our own mor'®l discernment?”
Modified Divine Command Theory

The contemporary debate has revealed two distinct perspectives regarding-the Non
standardivine Command TheoryFirst, proponents of the Nestandardivine Command
Theoryhave focused primarily oleontologyor moral obligations and duties. Opponents of
Non-standardivine Command Theorgssess the theory in the same way that one might assess
the Standar@®ivine Command Theoryecognizing that a divine command concepbbethics
is not merely a theory of obligations and duties, but also a theory of moral value. In an effort to

address the metaethical weaknesses of contemporary divine command theories, and in hopes to

BEwing, “The Aut48.nomy of Ethics,"”
139 pid.
BNielsenfiSo me Remar ks on the Independence of Mor al
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address the challenges of its objectors, Adams deeélthe Modifiedivine Command
Theory,

There are three distinct st abwvneCanmandevel op
Theory, and it is important to review those stages here for three reasons. First, these stages
represent a renewed emphasisonmorall ue. Second, Adams’ account
appears to be veridical, does not reflect the view of the StaBaaree Command Theory
Third, Adams’® fi nal Diwne@uwmmand Theonnfoomt t he Modi f i
contemporary evangelical atterapo resolve the Euthyphro Dilemma.

Adams proposes his first formulation of ModifiBivine Command Theorin an article
entitledA ModifiedDivine Command Theomwyf Ethical Wrongness 1973. This article
represents what ot he r'SAdans beginsbyadearlg altlininganr | y Ada
unmodifiedversion of divine command of ethical wrongness.

Adams understands the unmodified version to claim that the following two statements are
logically equivalent:

(2) Itis wrong (for A) to do X.
(2) ItiscontrarytocGod’ s commands*(for A) to do X.

Adams sees two particular problems with this unmodified version. First, he recognizes that not

al |l peopl e mean what this theory means when i
modification is to limit theDivine Command Theoryp those theists who understand morality in
JudeeChristian terms. Second, he argues that the most potent objection to unmodified divine
command theories of ethical wrongness is the Abhorrent Command Objection. Adams observes,

“ Supp adshemuldégommand me to make it my chief end in life to inflict suffering on other

149Baggett and WallsGood Gog 111.

YAdams, “ ADivihe @ominanetTheory f Et hi cal Wrongness,” 462
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human beings for no other reason than that He commanded it. Will it seriously be clainred that
thatcasé t woul d be wrong for me no? to practice

Assuming that term wrong i s use-@Ghristam i ts “n
ethical discourse, Adams argues that it would be wrong (for A) to do X only if X is contrary to

the commands of a God who loves his creatures. It is only when tidgioo—a loving God—

i's assumed that one could claim that “wrong, ”
equivalent. Therefore, the abhorrent command
formul ation, a | oving Goeéndwbfetdidflicirswferiegon mak e i t

other human beings for no other reason than that He commanded it.

Adams’ =early work represents a decisive st
mor al value (goodness), whicé. i Howevear j nAdams
the need for further modification in order to address the semantic challenge to the use of the term
“wrong,” and the axiological chall enges to Go
further modification irf' Divine Command Metethics Modified Agaitt#3in 1979, which will be
referred to as Middle Adams. In this article,

Donnellan Saul A. Kri pke, and Hiphilasophicabhguistta m’ s wor

analysist** Adams argues that the epistemological/ontological distinction regarding a concept

¥“Adams, “ ADivihe @ominancTheory f Et hi cal463Wr ongness, ”

Y“Robert M. Adams, “Divine ConThmaloudnal bf&Religioeis hi cs M
Ethics7, no. 1 (1979): 7-34.

“Keith Donell an, “ Ref er eTheRhilosophital Reeidws (1966)e Descr
281-:3 0 4 ; Keith Donell an, “ Pr ope ThelSemadics ofdanguagilsle nt i f y |
Donald Davidson and Gilbert Harman (Boston: Reidel), 7 2 ; Saul A. Kripke, “ Nami

The Semantics of Languagels. Donald Davidson and Gilbert Harman (Boston: Reidel), 1972; and
Hilary PutnamMind, Language and Reality: Philosophical Papérs|. 2 (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1%).
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allowstheuseo f t he t eotnecessarilydgomgpdnont rary to a | ovi
even though it is a necessary attribute of the action in question. In ottgs, Wmse who use the

word wrong to describe actions that al®iouslywrong,can do so even though they either

denyor are altogether unaware that the action’s
loving God**Thi s positi on neotdedryto agly nAt drdyrosludeimistian i
ethicaldiscoursebut all ethical discourse.
Having responded to the question of ethical semantibsvine Command Metaethics
Modified Again Adams’ | at e wofullkledgedethical feamavock4*tOactt t 0 a
agai n, Maddieddisine Command Theorjrades on the notion that wrong is logically
equivalent to contrary to the commands t\ang God14’ Adams provides a very clear
definition of his theory, which warrants the full quotation:
We should be clear, first of all, about some things thahatrelaimed in theDivine
Command Theorthat | espouse. Two restrictions, in particular, will be noted here. One
is that when | say that an actign’s being
commanded bgod,and t hat an action’s being wrong c
divine command, | assume that the character and commands of God satisfy certain
conditions. More precisely, | assume that they are consistent with the divine nature
having properties that make God igeal candidate, and the salient candidate, for the
semantically indicated role of the supreme and definitive God.
Not wunli ke Plato’s account of the Good, Adams
moral valueHe presupposes this theory of moral goodness as a necessary truth, which reinforces
his view on ethical semantics noted earlfGod, as the supreme and infinite Good, serves as
“YAdams, “Divine Command Metaet hics Modified Ag

14eAdams,Finite and Infinite Goods
41bid., 250.

148 bid.

149bid., 14-15.
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the measure of alll other finitenogmantdte. Theref
measure God’'s goodness wusing finite goods, bu
by which to measure finite good®.

In addition,Adams makes it clear that hisadified Divine Command Theorig not a
theory of “smoirnald®phecorpadids’i, e “ I n particular, it
of the good, but presupposes a theory of the
untraditional, arguing that one can discern his approach in the writings of Locke, Cumberland,
and Pufendort>> However, this chapter has gone to great lengths to demonstrate that the
majority of divine command theorists throughout history not only hold that the divine will is the
basis for moral value, but that it necessarily precedes any moigeatodn.

Adams’ i's perhaps the most pr oewonmamdt cont e
conception of ethics. Consequently, his Modifizisine Command Theorlgas served as the
foundationfor manycontenporary evangelicakformulations ofthe Non-standardivine
Command TheoryHowevertherearggr obl ems t hat st thdody. Fiesstxi st wi t
Ada ms’ istndt @bovineyCommand Theoryclassically understood. As stated earlier, the
Standardivine Command Theorg primarily a theory of moral goodness and magiitness
Whil e Adams’® attempt to ground —waodparhapsgoodness
veridical—it uses divine command terminology in a reiandard way. This causes unnecessary
ambiguitysince objectors view a divine command conception of ethics taHeoey of morality

as a whole. Second, even as a Dilire€ommamf mor al

150aAdams,Finite and Infinite Goods28.
159 pid.

153bid., 251-252.
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Theorydoes not adequately reply to the objections of its critics. Challeughsas/acuity,
authority,and epistemologgan still be leveledagaant t hi s t heory. Third,
requires the Christian to abandon something
theory is reflected in contemporary evangelical philosophical theology, so are his errors. Rather
t han cr i tModifieeDivine @ommand Theorglirectly, the following chapter will

review and critique the modified divine command theories of contemporary evangelical

philosopher/theologianSraig; Baggetand Walls and Copamand Flannagan
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CHAPTER 4: AN ANALYSIS OF CONTEMPORARY EVANGELICAL
REFORMULATIONS OF MODIFIED DIVINE COMMAND THEORY

OrthodoxChristiantheology affirmghat God is not only supremely good, but also just,
and righteous. These claims imply some explanation of the relationship between God and
morality. Furthermore, various mor al argument
is either the best elanationfor, or a necessary condition for morality pfedominant theory
t hat expl ains God’ sDivnmeCommandTheotyThepstaridard mor al i t y
formulation ofDivine Command Theorig represented by William of Ockham. The Standard
Divine Command Theorholds that the morality is determined by the diwivi or divine
command. In other words, something is morally good and morally right because God wills it, or
commands it. The Euthyphro Dilemma is a metaethical objection to the St@idemel
Command Theorgnd poses particular challenges that were reviewed in previous chapters.

St andard divine command theorists have argu
contentof moral values, obligations, and duties. However, contemporary tteeloage modified
the standard formulation by arguing that God’
but do not provide the moral content for moral valdes.a ms ’ Moivihé €ommahd
Theorypr oposes that God’ s drawalueandthaathewconenandsofa he b
loving God constitute moral obligations and duties. This modification is intended to present a
theistic ethic that avoids both horns of the
contemporary evangelical philodapal theologianproposeheir ownreformulations of the
Modified Divine Command TheoryCraig provides the most concise definition of this view:

..mor al values are rooted in the mor al natur e

necessary expressionrso hi s hatur e..

Moreland, and Craig?hilosophicalFoundations for a Christian Worldview31.
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This chapter builds the case that contemporary evangedfoainulations of Modified
Divine Command Theorsuch asCr ai g’ sfora [ess effeativee defensive apologetic. The
apologetic effectiveness of each formulation is assessed on three arigghadologicaktlarity;
theologicalstrength; andexplanatoryscope. First, the contemporaryfeanulations create
unnecessary ambiguibyy limiting their theory to moral obligations and duties. Craig is clear that
moral values are grounded in the God’s divine
of divine command theorists. Consequently, these theorists remove that wkehdnane
command theories what they aat least as divine command theories have been understood by
nearly all scholars prior to those making the contempoafmymulations By making this
distinction, modified divine command theorists require-tiasts to redefine terminology in
order for the theory to be persuasive. Second, contemporary evangelical modified divine
command theories fail to address specific challenges that force the Christian theist to abandon
essential doctrines of Christian theolo§mply bifurcating moral values from moral obligations
and duties does not safeguard against the various theological challenges associated with the
Euthyphro Dilemma. Finally, contemporary evangelical modified divine command theories are
not able to adagptely respond to various objections associated with moral philosophy, thereby
having a narrower explanatory scope. Weaknesses in these three areas serve to create a more
cumbersome, and less effective apologetic.

The contemporargeformulationseither explicitly or implicitly affirm that the Euthyphro
Dilemma is a false dilemmé&owever, the Euthyphro Dilemma is a true dilemma, requiring one
of two responses. The standard Euthyphro Dilensnaaset of questions thasks whether God
commands an action tause it is morally good/right, or is an action morally good/right because

God commands it? Either God' s commands are th
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commands are not the basis for the moral good/right. In other words, the theist cannot affirm

both horns of the dilemma without contradictiolmeTmodified divine command theorists

misconstruehe dilemma by claimingth&i t her God’' s commands const.i

obligations, and duties, something independent of God constitutes moral galoigligations,

and duties. Tis misconstrualies at the foundation of the Modifidivine Command Theory

These theorists propose to split the horns of the dilemma by grounding moral values in the divine

nature, and moral obligations and duties in didammmands. This is an unnecessary move. First,

it is not clear that the Euthyphro Dilemma is a false dilemma. Second, one may assent te the non

voluntarist horn of the dilemma without committing to a moral standard independent from God.

Wi | | i am LsBon¥®oluGtaristDigne Command Theory

Craig is one of the most influential Christian apologists in contemporary scholatship.

also is a prominent proponent of the Modifl@dine Command Theoryn order to understand

Craig’ s for mul db@ivine@mmand Tthéogonevust befin vath his

deductive mor al argument for God’s existence.

modus tollens

1. If Goddoesnot exist, objective moral values and dutieshot exist,
2. Objective moral valuesnd duties do exist.
3. Therefore, God exists.

Craig’ s first premise maintains that God’

values and duties. Each word in the consequent of the first premise is important, but the

emphasisonvaluesxdddut i es i s especially important.

necessary condition for both the good (values) and the right (obligations and duties).

2Craig,Reasonable FaitH,72.
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The Euthyphro Dilemma, as was previously shown, attempts to challenge the position
that God s ¢ o mma nbdsssfor@bjeetivet moral values, obligations, and duties.
El aborating on his view of God’'s relationship
dlemma’He ar gues t hat @&adheloas ahdsourcadf movedatl wree 2. and t
his commands express God’s mor atflnanaterviewe, and
Craig refers t eoluntaristDipne €Gommand Theosy¥from whichntwo
important detail€an be notedirst, Craig considersimself a divine command theorist. Second,
he views at least part of morality as being grounded in something other than divine commands.
Craig claims:

| think that an appropriately formulat&ivine Command Theorgf ethics, such as has

been articulated bRRobert Adams, Philip Quinn, William Alston, and others, supplies an
alternative [to Moral Platonism]: our moral duties are constituted by the commands of an

essentially just and |l oving God..Since our
commands, theyra not independent of GadThus, the morally good/bad is determined

by reference to God’s nature; the morally
will. ©

Following in the footsteps of Adanes al.,Craig is a prominent example of an evangelical
attempt to resolve the Euthyphro Dilemimga claiming to be a divine command theorist, while
simultaneously changing several essential featurBsvaie Command Theoryas it has been
historically knownCr a i g :VeluntrstBivine Command Theorwill be critically assessed

on three basesnethodologicatlarity; theologicalstrength; andypologeticeffectiveness.

3Craig,Reasonable FaitH,81.

Ybid., 491.

®’Kevin Harris, and William Lane Craig, host s,
Faith Podcast (MP3 podcadReasonablé&aith, January 4, 2015, accessed April 18, 2016,

http://www.reasonablefaith.org/treuthyphredilemmaonceagain.

®Craig,Reasonable Faithl81-182.
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Methodological Clarity

Craig argues that his deductive moriml ar gu
commi t hi wulat accoumt of'the aetattomship between God and moral values or
d ut i However, it appearatface value that his argument is distinctly aaiuntarist. That is
tosay;thed i r st premi se does not assert trhoaat i f God
values and duties would not exist. It simply asserts that moral values andadutidsiot exist
if God did not exist. Tiis might imply some sort divine Command Theorybut only
tangentially. Despite the nrespaisedoihe &Eghypprb t hi s f
Dilemma reveals that rettempts taffirm a type ofDivine Command Theorthat is noR
voluntarist. This is the first hint that Craig is using divine command terminology in-a non
standard way.

Craig’ s met hod oVoludaestDevineoGQoimnmagd Theiorgegins avith
his understanding of the Euthyphro Dilemma. Craig correctly views the Euthyphro Dilemma as a
metaethical challenge. However, his interpretation of the dilemma is too narrow, since it is
applied to moral valuerol vy . He notes, “The objection, first
Euthyphro,goes as follows: either something is good because Goditwidiselse God wills it
because §Thisis notthg stamdard Way of framing the Euthyphro Dilemma. Fiest, th
dilemma clearly calls for a proper basis for morality as a whatber than merely on rightness.
The dilemma does not make the distinction between moral values and moral obligations and
duties. While this distinction is a legitimate distinction, ih@ helpful in responding to the

dilemma.

"Craig,Reasonable FaitH,81.
8bid.
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Secondthe standard and accurate way of understanding the voluntarist horn includes the
i mplication that God’ s ¢ omm@raigl snderstagiohgbféhe ar bi t r
voluntarist horn of the dilema is only partially correct. Haffirmsthat a consequence of
embracing the voluntarist horn of the dilemim&hat one must affirm that moral values are
arbitrary® Consequently, on thigew, God could have just as easily commanded evil actions,
and theg would be good simply by virtue of God commanding them. Therefore, Craig cannot
embrace this horn of the dilemntdowever, he does not se¢mapply this understanding to
moral obligations and duties in the same way that he applies it to moral values.
Third, Craigmisconstrueshe nonvoluntarist horrof the Euthyphro Dilemmaddle
understands the implication of the reoluntarist horn to be an affirmation of a moral standard
that is independent of God, which .““Craiger mi nes
thinksthat embracing the newoluntarist horn of the Euthyphro Dilemma is to embrace
Atheistic Moral Platonism, which affirms the existence of eternal abstract moral entities that
exist logically prior to and independent of God. This interpigtadf the norvoluntarist horn in
incorrect on two accounts. First, the parluntarist horn does not commit the theist to a moral
standard logically prior to or independent of God. The-vwantarist horn merely commits the
theisttoamoral standardda cal |y pri or t o canmandsSetang byndent of
affirming the norvoluntarist horn, one does not necessarily affirm Atheistic Moral Platonism.
There is nothing about the newluntarist horn that necessarily commits the Christian to Moral

Platonism.

Craig,Reasonable FaitH,81.
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Finally, basedan his misinterpretatiorof the dilemma, Craig proposes a third way that
grounds moral value in the moral nature of God, and grounds moral obligations and duties in the
divine commands of God as a necessary expression wiong nature. Craig calls this third way
the NonVoluntaristDivine Command Theor}

In addition to migterpretingthe force and point of the Euthyphro Dilemma, Craig
appears to mgthemain thrust of th®ivine Command Theor\at least as it has beerpressed
by a majority of scholars from the scholastics to modern moral philosGpaig is correct in his
understanding of the metaethical nature of the Euthyphro Dilemma. He is also correct in his
understanding of the metaethical nature of the Stardiarde Command Theory
Unfortunately, Craigs descri ption seems to beDvimd odds wi
Command TheoryThe Standar®ivine Command Theorig primarily concerned with
explaining the basisf moral values, obligations, and dutiésdoes notnerelyseek to explain
the basis for moral obligations and duti€s.remove moral values from the explanatory scope of
the Standar@®ivine Commandrheory, is to remove a necessary feature of the theory. This
modification also requires the naneist to adopt nestandard divine command terminology.
Craig refers to his position ad\@n-VoluntaristDivine Command Theorywhich appears to be a
contradiction m terms. It is notvoluntarist in the sense that moral goodness is not grounded in
the God’' s c¢ o mbiane @anmank Theoriyi the sense that moral obligations and
duties are grounded i n DGinedCommamdoheorgoasdos . The St

necessarily make this distinction. This is evidenced not only by a review of the historical

UYHarrisand Craig; The Eut hyphr o Di |l e mmgust3l€Q@16,Agai n, ” acc
http://www.reasonablefaith.org/theuthyphredilemmaonceagain.
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literaturebut al so by Crai g’ s o0 wuthackhamawhicheQraigz at i on
attempts to avoid by groumymo r a | goodness e God’s mor al na-t
By mischaracterization dhe nonvoluntarist horn of the Euthyphro Dilemma
demonstrates that Craig’'s methodol ogy begins
mischaracterizingpivine Command TheoryCraig creates a nuanced position that is not
reconcilable wth the majority historical position. This creates unnecessary ambiguity for those
who are familiar with the Standazlvine Command Theoryn addition to methodological
clarity, Cr a g ' -¥oluhtaristDivine Command Theorgnust be tested for theologicsttength.
I n other words, Craig’ s theory must be abl e t
associated with the Standdddzine Command Theory
Theological Strength
Cr ai g :Veluntarstbivine Command Theorselies upon grounding moral values in
God’s unchanging mor al nature. Fuwthherhmdirfd,owC
necessarily fr o+ ohHisd irmmaral hruatawri @¢,y” s®Qramr al ob
not only hopes to resolve the Eytinro Dilemma,but also seeks to parry the Arbitrariness
Objection and the Vacuity Objection. These objections are intended to show that the Christian
must abandon one or more essential doctrines to Christian tiidistmoldsto a divine
command concepin of ethicsThe t heol ogi cal strength of Crai

by its ability to address the Arbitrariness Objection and the Vacuity Objection.

2evin Harris, and William Lane Craig, hosts,
Reasonable Faith Podcast (MP3 podc&gonable Faith January 4, 2015, accessed April 18, 2016,
http://www.reasonablefaith.org/theuthyphredilemmaonceagain.

BCraig, “The I ndispengabikciatyFoundiheobagi t€alr M
URL=http://www.leaderru.com/offices/billcraig/docs/meden.html.
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The most potent and frequent objection to the Staridside Command Theorig the
ArbitrarinessObjection.Of course the Arbitrariness Objection is at the heart of the Euthyphro
Dilemmaas it has been historically understo®tiis objection ultimately seeks an explanation
for objective moral values, obligations, ashaties. Itargues that if divine commands constitute
moral values, obligations, and duties, then God must arbitrarily assign moral qualities to actions.

If it were not so, there would be some logically prior reason(s) for God to command or prohibit

an action. Conseg@utly, it would be those reasons thanstitutemor al i ty, not God’ s
Baggett and Walls characterize the Arbitrarin
Go d’ ssoistheysole reason for the morality of an action, then thereré&agson that slavery

or genocide i s wr onCraigatemptsto 9pli the hernsofdsh@ma nd . ”
Eut hyphro Dil emma and avoid the Arbitrariness
unchanging nature. Craig claims:

On classicatheism,G o d dwa holy and perfectly good nature supplies the absolute

standard against which all actions and dec

what Pl ato called the ‘ Good."’ He is the | o

loving, generous, justafthful, kind and so fort??

Craig continues by arguing that God’s command
and that these commands *“f | &@Graighepestsasbgr i | y fr o
grounding moral val wandclaming tha hiscoormamdefow ar y nat u
necessarily from this nature, that his theory can avoid arbitrariness. Assuming that Craig is

correct, and God’s nature iIis the proper basis

Dilemmabut merely redirets its aim. The dilemma can be aimed at moral obligations and

¥Baggett and WallGood Godl 34.
Moreland and Craig?hilosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldw, 491.

¥1bid.
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duties, and it can be aimed at moral values as individual parts of moral philosophy as a whole.
The Euthyphro Dilemma-as applied to moral obligations and dutiesskstwo distinct
guestions. Israactmorally wrong because a morally perfect God prohibits it, or does a morally
perfect God prohibit the act because it is monatlgng?Craig claimghat moral obligations are
duties are “grounded i n t hCeaigdffrmsthatanactsmmands . ”
morally wrongjust becaus&od prohibits it. This solution is susceptible to the Arbitrariness
Objection.

Craig claims to avoid the Arbitrariness Ob
necessarily from his moral nature. This migpeak to the necessary goodness of the command,
but it does not adequately address the Arbitrariness Objection. First, this perspective implies that
one only has an obligation to refrain from evil acts whand only when-a divine command
has beenissuedoFr exampl e, God’ s mudamayrflav necessarigf r ai n f
from his morally perfect character, but the obligation to refrain framderdoes not exist until
the command to refrain fromurderi s made. So the commankt s good
t he ¢ o mmaness apparently .MNot only does this appear to be wildly unintustinet
alsointroduceghe question of motivation. What reason does God have for prohimtindef?
If there is some moral quality inherentnturdert hat moti vates God’ s prohi
gual ity that grounds one’s obligation and dut
God’s commands constitute one’ s oruldderigati ons a
prohibited because thetoofmurderd o es not comport with God’s pel

However, this viewsnurderin moral terms that are inherent to the #d€raig responds by

saying that God prohibits murder because the
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natue, then it would seem that theghtnesds also grounded ithe something other than the

commanditselfThi s al so undercuts Craig’' s stated posi
The Euthyphro Dilemma can also be aimed at the grounding for moral values. For

example, one might ask wiher being loving, generous, just, faithful, and kind are morally good

because God possesses these qualities, or does God possess these qualities because they are

morally good. This introduces the Vacuity Objection as applied to moral values. The Vacuity

Objection asserts that if God is the ultimate standard for moral goodness, then the statement

“God is good,” SisnottAa ansd udD,Nngorargmuetsy.t hat Cr ai g

assumes that it is good to be loving, generous, just, faithful,indddo this argument begs the

question if it is supposeldCrtani gs’hso w etshpadtn soeb jteoc
chall enge begins with an Ansel mian appeal to
classical theism holds that if God exsishe exists necessarfyF or Cr ai g, God’ s nec¢

existence ensures that his moral qualisiesh agove, generosity, justice, faithfulness)d
kindnessare necessary, thus placing God as the moral standard by which all moral value is
measured. This thought to avoid the Vacuity ObjectibhHowever, this approach has not
persuaded theiswich as Wes Morriston and atheists such as SiAmotstong andleremy

Koons for exampleMorriston claims to not see the ultimate difference between groundisg th

moral qualities in a concrete objetichassod as opposed to abstract p

YSinnottAr mst rong, “Why Traditional Theism Cannot
Morality,” 104. This objection is al sbiinei ghl i ghte
Command Theory r om E ut h ylgShandMboiristal,7 7“ Mu s t There Be a Stand
Goodness Apartl3rom God?” 127

¥Craig, “This Most Gruesome Guest,” 170.

¥Moreland and Craig?hilosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldvie41.
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can still ask which stopping point is preferable. If we have to stop somewhere, why not stop with

the special combination of love and justice that mak€wapd * s mor ai®® character ?’
One of the more prominent objections raised by Stronstrong, Morriston, and

Koons is the ¥cuity Objectionl n r e s p 0o n s e -VdluotariStDiane Gomsiantll o n

Theory Koonsnot es, “Then what dosesgoiotd?melatn dtooe ssna yt tr

is just, or loving—His goodness is prior to the goodness of these featilBeshe property of

goodness, as it applies to GodZ%XUlimately @algisf f er en

forced to assert that one mp®sita “ me t agndmyosl ultimate, [an] explanatory

st oppi rSinge Ciaig ¢concéives of God as the greatest conceivable being, then God is

the most “plausible stopping point” to explai

Objection intwo distinct ways. First, Craig claims that the Vacuity Objection is an objection

regarding moral semantics, whereas the issue at hand is one of moral grounding. Craig claims:

Divine Command Theorig not a semantical theory about the meaning of the Englis

word ‘good.’ It is an ontological or metap
values, and it identifies the good with God himsditfie divine command theorist
semantically uses the word ‘good’ i n the s

use the word?
While Craig is ultimately correct regarding the emphasis of the Euthyphro Dilemma, the Vacuity
Objection is a reasonable challenge to either attributing goodness to God or identifying goodness

with God. Therefore, it seems appropriate thatModified Divine Command Theorinclude

Morriston  “ Must There Be a Standard of Moral Good]
2lKoons, “Can God’ Bivine Ganthand SheorfyS aovne Etuhtehy phr o?” 18
22Kevin Harris, and William Lane Craig, host s,

Reasonable Faith Podt#s1P3 podcast)Reasonable FaithJanuary 4, 2015, accessed April 18, 2016,
http://www.reasonablefaith.org/treuthyphredilemmaonceagain.
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some explanation of what is meant by the phra
entails God is the ultimate standard for goodness. In light of this, i@aigles a more robust
response to the Vacui9b j ecti on in gener al and Koons’ argt
distinction that Koons makes in his article. Koons observes a distinction between what he calls
“expl anlay’i omasd “-ohk a¥Kodnadaiifiesn s

Even if explanationsvhy come to amnd,and no further reasons can be given at this

point, it does not follow thadt this pointhere can be no further explanatiemisat. For

we should still be able to explain what something is even if we can givetherfur

explanation for why it is the way that it3.
Craig presses this distinction into service for his own view of God. Oni#vis God is the
explanatory stopping point, and there is no furthgrlanatioawhy for the goodness of
propertiessuch agove, mercy, justicéCr ai g adds, “you can still ex
loving, kind, merciful, generous, and so forth. That would bexatanatioawhat, but not an
explanatioawhy. 2 Craig then shifts his argument and proposes theism as the pkstation
for objective mor al obligations and duti es. H
forthesewhye x pl anations,” but Morriston cl ai®ns t hat
Craig argues that grounding moral values andeduh abstract Platonic fornsgemimplausible

for three reasons. First, Craig makes an appe

to comprehend this view. What does it mean to say, for example, that the moralusticeust

oons, “Can God’ PBivine Ganhand Sheorf/S aovne Etuhtehy phr o?” 19
2bid.
®KevinHar i s, and William Lane Craig, hosts, “The

Reasonable Faith Podcast (MP3 podc&stgsonable Faithlanuary 4, 2015, accessed May 27, 2016,
http://www.reasonablefaith.org/treithyphredilemmaonceagain.

Ibid.
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e x i £hs?des noseemobea convincing reason to reject w
Mor al Pl atonism.” After all, that a concept i
challenges the notion that a blind evolutionary proeesdd have produceschoral values and
duties that corresportd these previously existing abstract forfighis response seems to
assume that if one were to affirm the existence of Platonic forms, one is necessary committed to
Atheism and Darwinism. Third, and most persuasivajgomentions that it is difficult to
conceive of moral values and duties existing without people. Craig intuits that a person is just
and a person can act justly only within the context of a relationship or society. Just as moral
values are person depentiat would appear consistent to view moral obligations and duties as
persondependent as well. While Craig appears to avoid the Vacuity Objection by grounding
moral values in the divine nature, he is not able to avoid the Arbitrariness Objection as applied to
moral obligations and duties precisely because he grounds them ia civinmands.
Explanatory Scope

Presumably, Craig’s respmeast@tleastonpatttbe Eut hyp
persuade the neteist to abandon naturalistic attempts to ground moral values. Furthermore,
Cr ai g :vduntdtistbivine Command Theorstat es t hat “ God’ s mor al n
us in the form of divine commands, W68iahgc®ens
theory— i k e Aid maxrtsicably tied to his theory of moral values. In other words, one
must remember thatisi not God’ s commands that wultimately

duties,bubgoodGod’ s commands that wulti matelAlgo ground

2%Craig,Reasonable Faithl78.
3%bid., 179.

3Moreland and Craig?hilosophical Foundations for A Christian Worldvie4®1.
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Craig explicitly s toastteteu rmdnabdutieszaaddobligation&s mma n d s
previously notedconstitutess ndi cat es t hat G-ondking ratbestmramaghtd ar e r
indicating. Once agairginnottArmstrong elaborates on the general philosophical meaning of
constitute

As philosophers normally use this term, it signals a g&ng relation. If a divine

command constitutes our moral duty not to rape, for example, then what makes it morally

wrong to rape is just that God commanded us not to rape. Moreover, whenever God

commands us to do (or not to do) any act, we have a masatado (or not to do) that

act®
Adams and Craig would require that this definitb@modified to include the essentially good
nature of God. Consequently, this modification would exclude the possibility of the hypothetical
example offered by Sinne&rmstrong, but it does not change the definitioraifstitute Third,
Craig implies that Go d'n®roslobligatonsdard datiesnGdigi t ut e
makes this point explicitly by elaborating on his account of moral obligations and duties:

A is required of Sf and only ifa just and loving God commands S to do A.

A is permitted for Sf and only ifa just and loving God does not commanis 8ot do A

A is forbidden to Sf and only ifa just and loving God commands S not toAd®
With these three considerations in mind, one can begin to assess the apologetic effectiveness of
Cr ai g -:Veluntarstbivine Command Theoty Cr ai g’ s t heory partiall
Arbitrariness and Vacuity Objections by appealing to God as the explantiorgte for moral
values, but his theory of moral obligations and duties it is still susceptible to other serious
objections.

| f it i s assumed t hat God’' s comdubesjds const

stands to reason that one must have s@istegnic access to the divine command before the

%SinnottAr mstrong, “Why Traditional Theism Cannot
Morality,” 106.
3¥Crai gMosThiGs ues ome EmphasBadgedt s, ” 172.
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obligation is considered binding. The Epistemic Objection asserts that even if moral obligations

and duties are grounded in divine commands, it does not necessarily mean that one can know
whether or not Gotlas commanded or prohibited a particular action. The Epistemic Objection
assumes that as a mature moral agent, one can discover moral truth through means other than

divine commands. Craig agrees that there are mechanisms by which one can discover the good
and the right. He notes, “1, too, can affirm..
conscience, which enables them to &iscover fo
Surprisingly,this appears to be a tacit admission thatitgfgnessévrongnes®f the acis based

insomet hing other than the divine command. Cr a
challenge, whereas the Euthyphro Dilemma ieetaethicat h al | enge. He <c¢l ai ms,
is that theism is necessary for there to lmeahgoods and duties, not that it is necessary for us to

di scern the mor al g o & th shis eesponsedGragpemssto e hoat t her e
taking into consideratiothe epistemic implications of his position. ModifiBdzine Command
Theorystae s t hat God’s commands constitute one’ s n
commands natwurally entail a speaker/ hearer re
entails some aspect of moral epistemology. Interestingly, Craig admits that daewvamoral

truths without a specific divine command. Craig supports this position by appealing to passages

such aRomans 2:1415, which claims that the moral law is written on the hearts of mankind. In

other words, in the absence of a divine commandcanenake moral decisions and be held
accountablé® Once again, this position is inconsistent with the idea that an act is

required/forbidden/permitteiland only ifa loving God commands it.

%Craig, “This Most Gruesome of Guests,” 172.

*bid.
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Related to the Epistemic Objection is the Moral Authority Cipac The Moral
Aut hority Objection asks, “Why must one obey
one had Epistemic Access to a divine commandnaght still ask what makes the command
authoritative. Walter Sinnermstrong claims that there atteree standard theistic answers to
this question: “We owe God grast.Gdd dteh d ofratch eera
k n o ws ¥ IsiansttArnistrong and Antony deny that these reasons generate moral authority,
or warrant obedienc®.0n their view, thanere fact that God created humanity, will punish
humanity, or knows more than humanity may pro
commands, but this implies that one would obey God for prudential reasons rather than for the
fact that the act in questiongsod or right. While Craig does not respond directly to these
objections made by Sinnetr mst r ong and Antony, his view i mp
should be obeyed because he is “essentifally c
His respmse relies upon his view that God is the Good. Again Craig could reply that the
challenge regarding moral motivation is one that is altogether foreign to the Euthyphro Dilemma.
Furthermore, it is not entirely Ilnowedge, addow t he
goodness do not adequately generate moral aut
appeal to God himself and not his divine commands. This appears to weaken-Melhuarist
Divine Commandrheory, since the moral authority must be grounded in something other than

the divine command itself.

®Craig, “This Mostl68&Gruesome of Guests,”
¥SinnottAr mstrong, “Why Traditional Theism Cannot
Morality,"” 108.

*#bid.

%°Craig,Reasonable Faithl82.

125



An i mportant feature of any mor al phil osop
with the proper moral motivation. The Moral Autonomy Objection asdeats/bluntarism
removes one’' s Baggettand Wallgot egamplenglaimthét Rat her t han

carefully thinking through issues on their own, voluntarists simply consult the relevant command

or allegedly sacred te®As tmotfdd de drhleiiar ,macCrcaii ¢
that God’s commands constitute one’s mor al ob
obliged to | ove one’s neighbor, not because o

one’ s nei ¢glybesause Godiedmmandea ji. Sinsdit mst r ong obj ect s t
theory by comparing to childish, or immature moral behavior. Sinadttmstrong claims:
Divine Command Theorgnakes morality childish. Compare a small boy who thinks that
what makes it motly wrong for him to hit his little sister is only that his parents told him
not to hit her and will punish him if he hits her. As a result, this little boy thinks that, if
his parents leave home or die, then there is nothing wrong with hitting hisibtie.
Maybe some little boys think this way, but surely we adults do not think that morality is
anything like this*!
SinnottArmstrong andthersargue that obedience for obedience sake simply reduces morality
to an “infanti | e”somhy”Ctaig respbndsitosthis’objettion by dismsding | o

it as anad hominenor consensugentiumfallacy** While there may be an element of this in the

initial presentation, the observation still has some force. Even though Craig is inconsistent on

40Baggett and WallsGood Godl 35.

ASinnottAr mst rong, “Why Traditional Theism Cannot
Morality,” 1009.
42For an example of this argument see Patrick Ne®etii t h, “ Mor al i ty: Rel i gi

in Readings in the Philosophy of Religion: An Analytic Apprq&etglewood Cliffs: Prenticélall,
1974).

“Craig, “This Most Gruesome of Guests,” 185 n9
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this point, he argues that the mature Christian is able to maka decision in the absence of a
clear command from God.

The final and perhaps most popular objection to the Modidi®the Command Theory
is known as the Abhorrent Command Objection. E8ena i g “VeluntdristBDivine
Command Theoris not immune to this objection. If God has moral authority for any of the
reasons mentioned above, and one is obliged to obey his commands for these reasons, how does
one reconcil e Godthsvhaeappea to beiabhbrreg commands? Examples
often cited include, but are not limited to, the flood accountin Genésis6 God’ s r equest
Abrahamsacrificehis son Isaac in Genesis 22, and the Canaanite genocide of Deuteronomy 7
and 20*

Craigecogni zes that “these stories offend out
command to kill the Canaanite peoples is jarpneciselybecause it seems so at odds with the
portrait of Yahweh, | srael’ s Go ®Craigvdspondstoi s p a
this objection in two ways. First, Craig argu
impossibility on his view. In other wordsecause Got$ essentially goed-assuming this is not
a vacuous statemerit excludes the possibility of himommanding anything evil. Furthermore,

Craig argues thatince God is holy and loving, not only is it impossible for God to command
anything evil, it is impossible for God to have moral duties and obligations. Craig notes

According to the version of dimie c ommand et hi cs which 17" ve
duties are constituted by the commands of

4For examples see, David T. Lanod Behaving Badly: Is the God of the Old Testament
Angry, Sexist and RacisfRowners Grove: InterVarsity, 2011); Christopher Wrighth e Go d | Donoét
Understand: Reflections on Tough Questions of H@ttand Rapids: Zondervan, 2008); and Eric Seibert,
Disturbing Divine BehaviofMinneapolis: Fortress Press, 2009).

“William Lane Craig, *“ RBdasonabeFaigAugust6, 200 acceSadnaani
May 6, 2016, http://www.reasonablefaith.org/slaugltiethe-canaanites.
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issue commands to Himself, He has no moral duties to fulfill. He is certainly not subject
to the same moral obligations amahibitions that we aré®

Second, Craig argues that this objection is t
biblical passages with no attempt whatsoever to understand [the examples given] in their
theocratic and¥'lthiss tCoraii gdls hwormptee xth.at a proper
will demonstrate that God had *“ fidawaverlby suf fi c
Craig’ s own admission, not only does God not
not needmorally sufficient reasons for his commands. What is more, if taermorally

sufficientreasons or one’ s mor al obliganbonsSodhd—dommaas

would be the basis for one’s moral obligation
Ul ti mat el y-Volu@taristDivgng GomManad Theory is weak for three distinct

reasons. First, Craig’ s overal/l met hodol ogy ¢
command terminology in a nestandard way. Second, his theory attempts to avoid the

Arbitrariness Objectionbg r oundi ng mor al value i n God’s mor.
moral obligations are grounded in divine commands which are necessary expressions of his

nature. Yet, this element of his theory is not able to avoid arbitrarimedstrangelyesembles

the voluntarism that Craig seeks to avoid. Finally, Craig fails to adequately respond to the

Epistemic Objection, Moral Authority Objection, Moral Autonomy Objection, and Abhorrent

Command Objection. While it is true that the Euthyphro Dilemnes amt directly address

%Cr ai g, “ $lhau Chtné&tp/ivavit.reasandblefaith.gislaughteof-the-
canaanites.
“Craig, “This Most Gruesome of Guests,” 186 n?9
“Crai g, “Slaughter of the Canaanit esofthe URL=ht t
canaanites.
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many of these areas, this should not preclude an adequate answer for other salient features of
morality such asnoral epistemology, moral authoriignd moral autonomy

David Baggett and Jer DiyineCommahThdory '’ Mor e Def

Baggett and Wall s’ contribution to divine
and thoughtful work by evangelicals to date. Unsatisfied with both historical and contemporary
attempts to respond to the Euthyphro Dilemma, Baggett and Wallis #rat the Christian theist
is at a clear crossroads. “I1f the moral argum
Walls observe, “the Euthyphro Dilemma and the
ethics must be answered, eitbgrabandoning voluntarism altogether or by offering a more
defensible version dbivine Command Theory* Of course, Baggett and Walls argue that a
more defensible version of Divine Command Theory is able to save the moral argument for
God’' s existence.

Clearly, Baggett and Wall s uetedreneshd and t hat
success or failure of the moral argument for
for God’s existence, Baggett and n\Waihfdreicer e as on
to the best explanatiof.In other words, they do not rely upon premises that ensure a necessary
and particular conclusion. Rather, they propose that theism is the best explanegidaiof
“sal i ent P'Bagget andl Wdllsacmitthat their more defensibl@ivine Command

Theoryis able to withstand the various challenges associated witdinelardivine

4Baggett and WallsGood God 37.
S0Baggett and WallsGod and Cosmo45.

*1bid.
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Command TheoryThe following will show thatheir theoryis only able to do so when it
resembles &lon-Voluntarist Theory.
Methodological Clarity
The strengths and weaknesses of Baggett an
Euthyphro Dilemmareb est under stood within the context
existence. Unlike Craig, Baggett and Walls aseabductivenoral argument. Whil€ r ai g’ s
deductive moral argument guarantees the concl
abductive argument makes a more modest claim.
While the method they utilize in providing a more defensible versi@iwhe
Command Thery is sufficiently clear, thegftenuse divine command terminology in a Ron
standard way and misconstrue the wofuntarist horn of the Euthyphro Dilemma, as
historically understoodl'her method bgins bymaking a firm distinction between moral
goodnes and moral rightne$éThey <cl arify this position by ad
(moral goodness) is distincthonvoluntarist but our deontic theory (of moral obligatjas
not...w ewill defend a version aDivine Command Theor+not of moral goodnes(axiology),
but of moral rightness (deontic mattersh our continuing effort to bolster the moral
argumentThi s strategic move is consistent with
InadditonBagget t Bivirce CoManhnld Sheorgf moral obligations argues
that God freely issues commands that are consistent with his moral nature, and by virtue of his

mor al authority, c¢create obligations. Unlike C

52Baggett and WallsGood God 249, n3. Baggett and Walls note tAd&ton sSortie
Suggestions for Di vwanse tChoemmaontdi vTahteioorni sftosr, "t hi s a n
DivineCo mmand Theory to mor al obligations.”

*3bid., 104105.
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commands as necessary commands, but rather, s o me ¢ a $*&wthefmorp, Baggett a | . ”
and Walls argue that moral truths, of the normative type, are obligatory because they are issued
by a mor al aut hority. Morality authority, by
knowledge, and h a r a°dtisémpartant to note two significant issues at this point in their
met hodol ogy. First, Baggett and Walls’ <c¢cl aim
exposes their view to the Arbitrariness Objection. Sedoydyguing that moral olglations and
duties are wultimately grounded in God’'s mor al
nonvoluntarist basis for moral obligations and duties.

Baggett and Walls’' approach is offered as
from morality, and a more defensible versiorDo¥ine Command Theoryn some instances,
their method i s an iI mprovement ’ctatedymargung s . Fo
from abduction allows the Christian theist make a more modest claim thah GAlthough
Cr a idegducsve argumentmaybesound Baggett and Walls simply a
is the best explanation for moral fad&esumably, theontheistsis more likely concedéhis
pont Craig’s deduct i v eexistemge sequires thgndmisttot f or God’
essentially affirm that if God did not exist, objective moral values and duties would not exist.
This position causasontheistssuch ag?aul Kurtz to immediately cry foul by noting that
“Mi Il Il'i ons of epreeopglne ad @ emrcstontad! iGod ..but they do

mor aPPToybe fair, Craig’s first premise is not

>Baggett and Wall§G00dGod, 120.Baggettand Wal | s gi ve the exampl e
give 10 percent of ones’ income to the poor, and
percent hey argue that both would have been consisten
claiming that the command to give 10 percent is not a necessary moral truth.

*lbid., 123.
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of objective mor al val ues and duti es, rat her
response is indicative of the need for a more strategic method.

Baggett and Wall s’ approach i $heisnore strate
recognize certain moral facts about reality, and then argues that God is the best explanation for
thosefat s. They believe that abducti ve” raedaissoni ng
to be pr ef e rthatendturalismean sa/ acghingnof motalit§ Baggett and Walls
intentionally recognize the “beauty” of Craig
this approach “dismisses @briauslyathisiseettdinlymad t heo
inviting than the alternative, not mattesw valid and sound the deductive argument might be.

While Baggett and Walls suggest a more strategic moral argument, there are some
significant methodological weaknesses that remain. It is clear that Baggett and Walls understand
that to affirm the voluntast horn of the dilemma is to hold that moral value is grounded in
God’s commands. They claim, “The first horn o
commands determine the nature of goodrfess, an
However, this interpretation is too narrow. The voluntarist horn of the dilemma istrteean

includebothmoralvalues and moral obligations and duties.

Paul Kurtz, “The Kurtz/ Craig DeubgahtPe€Goodhess Go o dn:
without God Good Enough? A Debate on Faith, Secularism, and E¢ticRobert K. Garcia and Nathan
L. King (New York: Rowman & Littlefield Publishers, Inc., 2009), 25.

S’Baggett and WallsGod and Cosmo$7.

8 bid.

9bid., 78.

®Baggett and WallsGood God 33.
132



On the other hand, Baggett and Walls believe that for oa#fitm the nonvoluntarist
horn of the dilemra commits one to grounding moral values in something independent of God.
They note, “The second horn of the dil bynma su
virtue of God’s choosi ng"%Consequemly)Baggbtt aldalist i s a
frame the dilemma in such a way that one must either embrace voluntarism, or affirm some
standard of moral goodness independent of Goate again, this appears to be a
misinterpretation of the newoluntarist horn of the Euthyphro DilemnB2y Bagget and Wal | s
ownaccount, the Christian theist is left either to face the various objections associated with
voluntarism, or affirm that “morality is i1inde
i s ac c dPilhigcantalsocbe seeninthe fdcatt hey refer to Antony’ s
independence tGuidelWiy Thaonyds ekagnplas of'the nealuntarist horrf?
Baggett and Wall s’ f i r s amismé&tprietatidnooftliegi cal we
voluntarist and nowoluntarist horn. It hs been demonstrated that voluntarism is an attempt to
baseboth moral value and moral obligations and dutiethe commands of God. If voluntarism
i's just that moral ity itenndnedluatarism isnatte viewthaGo d’ s
morality is determined by something other than God, but rather the view that morality is
determined by s omeconmmandsBaggett and Walls hinhanthisEolwtionor
mor al value, when they claim that dluntaristr e i s a
account of the Good and a divine independence theory. Goodness can ultimately depend on God

even if it does not SThipietergtetaton anGapplicai@mec o mmand s .

¢1Baggett and WallsGood God 33.
62|hid., 4546.

®3bid., 38-39.
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exactly right.However, they do not seem to acknowledge thasémee cold also applyto moral
obligations.

Baggett and Walls’ first methodol dhgarycal we
trades on a commitment to the segregation of moral values and moral obligations. Indeed, it is
this sharpdistinction that presumably allows the Christian theist to split the horns of the
dil emma. Baggett and Walls’ view is that *“ God
determine which actions among those that are
commands determinelwat °' s mor al ly obligatory, but not wh
embrace amonvoluntaristac count of the good and %Assanol unt ar i
example,Bggett and Walls argue that one nmdght *“gi
thus perform a good act, but they were certainly not obligated to act in thf§ Waig.is meant
to emphasize the fact that moral valde not necessarilgreatemoral obligations and duties
This distinction is then leveraged to bolster tiiErine Command TheoryHowever, once their
voluntarist account of the right is pressed for some basis, Baggett and Walls ultimately appeal to
some divine superlative, not the mere command of God.

Theological Strength

Foll owing Adams and @Dvina Cagnman® Bhgogetidsbn and Wa l

grounding moral value in Gdal claiming that God is good; perfectly good; and the Good

®Baggett and WallsGood Godg4.

®SIbid., 47.

®8lbid., 105.

®lbid,123. Baggett and Walls make the argument th
obl i gati ons, but his mor al authority is the basis
support God’'s mor al aut hority by aapdireedomilmothert o God
words, Baggett and WadbligaionsisGot himselft net his @mmasds.f or mor a
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itself 58 This is taken to mean that God not only acts in a morally good way, but whets e a
acts perfectly. What is more, God himself is the G&mwhsequently, Baggett and Walls claim to
avoid not only the Arbitrariness Objection with thesponsebut the Vacuity Objection as well.
The following will assess thetheoriestheological stengthby evaluating who it withstands
these two objections.
As wi t h CvolantagstDsvineNCommand Theory Baggett and Wal | s
defensible version ddivine Command Theorgnust be examined for any theological
weaknesses that might prevent @faristian theist from adopting their proposed solution to the
Euthyphro DilemmaSince their approach ivine Command Theorgequires that onmakes
an immediate distinction between the basis for moral value and the basis for moral obligations
and dutiesone must assess th#ieoriesto navigate theological objectiaria the early chapters
ofGoodGodBaggett and Wall s’ begin by establishing
similar to Adams and Craig’'s appmBaggetdnd The An
Walls call the view of the philosophers. This approach emphasipg®ri reasoning to discover
truths about God. ®y contrastthis with the Christian view-or better put-biblical view of
God that isa posterioriin its discovery of truths aut God. The former relies on reason and
rationality, while the latter relies on divine revelatfSn.
To their credit, Baggett and Waltsake it cleathat these two approaches are not
mutually exclusive, and that oond”y eax c'lnuade sowd yk

conception of God®°However, it’'s not the points of congr

®8Baggett and WallsGood God180.
®Ibid., 50-54.

bid., 54.
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but rather the points of contention. Therefore, Baggett and Walls theological conception of God
will be assessed on two particular psiof tension between an Anselmian view of God and a
biblical view of God. The first will be the theological tension created by the Arbitrariness
Objection as applied to moral goodness and moral rightness, and the second will be the
theological tension créad by Vacuity Objection as applied to moral goodness and moral
rightness.

Baggett and Walls provide a robust account
of t he wdhegadmitghat@mAnselmian conception of God affirms that God is
“mai mally perfect in eflemyt twaiyr, e sitcil mat in@gn moGa
refer to God being morally good, perfectly good, recognizably good, and necessarily good.

Their wultimate position is r ehdnoaltgoognessiof Adam
“God’s own | oving &G@ahsequentlyaany finite gobd iscrteralyamct er . 7
intimation of the infinite good (i.e., God). Again, it is thought that this strategic shift in

grounding moral goodness in the character of Gasdhe added benefit of avoiding the

Arbitrariness Objection and the Vacuity Objection.

The Arbitrariness Objection recognizes that if moral goodness is determined by no other
reason than God’s commands, t hen measoaslforgoodne
the moral goodness of an action, then the moral goodness of that action would be grounded in
those reasons and not God’'s commands. Baggett

determined by God’s commands,r .budo dd est ecrhmairmecd e

"Baggett and Wall51.
bid., 84.

“Ibid., 126.
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arbitrary but necessary. Baggett and Walls remind the reader that they are in agreement with
Adams and Craig when they affirm “that all of
Character, and thatlivine Command Theorjju st be bui lt on the found:
n at Ud*Baggett and Walls basis for moral values remains unscathed by the Arbitrariness

Objection. However, their basis for moral obligations and duties does not.

It is important, for the moment, toremembet hat on Baggett and Wal
morality of an action is wultimately grounded
commands are obligatory because they are good, and they are good because they are ultimately
refl ective o fhcteAddyet, bathansist that their @gontological theory is
distinctively voluntarist. This is not a standard understandirigjohe Command Theory
Nevertheless, the Arbitrariness Objection seems to still apply to this conception of moral
rightness since both Baggett and Walls hold t
admit that “if an Ansel mi an o@Gednintseclassi@my i n t h
Armini an sense, there’s excellent reason to t
coul d have Bkappearsithafohedsledt toteither affirm that moral rightness is
ul ti mately gr oun,heddhereby av@dy the Asbitrariness Cbjection,ror
affirm that that mor al rightness is ultimatel
subject to the Arbitrariness Objection. It seems that Baggett and &vaksiggesting that one
conceive of &ivine Command Theorgf moral rightness, where the rightness of the action is

notgr ounded in the command of God. Since Bagget

"“Baggett and WallsGoodGod, 126.
lbid.
®lbid., 120.
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deontic matters, e s’pitsseemsithattheir positiorasid subgedthei gat i ons
Arbitrariness Objection. Baggett and Walls wo
not arbitrary in that they are consistent with and grounded in his n@he®.response, however,
would not be consistent with a voluntarist accaefihord obligations and dutie§he
Ansel mian corrective does not save Baggett an
Arbitrariness Objection. I t maily comsistenuwitiehist hat G
divine natire, but it does not ensure theecessary moral trutkor example, Baggett and Walls
argue that “God has |l atitude, and®Thaynoteccasi on
that God could have commanded an eleven percent tithe instead of a ten percent tithe. While
both commandmay be necessarigyonsi st ent with God’s divine na
obligatoryness is not necessary. The Arbitrariness Objection asks fonssaby God chooses
to command &en percent tithe instead of an eleven percent titli&d commands a ten percent
tithe for some particular reason, that reason
than God’ s wil/ being the basis.

When applied t oDiBne Gogneantd Thaomlde VEcaity Obgettion
clamstmt i f God is the wultimate Good, then the ¢
vacuous. Baggett and Walls walk toward this objection and explicitly embrace the idea that the
goodness of God is “true “Baggett and Wadl arguethiaodei c at i o
“l eamgn sc dncept of goodness f r oomoldgicallyfubcbonst om up,

t op dUnother ords, when one speaks of the goodmsdicationof God, one is merely

""Baggett and WallsGoodGod, 47.
"8lbid., 120.

“Ibid., 126.
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referring to the epistemic process of learnimg toncept of goodness. However, when one
speaks of God being identical with the Good, one is referring to an ontological conception. So,
Baggett and Walls respond to the Vacuity Objection to moral goodness by claiming that the
objection makes a categoryr@ by confusing ontology with epistemologihe Vacuity

Objection can al so b e vouptgisttheoy of moral ightegse t t and

Baggett and Walls’ theory of mor al rightness
existunlesssod 1 ssues a command. I f an action’s mor
commands, then what is one to make tohefclalod’ s m
“God is morally right,” simply means God is ¢

Ifoneweretoado@aggett and Wal Diviné CommaneéThebgohee nsi bl e
woul d have to affirm that at | east i n some ca
adopting this conception @fivine Command Theory s t o af firm t hat God’ s
reduced tdautology and is ultimately vacuous. These objections only have strength if one is
committed to forcing a distinction between the good and the right as applied to the Euthyphro
Dil emma and then affirming that mandmdal goodnes
rightness is grounded in God’'s commands.
Explanatory Scope

The overall apologeti c ebDiineCadnmaneéTheogss of Ba
determined by aassessment that takes into account their methodological clarity, theological
strength, and their ability to respond to selected objections. It is not eti@mightheistic ethical
theorybetrue it must also be persuasive. It is obvious Baggett and Walltake the apologetic

enterprise seriously and the Gospel even moresord r t hel ess, whil e Bagge:

8Baggett and Walls<z00d God 129.
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approach has many strengths tleatve to advance the Modified Divine Command Thetrgir
overall apologetic effectiveness and strategy could be further strengthened.
Throughout their work, Baggett and Walls aressgve to and cognizant of the

connection between thdivine Command Theorsnd their abductive moral argument for

God’' s existence. Their use of abduction is pe
As noted earlier, the abductive morajar ment f or God’' s exi stence is
deductive argument for God’'s existence in tha

salient moral facts. It is not that Baggett and Walls deny the soundness of the deductive moral
argument, only thtat tendstostrongr m t he opposi ti on. Baggett an
inviting and appeals to tmmmonground that they share with the opposition.

Apart from being a different approach to t
Baggett and Wallalso make much of the distinction between moral value and moral obligations.
They argue that their theory of moral value is+votuntarist In other words, moral value is not
determined by God’s commands. On tnlise ot her ha
distinctivelyvoluntarist | n ot her words, moral obligations
commands. This distinction is proposed as the preferred path for those who wish to resolve the
Euthyphro Dilemma and yet remain divine command theoristsné sense, this distinction
appears to save Baggett and Walls from many of the objection associatewitinea
Command Theorgf moral goodness. Unfortunately, this distinction makes it difficult to
understand whether or not Baggett and Walls actgatlynd moral rightness in the commands
of God, or in the character of God.

If they mean that aact'smoral rightness is determined by its being consistent with the

morally perfect nature dbodand that this consistency is the reason that God command th
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action, then their theory of moral obligation is motuntaristat all. If this is the case, then
perhaps divine commands are not the best explanation for moral rightness. On the other hand, if
they mean that an act’ s ymobryalGordi’gsh tcnoensnsa nids, dteh
theory isvoluntarist but also subject to the Arbitrariness and Vacuity Objections.

At various points in theiversion ofDivine Command TheoryBaggett and Walls appeal
to the ontological/epistemological distinction. This distinction highlights the difference between
the order of being and the order of knowing.
certaintruthsdoes not necessariyct as the “ultimate grodhd or ¢
For example, Baggett and Walls leverage this distinction in ¢od@opose a solution to the
Vacuity Objection One might learn that goodness is a predication of God through experience,
butthis does not necessarily explain or challenge the claim that God is identified as the Good.
While this distinction performs some “heavy |
value, it is unclear why it cannot also be employed when explanargl obligations and duties
as well. The most natural application of this distinction to a theory of moral obligations would be
that one might come to know some moral obliga
necessarily mean adtdsé#e ulti@datelgroand or explanatiordfa moral
obligations. Baggett and Walls hint at moving in this direction, and this would be an appropriate
strategy, but it would ultimately be inconsistent witivine Command Theoryit is important to
keep in nind thatDivine Command Theorlgas traditionally been understood to answer the
ontological question, not the epistemological question, and the Euthyphro Dilemma asks what
makes an act good/right, not how we know an act is good/right. Therefore, if orteeis divine

command theorist, then one cannot employ this distinction in this way.

81Baggett and Walls<00d God 160.
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The confusion and ambiguity caused by Bagg
moral obligationsreate a distinalilemma. First, to ground moral obligations e tmorally

perfect character dbodis to propose a solution that is fundamentally different fiawine

Command TheoryAt variouspointsBaggett and Walls insist that
commands is backed by God’ satestbatthelultigateper f ect n
grounding for mor al rightness is something ot

that their theory of moral rightness is distinctivebtuntarist Second, if one were to ground
mor al obligati ons i nsmfGanewosld fal prayrtoavaridus objestians. u nt ar
An exampleof Baggett and Wallasmplicit struggle between voluntarism and ron
voluntarism helpillustrate the point. In an attempt to avoid a series of objections (the
Arbitrariness Objection, the Abhorrent Command Objection, and the Vacuity Objection) Baggett
and Walls claim that God’s c¢ommakmawvkedgeamhi | e no
goodness, thereby eliminating the possibility of God issuing maeghygnanor abhorrent
command$? This approach seems appealing at first glance, inhit consistent witthe
divine command conception of the riguite the opposite, is moreconsistent with a nen
voluntarist conception of the right, since morghtness of an act is grounded in Gosl
superlative nature.
Even though it is a step in the right direction for an evangelical approach to addressing
the Euthyphro Dilemm&aBaggettand Wal | s’° apol ogetic effectiven
Ironically, the element that would masbtablystrengthen their theory would be to abandon
Divine Command TheorgltogetherDoing so would require a minimal adjustment to their

theory since thg appear to ultimately ground moral obligations in the character of God rather

82Baggett and WallsGood Gog 126142.
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than the actual commands of God. Téagustmentvould also dovetail quite nicely with their
overall apologetic strategy, since using divine command language so often copijtives u
Ockhamistformulationt hey so desperately seek to avoid. V
represents the most thorough evangelical treatment of the relationship between God and
morality, their approach is gaining influence among other evaragéieologias, philosophers,
and ethicistsCopanand Flannagarepresenthe most current attempt to proposeigine
Command Theorgf moralobligations.
Paul Copan and Matthew Flaan g a Divine Command Theorgf Obligation

Copana n d F | awonkanghaistic ethics is another prominent evangelical example
of the Modified Divine Command TheddNony. Whil e
VoluntaristDivine Command Theoty t her e has been a noticeabl e
the last@cadeWh at i s most iIinteresting about Copan’s
Craig’ s work has had on his own position. 1In
grounding morality begins by appeedhHatang t o per
personalCreator, who made humaersonsn his image, serves as the ontological basis for the
existence of objective moral val u¥Supsequant al ob
to Craig, Baggett, and Céganlhdsamended mstpositiom toafirm n t o
that moral value is grounded in the characteggofl and moral obligationand duties are
groundedn the commands of God

Similar to theprevious two divine command theories, Copad Flannagén Bivine
CommandTlheorymust be evaluated for its methodological clarity, theological strength, and

apologetic effectiveness. Theire s ear ch brings to | ightDviaeddi ti or

8paul Copan, “The Thd ®atienhlity &f Theisnags. Pdaul, Copan amd Paul K.
Moser (New Yok: Routledge, 2003), 159.
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Command Theorfrom opposing views. Sind@eir approach so closely mars Craig, Baggett,
and Walls’, additional aadfaimagdnss rwislplonltse dgiov drh
Abhorrent Command Obijectian particular
Methodological Clarity

Copan’s early method begins with three pri
existence of objective morahlues, but halso affirms their propdrasicality Second, he argues
that a northeistic worldview isncapableof properly groundingttese objective moraklues,
and that theism is capable of grounding them
certain di ViFimaly, lperarguestmatthe &sthyphro Dilemma in no way
under mines God’s r el sduesamsiktieCop@anolsj eéatiitval ma
not unlike previous methods. Hegseswi t h a deducti ve moral ar gume
which takes the form ahodusponensHis argument is as follows:

1. If objective moral values exist, then God exists.

2. Objective moral values do exist.

3. Therefore, God exisfs.
As with any deductive argument, the soundness of the argument depends on the truth of its
premises. While it is important to demonstrate that naturalism is incapable of grounding
objective moralvales, pri mary emphasis wil/ be given t
theistic basis of objective moral values.

Copan begins by asserting that objective moral values are properly basic. By properly

basic, Copan means t hfautturefimdividual prefeaenae, omsoeio a “ pr o
8Copan, “The Moral Argument,” 149.
8bid.
8lbid.
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bi ol ogi c a¥ Inadditord, Qopan olaims’thabme moral beliefs are properly basic as
well,andthat i n t he absence of any decent defeaters
reason to®Oeapestbeheamf” i n—aollgobwouslyimportanieis al t r u
not the primary f ocus eXstericorehe BEuhypard Dilemmmg.unme nt f
other words, if one does not affirm the existence of objective moral values, obligations, and

duties, the Euthyphro Dilemma loses its force altogether.

Copan quickly turns to providing a proper basis for the existence of objective moral
values. Copan argues that the basis for objec
reason human psons exist is because a personal God exists, in whose image we have been
made. The instantiation of moral properties is internally related to (or bound up with)
personhood, and if no persons exist®d, then n
Unfortunately, when faced with Euthyphli&e challenges, Copameginsto emphasizes
naturalism’'s inability to properly ground obj
explanation for various aspects of moralityhen faced with the challenge to ¢éaip whether
God’ s charact er i st posssessememeor \whetbedGoflossesaetheme Go d

because they are good, Comatiershifts the burden to naturalism or pides an explanation

that remainsubject to further challenges. As an examgleot he f or mer , one of
responses to this challenge is “that 1 f the n
similar dilemma; her ar gumiowevegifseemsasif@Gopan no a

8%Copan, “The Ma&s0.al Argument,h”

%lbid., 151.

8lbid., 157.

9lbid., 166.

145



is claiming that th@ a t u r iaabilitysotrésgond to a Euthyphiike dilemma is a positive
case for theism. As an example of theédigtCopan appeals to the essentially perfect nature of
God claiming that “ God simply acts, Yatptls it i s
responseés subject to the ®cuity Objectiorand does not provide a clear basis for the good.
Co p an’ swvorkvatle anrtagan represents an expbaiift towardsCr ai g2 s Non
VoluntaristDivine Command Theorylheydescribeheir method as ®ivine Command Theory
of obligations that explains the nature of mo
¢ o mma P? @heybéginby notingthe distinction between the good (moral value) and the right
(moral obligations and duties). In additiadheyclam thattheir Divine Command Theori not
a theory of moral valwue, but rather a theory
obligations are i de n°%Forakhihtentwant purpdSesdComat c o mmand s
Flannagau t i | i z methGd far grguhding objective moral valuebligationsand duties.
For that reason, the same @aachisalsoevidgntiritiemst i s e
Craig’ s response to t he DwiaegCoromasd Thebry ect i ons
certanly influencesCopana n d F | a mathadplaggTheirresponse to these objections
requires additional assessment as they engage the opposition from a different perspective. The
following will assess Copaa n d F | a thaolagica strength akeyrespond to the
Arbitrariness Objection and the Vacuity Objection. In additiof, e i r dpdiogetia y ' s
effectiveness will be assessedl@syrespond to the Abhorrent Objection specifically.

Theological Strength

““Copan, “The M&@66.al Argument,hB”
92Copan and Flannagabjd God Really Command Genocjd&l9.

%bid., 151.
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Inonesense Copan ®inineCerimand mhaeagd abligations is subject to
similar theological weaknesses as the previous theories. Thsponse to the Arbitrariness
Objection and the Vacuity Objection bring further weaknesses to light. As noted earlier, the
Arbitrariness Objection rpiires the Christian theist to abandon something essential to Christian
t hei sm. I f God’'s commands ar e a&exodlencgmad vy, t hen
empty morality of itdorce The Vacuity Objection requires the Christian theist to abatidon
view that God is morally good and riglt. each case, Copan and Flannagaopose solutions to
these objections that ultimately expose an internal inconsistetiogiinheory.

Copanand Flannagdns pri mary exampl e of &sHrem Ar bi tr ar
R a ¢ hEldments of Moral Philosoptwhen he claims thd2ivine Command Theorgntails
the notion that God’'s commands could have bee
Rachels adds, “He [ God] <coul d hgangnotc o mmanded
truthful nes s®Copaoand Fthnnhgaheginithgirtieply td the Arbitrariness
Objection with two distinct forms of the objection in mind; a distinctlogy contribute to Mark
Murphy® The first form of the Arbitrariness Objectiand dr esses God’' s command
second form addresses the content of morality itself.

The first version of the Arbitrariness Objection looks for reasons why God commands or
prohibits certain actions. Copand Flannaganse Russ Shafdtrandau’ sas@abj ect i on
example of this version. Shafera n d a u  wDiving Gosimand Thedorig true, then there is
trouble either way. If God lacks reasons for Hiscommarntds©y&ad’ s deci si ons ar €

It would be as if God were creating morality ¢dxin toss.But that is surely implausible. That

9RachelsThe Elements of Moral PhilosopH2.

SMur phy, “ Theol o dtip:dpato.stdhdordieduterdaries/vsluntardreological/
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sort of God would be % Sshbféritamdaurasgyes thanimordertou s i mp e
avoid this arbitrariness, the theist must affirm that moral obligations are based upon the reasons
that moti vat e nobthedconmmardotinemseliéd. s

Copanand Flannagarespondo this objection by making a distinction between the
reasons that motivate God’'s commanTtheyargue t hat
that ShafteilLandauequates the reasons for Gmmmmands with the moral obligation its#f.
They note that the divine command theousaen af fi rm t hat there are re
commands, but God’s commands @heywmrgwethatShaferonst i t
Landau cannc¢quatethe easons t hat motivate God’' the command
reasons for the obligation anbviouslynot identical to the obligatioitself.%®

There are two distinateaknesses Copanand Flannagans | i ne of reasonir
distinction betweem constitutive and motivational explanation is accurate, it misses the force of
ShaferLandau’s objection. First, this merely sho
obligations. This observation does not automatically make a positive casstitutive
explanationSimply showing that reasons are not identical with moral obligations, does not
necessarily mean that one should equa#and God’ s
Flannagan areorrect, then this ignores a more basic disiomg; the distinction between cause

and effect. For example, a gun may cause a bang, but the gundseniwal (constitutiveto the

%ShaferLandau,The Fundamentals of Ethi&6.
bid.
%Copan and Flannagabjd God Really Command Genocide&1.

“bid., 161162.

148



bang. Si mi | ar | agcco@ingdo Copaand Frameageselnsay cause moral
obl igati ons, b uitenticdte the noomlrobligationsl y ar en’ t
Second, Shafdt andau expands on his previous obser
condemnation does not turn a morally neutral action into an immoral one. Rather, God
recognizes what i s %Whilesthisidlysentation says hothing to éxmaint u r e .
the way the badness of torture is grounded, it is far more palatable thana@dp@annagan s
assessment of tistuation It is at this point that thesemind the reader that the theory being
proposed is we of moral obligation, not ahoralvalue.Theyrespond by arguing that one would
still have reasons for not raping another person since it hawakidg characteristics, even
though it lacks the requisite command which confers waoaging characterists. Coparand
Flannagan claim
Consider a case of a violent rape, and remove the command of God from the equation.
Without the command of God, this action would not have the property of being wrong.
However, it could still have other narbitrary charactestics: being an action that
causes severe harm, being an action that v
that expresses domination and contempt for the person in question, being an action that is
unloving, being an action that is contrary to tle@rishing of the victim, being an action
that—if allowed—would not promote the general weking of society, and so df}.
There are two distinct weaknesses in this sort of response to the moral nature stiah ast
rape First, to admit that violdmapesansGod’ s command, woul d not hav
being wrong is extremely counterintuitive, and at the very least nizikeee Command Theory
an unappealing option for explaining the moral landscape. Second, Gupatannagan

implicitly reach outside of the realm of moral rightness and appeal to the moral badness of

violent rape with morally laden terminology (e.g., severe harm, violates, contempt, unloving,

100ShaferLandau,The Fundamentals of Ethidsy.

10iCopan and Flannagabjd God Really Command Genocid&3.
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well-being). Theyargue that these qualities are what make acsaris asviolent rape,
“i ntr i ns!P?shaftedLandae argués that it is the intrinsic evil of violent rape that should
cause one to refrain from the action regardless of whether God prohibits it or not.
The second version of the Arbitrariness Objectddresses the content of morality itself.
This version proposes a hypothetical counterfactual where God commands something that is
obviously evil. Copamand FlannaganseRachels objection as an example of this version.
Rachels writes:
It [Divine Command Theory means that God could have given different commands just
as easily. He could have commanded us to be liars, and then lying, and not truthfulness
would be right..on this view, honesty was not rigeforeGod commanded it.
Therefore, he could haveati no more reason to command it that its opposite; and so,
from a moral point of view, his command is perfectly arbitr&?y.
Copanand Flannagaronce again, reaatutside of hidivine Command Theorgf obligation,
andappeal s t o God’ & alasissfe mdral valle. Hp clandsrihatssed not only
would not, but could not command thosmys that are morally evil. Similar toraig and
Baggett, this shift is wutilized to avoid a
completelysecure th®ivine Command Theorgf moral obligations from arbitrariness. As
Baggett and Walls note, God could just as easily have commanded that we give 11% of our
income to the Church rather thaf% and his essential goodness would still be intdn

other words, at least some commands could have been different and still have been good.

Therefor e, at | east some commands are not

102Copan and Flannagabjd God Really Command Genocid&9.
10%RachelsThe Elementsf Moral Philosophy42.

104B8aggett and WallsGood Gog 120.
150
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Copanand Flannagafrequently refer to Craig, Quinn, and Adams when presgthigir
Divine Command Theorgf moral obligation. However, in mosasesthey leave out a crucial
element of their argument. Adams, for one, has gone to great lengths to clarify that his Modified
Divine Command Theorig one that equates moral obligasomith thecommand®f aloving
God1% However, in almost every case one can demonstrate the depetighiDivine
Command Theorgf moral obligations has on grounding moral value in the morally perfect
characterof God. At every turn, the Arbitrarines Obj ecti on i s parried by
moral goodness (value), rather than providing grounding moral obligations in the commands of
God. When the opposition raises the question of moral value, GoaiRlannagan aick to
remind them that the theory is onenobralobligations. However, when pressed by the

Arbitrariness Objection, Copand Flannagaa ppeal t o the “intrinsical

In their effort to avoid the Arbitrariness Objection by appeating God’' s ddopam ne nat

and Flannagan afaced with the Vacuity Objection.

That the Vacuity Objectionseeta s ser t t hat iafethg€asisfos ¢ o mmanc

morality, then claims that ascrilbgoral characteristic to Godppearto be empty or va@us.
Rachels recognized this weaknes®imine Command TheoryHe argued that:

On this view, the doctrine of the goodness of God is reduced to nonsenfge accept
the idea that good and bad are defined by

of any meaning. What would it mean to say

good’ simply means ‘X is commanded by God,
mean only ‘' God’ s ¢ omma adnsemgytraisii€®o mmanded by
A dams, “ ADivihe @omimanegTheory f Et hi cal Wrongness,” 464

10%RachelsThe Elements of Moral Philosoph42-43.

151



Apart from Rachelsuse ofgoodrather thamight the Vacuity Objection easily applies to Copan
and Flannagédn Bivine Command Theorgf moral obligations. This objection deals with
whether or not God has moral obligations at all.

The Vacuity Objection addresses how God can bsidered good if he has no moral
obligations. I f mor al goodness is grounded 1in
commands constitut@oral obligations, then it stands to reason that God has no moral
obligations since he does not issue commandaeeif°’ Copanand Flannaganoncede that
this would be true if the only way one concei
duties!®Howevertheyadd, “1f we are going to understand
having duties that he consistently fulfills, theDi@ine Command Theorgannot account for
God’ s g &"tNow this is certainly the case when one emplofvane Command
Theoryof moral goodness, which Copamd Flannagado not. Their Divine Command Theory
is a theory of moral obligation. Therefore, the challenge must be adjusted. How is it that God can
be righteous and just if he has no moral obligations? If righteousness anel justedy entail
adjudicating between right and wrong, and goo
could be understood as his adjudicating betwe
Christian theism holds that Gaglrighteous and just,at merely that h@ronouncesccurate
judgmentsOn Coparand Flannagdns t heory, God must have some
consistent with the scriptures, and those obligations must be grounded in something other than

his commands. Chapter 5 will prage such a solution.

107Copan and Flanagabjd God Really Command Genocid&3.
108pid., 182.

199bid.
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When considering the Arbitrariness and Vacuity Objections, the divine command theorist
is forced to either affirm that God’s command
righteousness and justice are ultimately meaningless. Theslegical weaknesses are more
than enough to dissuade the Christian theist from embracing a @opdtannagdns t heor y o f
moral obligations. Furthermore, its internal inconsistency would dissuade tikeisinfrom
viewing any theistic ethic as an ebtg ethical theory. Whereas Cragnd Baggeta nd Wal | s’
di vine command theories’ apologetic effective
various philosophical objections (e.g., Moral Autonomy, Moral Authority, Moral Epistemology),
Copanard Flannagan Bivine Command Theorwill be assessed on its ability to respond to the
Abhorrent Command Obijection in particular. This is particulemyortantsince Copamand

F 1 a n n aegeatnorlgs dedicated to this objection, atiteir theory of moraobligation

argues that the hypothetical counterfactual of God commanding evil is impossible.

Explanatory Scope

The Abhorrent Command Objection takes two distinct forms. The fihgtpsthetical,
and the other is practical. The former will be dubbed the Hypothetical Abhorrent Command
Objection, and the latter the Practical Abhorrent Command Objection. The hypothetical version
claims that i f God’'s commands makbdea ®@odalkl|l go
is called intoquestionand his commands are rendered arbitrary. The practical version assesses
various biblical examples of what appear to be abhorrent commands (e.g., Canaanite genocide;
the binding of Isaac; chattel slavery; etbaotrism). This objection is nicely summarized when
atheist Richard Dawkins emoted:

The God of the Old Testament is arguably the most unpleasant character in all fiction:
jealous and proud of it; a petty, unjust, unforgiving, corfredk; a vindictive,

153



bloodthirsty ethnic cleanser, a misogynistic, homophobic, racist, infanticidal, genocidal,
filicidal, pestilential, megalomaniacal, sadomasochistic, capriciously malevolentBully.

Al t hough not the first to questhe@dTestament mor al
narrative, Dawkins infamous indictment is perhaps the most stirigagardlesshe challenge
is not merely a hypothetical one, but an appealt&€ther i st i an theist to expl
history.In his two most recent works, Copand Flanagaseek to not only address the
hypothetical objection, but also the practical objection associated with a variety of alleged moral
atrocities found in the Old Testament narrative. The following assessment will begin by
addressing the most exptiexample of alleged Old Testament atrocities; the binding of Isaac. It
isimportanttonoteth@& o pan and rEsolationrtcathge aractical objection, while
important, only works in many cases if the hypothetical objection is resolved. Furthgifmore
anyinconsistenciesan be shown to exist between Copad Flannagadn Bivine Command
Theoryof moralobligationandtheir assessment of the Practical Abhorrent Command Objection,
thent h e i r avdral @pologétis effectiveness will be diminidhe

The binding of Isaac recorded in Genesis 22 is perhaps one of the most troubling
pericopes found in Christianc8Bpture. The narrative describes God commandingahamto
sacrifice his son, Isaac. The immediate difficulty with this passage is the apparent inability to

reconcile God’s command t o s acpasshgevbile an i nno
forbidding his people to sacrifice childrélt and condemning other ti@ns for their practice of

child sacrifice'? In addition to being a challenge to Christian theism in general, the binding of

1Richard DawkinsThe God DelusioBoston: Houghton Mifflin, 2006), 31.
Upeut. 12:31

11Deut. 18:912
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Isaac poses a particular problem to Copad Flannagédn Bivine Command Theorgf

obligations. Ortheirvi ew, God’ s tciotnuntaen d(sarceonisdenti cal wi't
obligations. Consequently, God’'s command to s
binding. Thus, there are two distinct challengeth&r Divine Command Theoty Fi r st , God’
commands appear to be arbitrary hi s command to sacrifice | saa

obligation to sacrifice Isaac, and his prohibition of child sacrifice to the Israelites constitutes

their obligationto refrain from child sacrifice. Second, Copard Flannagan Bivine Command

Theoly is faced with the prospect of Ga@suinga morally repugnant command, whiciaicts

God’s morally perfect character, or renders t
Copangoesto great lengths to take into account the overall context of Genesid 2l

his exegesi. He kegirs by notingthat the major theme of the Pentateiisélf is one of faith,

where Abraham’'s abundance of f alf*Hdcontinesbgont r as

suggesting that Abraham had manylyfufdlhisons t o t

promise even if Isaac were dead. Furtherm@epanclaims that God was testing Abraham and

did not really intend for Abraham to kill Isa&¢.Finally, hedescribeGod’ s command t o

Abraham as a “gentle command, "Ahoftheseradsding) t o b

according to Copan, give Abrahdfm confidence i
There are two distinct vedknesses in this approach. Fiteisresponseadle s n’ t seem t

address the issue at haadl. of the reasons that Copan lists only show that Abraham was

1% Copan,s God a Moral Monster43-44.
14bid., 47.
119pid., 48.

H9bid., 49.
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warranted in his belief that God could and would fulfill his original promise to bless the nations
through | saac. Not i ce motvatdd hij\dbedierte lont hss obedience h  ma
is altogether indifferent to the question as
words, this seems to intimate that there is something more transcendent backing the rightness
than a mere commanBurthermore, it is not clear that God did not intend for Abraham to Kill
Isaac. Copan asserts that since this was a test, God did not really intisaciddo die. Surely
there is a distinction to be made here. God could have intended Abraham to almeyrnend
and kil |l saac while stildl i ntending to stop
vaidat ed. I n either case, it would be had to ve
SecondC o p aexégesis does not make a positive case Rivime Conmand Theory
of obligation, but rather works against it. H
who God is, rather than blind obedience to Go
obed ence t hat ma/’doaethistrushinG'ordi.g hitfeoQuosd’ s command co
Abraham’'s obligation, then Abraham s fulfillm
ri ghteousness. However , bdldgfthatconstituteglasr t hat it w
righteousnessot his mere obedienc¥.
After his exegesis, Copan offers some phil
Abraham. Seeking texoneratésod, Copan explanation frames the challenge in the following
way:
1. God"s command to do X obligates person Y

2. Itis wrong to kill innocenhuman beings.
3. God commanded Abraham to take an innocenttife.

17Gen. 15:6

118Copan,ls God a Moral Monster9.
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Copan takes issue with statement2argles hat whi l e this statement
perhaps there are exceptions that would justify the taking iminmeenth u man bei ng’ s | i
Edopic pregnancy; Shooting down hijacked planes). Cepaikdo demonstrate that since one

can recognize obvious exceptions to statement 2, one would be able to entertain an exception that
would justify God overriding statement 2. Copan argues that statém®rmally holds unless

there are morally sufficient reasons. However
does not need morally sufficient reasons for overriding stateméng 2nportant to note that

Copanand Flannagaar gue t h ath e Wiotmmasuth as’'theseavoerd d not hav
the property™f being wrong."’

Copan c¢claims that to take statement 2 as *
assumption that ignores or rejectsrnglpeoplenot i on
back from t he dead.htstbrgmakes promiseshnaakes gooddn theentasd i n
has morally sufficient 2tHevwesen thisloesnot appedradbeg wh a't
necessary conclusiomhe fact that God can bring pee@ack from the dead, and acts in history,
does not-ipso fact@® justify killing innocent human beings. The fact that God makes promises
and keeps them certainly speaks to his intedity does not necessarily warrant killing an
innocent human being. Finally, God may have morally sufficient reasons that motivate his
command to kill innocent human bein@n thisnotehoweverCopan i s ¢l ear t hat
command that makes the kiljrof innocent human beings morally right in Genesis 22 and
morally wrong in Deuteronomy 18. In light of the reasons previously mentioned, Copan argues

that God’'s commands ar é?Qopahcannanmearr iranhoraldrrthec ont r a

1%Copan and Flannagabjd God Really Command Genocjdé3.

129Copan,ls God a Moral Monster49-51.
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normativesensesince this would render the claim vacuous. He cannot mean immoral in the
axiologicalsensesince hisDivine Command Theorigs a theory of moral obligation. He cannot
argue that Goadtscoammaddctory, in hisaawi ew, s
makes the action right i n one vomgrethesewondd God’ s
He can only mean that God’ s <c¢ommeaensebecaasee not
they are ultimately grounded in the nature of God.

It is clear fom Copara n d F | awonkahgt@raig,amdBaggettand Wallshave
significantly shapdthe evangelical landscape of theistic ethics as it relates to the Euthyphro
Dil emma, and the various objections r #issed ag
evident that the Modifie®ivine Command Theorig quickly becoming the standard evangelical
response to the Euthyphro Dilemma. However, this chapter has shown that in each case the
evangelicareformulationof the ModifiedDivine Command Theorgreates unnecessary
ambiguity in its methodology, requires the Christian theist to abandon something essential to his
theology, and fails to provide the explanatory scope needed for responding to various objections
to grounding moral rightness in divineramands. These weaknesses all results in a less
effective apologetic.

In light of these weaknesses, Chapter 5 will suggest abandoning all fobnsne
Command Theoryand will propose a newoluntarist basis for objective moral values, duties,
andobligations. This approach will serve as an alternative evangelical apologetic for dealing
with Euthyphro Dilemma. This theory concedes
morally perfect character. However, it will suggest that moral value ie olosely related to

moral obligations and duties than modified divine command theorists suggest. Furthermore, this

121 Copan s God a Moral Monste51.
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theory will suggest that divine commands merely serve an epistemic function. Divine commands

do not create moral obligations and dutieg, bur at her r eveal what one’s
are. Ultimately, moral obligations and duti es
person, not a person’s relatedness to a mor al

for moral olligations amwl duties should be personhood.
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CHAPTER 5: A NON-VOLUNTARIST THEORY OF MORAL VALUES,
OBLIGATIONS, AND DUTIES

Introduction

Christian orthodoxy affirms the existence of objective moral values and duties, and that
God is not only the best expldiman for theirexistencebut a necessary condition for their
existence. Howeveghristian theists vary in how thexplainGod’' s r el ati onship t
moral valuesobligatonsand duti es. One predominant way of
objective moral valugebligationsand duties is the Standdbivine Command TheoryThe
Standardivine Command TheorgtatesthaGod’ s c omma mmlvaluesn st i t ut e
obligations,and dutiesFor example, murder is morally bad and morally wreimgply because
God has prohibited it. An ancient challenge to the Stardside Command Theorig found in
Pl at o’ s Eut h geaiiigrtoanddrstamd theqratuge. andSorm of petgrates asks:
“ Ithee pioudoved by the gods because it is pious, or is it pious because it is loved by the

g o d’sTRe’modern version of the Euthyphro Dilemma poses a particular challenge to the

Standardivine Command TheoryThe dilemma impliesthat&én act ' s mor al qgual
determined by God’s commands, then the Chri st
to Christian theism. First, if moral values,

commands alone, then morality is altdgatarbitrary. If God had prior reasons for his
commands, those prior reasons would be the ba
arbitrariness leaves the door open for God to issue abhorrent comsnahdss cr uel ty f or

own s’Skeohd, I f mor al values, obligations, an

Grube, Eut hylj2hr o, ”

2Adams, “ ADiMte @omianegTheory f Et hi cal Wrongness,” 463,
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alone, then God’s goodness, aSsIn&ditontethese put s i
two theological challenges, the StandBidine Command Theorfaces severaltplosophical
challenges.

Although the StandarBivine Command Theorwas largely rejected as a veridical
ethical theory in modern moral philosophy, there has been a resurgence in contemporary moral
philosophy due to the work of divine command theossth asAlston, Quinn, and Adams.
Adams’ NDovidel Comneadd Theorgapitalized on the distinction betweeroralvalue
(goodbad , and moral obligations and duties (righ
goodness is defined by the divinenatffd nd t he commands of a good G
moral obligatonS.Adams’ has had a significant influenc
philosophical theologiarsuch a<Craig, Baggett, Walls, Copan, and Rlagan. Each begins
their responsetotheBuy p hr o Di | emma by echoing Adams’ di ¢
and moral obligations ardluties,and builé a Divine Command Theorgf moral obligation. In
an attempt to avoid the various challenges associated with the St&mdasilCommand
Theory, these theorists correctly ground moral valu&ia ddivse nature, but incorrectly
ground moral obligations and dutiesn Go d ' s . Ghapterdassessdee overall
apologetic effectiveness tifese contemporary evangelical modified divine comnthedries
on the following criteriamethodologicaktlarity, theologicalstrength, andxplanatoryscope.

Each theory was found to create unnecessary ambiguity by using divine command terminology

3RachelsThe Elerents of Moral Philosophy2.
4Adams,Finite and Infinite Good49.

®Ibid., 249.
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in a nonstandard wayrequire the Christian to abandon sohmag essential to Christiaheism;
andrespond inadequately to one or mphaélosophicakhallenges.

As a result of the assessment in Chapter 4, the evangelical Christian is in need of an
alternative approach to the Euthyphro Dilemma. Just as walted is grounded isomething
di stinct fr om GombralobligabonmsraadrdatisBropeslyoundarstaond, the
Euthyphro Dilemma presents an intractable dilemma. Moralgyther basech Go d * s
commands, omoralityisnotbasethGod’ s commands . DiVile€smemandh o deny
Theoryare left to embrace the nawluntarist horn of the dilemmalisinterpreting the non
voluntarist horntheists and notheists alike assume thanatural consequence of affirming
nonvoluntarism is ¢ affirm the existence of a moral standard logically prior to or independent
of God A Non-Voluntarist Theory of moral values, obligations, and duties affirms that morality
as a whole is based the divine nature. The following will demonstrate that tineisian can
affirmthenoav ol unt ari st horn of the dil emma without
arbitrary, and without affirming a standard of morality logically prior to or independent of God.
Furthermore, the Christian that embraces-wolnntarismcan boast of a clearer methodology
and more effective apologetic. Just as moral value is grounded in the divine nature, moral
obligations and duties are ultimately grounded in the divine nature. Thus, this chapter will
propose a Noivoluntarist Theory omoral values,obligations, andluties.

A Non-Voluntarist Theoryf Moral Values Obligations, Obligations, and Duties

A common misconception among theists and-tiaists is that embracing the non
voluntarist horn of the Euthyphro Dilemma commits thedtig the existence of a moral
standard logically prior to or independent of God. This misconception is particularly prevalent

among contemporary evangelical modified divine command theorists. They understand the
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voluntarist horn, and its implicationscerc t | y. The voluntarist horn &
commands constitutke whole of morality. Tavoid abandoning something essential to
Christian theism, the modified divine command theorist must either embrace tlielaotarist
horn,or split the horns afhe dilemma. Since the Euthyphro Dilemma is a true dilemma, the
modified divine command theorist is forced to embracevauantarism. In response, modified
divine command theorists have reinterpreted thevoduntarist horn in order to create a false
dilemma. This new interpretation views the voluntarist horn as an affirmation that morality is
gr ou nd e dcommandSamdithe s1ofvoluntarist horn as an affirmation of the existence of
a moral standard logically prior to or independent of Géddified divine command theorists
such as Craigrguethat to embrace the new nepluntarist horn commits the theist to Atheistic
Moral Platonisnf. Since this is an unacceptable positionthe Christian theisthe modified
divine command theorists argueforéni rd way. This third way grou
divinenatureand mor al obligations i n Gkegedsolutoo mmands.
depends on misinterpretatiorof the Euthyphro Dilemma in general, and the-moluntarist
horn in particudr.
The Euthyphro Dilemma is a true dilemma in that it forces the theist to affirm that
moralityisei t her grounded in God’ s commands, oOor mor
commands. Thenemo |l unt ari st horn affirms tdmmandanor al i t
This allows forthe possibility of Atheistic Moral Platonism, but it does not necessarily commit
the theist to that position. A notable example of Atheistic Moral Platonism is that of Antony.
Antony’s Divine Independenmer ahequwnl attiiesmart

actand not constituted by God’s c'cObmoaslyde or deryg

®Craig.Reasonable Faithl81.
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Christian cannot affirm this position. However, the Divine Independence Theory, or Atheistic
Moral Platonism, is not the gnhonvoluntarist theory available to the theist. The theist is able
to embrace nowoluntarism by grounding moral values, obligations, and duties without
affirming the existence of a moral standard that is independent of God.
A NonVoluntarist Theory oMoral Values
As Adams suggests, the basis for the Good (i.e., moral value) is the divine nature.
Adams conception of the Goserethatdisaotenciusiveled! v Pl ai
moralHe notes, “Li ke Pl at o’ salaswellmemomalivdludhebe a t h
divine greatness adored in the Bible, by the mystics, and in the tradition of theistic worship is by
no means exc$Qosnisveegluye nmolrya,l . AAdam’s theory of mo
divine natureinabroadee nse by using the descriptor, “exc:
altogether justified, especially when one considers the semantic range of the Hebrew use af
(beautiful, agreeablexcellent, {6-wb]) in the Old Testament and the Greek uséyof 6¢
(intrinsically good, good in nature, excelleagptho} in the New Testament. Both lend
themselves to the broader use that Adams employs, and most certainly includes moral goodness.
It is important to note that Adans not simply groundingome abisact principle in the divine
nature, he is identifying God as the Good. This is what Adams refers to as the transcendent or
infinite good. Adams argues that finite goods are only good in that they resemble the infinite
good. He add s, otheldivineinaturewhattGlod must bedagthdutly imaged by
other good things. A thing can be good by imitating a contingent property of God; but that is

because the divine nature is ftanifested in th

‘Louis Antony, “At he73d.sm as Perfect Piety,” 71

8Adams,Finite and Infinite Goodsl 4.
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As noted earlier, evangelicaodified divine command theorists have uniformly agreed
ingeneralwi t h Adams’ assessment of the Good. Craig
nature supplies the absolute standard against
moralnat ur e i s what %Ak ananaloggCrdiglfreqdently Bferstd the irfidium
bar in the Bureau of Weights and Measures in Paris that once served as the standard for a meter.
Baggett and Walls general |l y morblfalueam dAd gmse’'d i acad
goodness of God and i'dentify God with the Goo

In Chapter 4, it was noted that grounding moral value in the divine nature makes the
Modified Divine Command Theorgusceptible to a Euthyphtiiixe dilemma and the Vacuity
Objedion. This is no less true for a N&foluntarist Theory of moralalues,since it too seeks to
ground moral values in the divine nature. For example, both Morriston and Koons ask whether
God is good because he has certain propestiels as mergyor arethese properties good
because God has thetAR is alleged, thata claim that God is good because he has these
particular properties would be to admit that there is a standard of goodness that is distinct from
God. To do so would be to affirm some formMdral Platonism. Therefore, one is forced to
affirm that characteristicsuch asnercy, justice, and love are good just because God possess
them.

Both Koons and Morriston present this form of the Euthyphro Dilemmaaumiqueway.

Koons begin hisobjedin by addressing Alston’s theory of

® Adams,Finite and Infinite Good49.
"Moreland and Craig?hilosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldvie®1.
HBaggett and WallsGood Gogl 104.

2Morriston, “Must There Be a Standard of Mor al
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property lovingness is good because it is a feature of'€3¢dons argues that this view of
God’'s goodness is incoherent because 1t succu
“ Aston claims that God is good, but given the order of explanation, he is debarred from pointing
to any featur e i“Moriston nakes a&ondar dlasn regarding the’ order of
explanationput adds that one could just as easily ground thesieydar properties in a Platonic
form. Morriston imagineshis to be an unacceptable solution to the theist $mse&vould put
mor al value outside of God’'s sovereignty. Mor
is supposed to fix the naturéeo mor al goodness,” and finds it *
more control over what counts as morally good on their view than on a Platonist view of the
relation bet we e tCrégrespoads w thé dverall Gharge dn.génerad
K 0 o nrgumenain particulaby utilizing a distinction that Koons makeshis article. Koons
draws a distinctiomh et ween what hewkwl |l ande%gh atkadnds binsn s
clarifies:
Even if explanationsvhy come to amnd,and no further reasons can be given at this
point, it does not follow thadt this pointhere can be no further explanatiemisat. For
we should still be able to explain what something is even if we can give no further
explanation for why it is the wapat it isl’

Craig presses this distinction into wWearvice b

God is the explanatory stopping point, and there is no fuetkidanatiopwhy for the goodness

BAl ston, “What EuthyphRro Should Have Said,” 29
“Koons, Can God’' s GoDbidne Esnman@Eheod/ rtome Eut hyphro, " 18
"™orriston, “Must There Be a Stand-a38d of Mor al
®Koons, “Can God’ Biving Ganhand Sheorf/S aovme Etuhtehy phr o?” 19
Ylbid.
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of propertiesuch adove, mercyandjustice!®Cr ai g adds, “you can stil/l
God is loving, kind, merciful, generous, and so forth. That would explanatioavhat, but not
anexplanatioawhy. **

Baggett and Walls approach such a challenge from a different perspective. Whereas
Crag utilizes theexplanatiorwhy/explanatiorwhat distinction, Baggett and Walls utilize and
ontological/epistemological distinction. They argue that one learn®tieept of the goodness
of properties such dsvingness, mercyandjusticef r o m t ime u Ondthe btber hand,
Baggett and Walls note, “this | eaves open the
t hat God hi msel f?These dolntens aré rot mutaativelusiGganddould
dovetail quite nicely.

This approachertainlymakes a way fathe Christian theist to ground moral values in
the divine nature without succumbing to an extension of the Euthyphro Dilemma or the Vacuity
Objection. However, the crucial questionwdy does this apply to God and not Platonic forms?
Craig claims that God ntéorthesewinex yl oh @iuiso md e; st
Morriston claims that it could just as easilydgplied toPlatonic forms. Coincidently, the
explanatiorwhy/expganationwhatand the ontological/epistemological methods work in this

case as wefl2 However,Craig argues that grounding moral values and duties in abstract Platonic

¥KevinHarri s, and William Lane Craig, hosts, “The
Reasonable Faith Podcast (MP3 podc&stgsonable Faithlanuary 4, 2015, accessed May 27, 2016,
http://www.reasonablefaith.org/theuthyphredilemmaonceagain.

Fbid.

20Baggett and WallsiGood God 129.

bid.

2Harris,and Craig € TEut hyphr o Di |htpimav.redsenablefaigharg/the ”
euthyphredilemmaonceagain.
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formsseemimplausible for three reasons. First, Craig makes an appeal to ignoraratainkke
“1t 1s difficult, however, to comprehend this
the moral valudusticejf u s t @ Rhis doessn@&emto bea convincing reason to reject
what Craig calls *“ At hei lsatacanceptds difiduto htesstarmini s m. ”
does not make it false. Craig also challenges the notion that a blind evolutionary pradess
have producedioral values and duties that corresptmthese previously existing abstract
forms24 This response seems to assume that if one were to affirm the existence of Platonic
forms, one is necesdigrcommitted to Darwinism. His final observation seems to be the most
potent.
Craig mentions that it is difficult to conceive of moral values @untes existing without
people. Craig intuits thatersonis just and gersoncan act justly only within the context of a
relationship or society. Just as moral values are person dependent, the basis for moral obligations
is person dependent. Adams bkiat the importance of society in moral obligations winen
claims that *“I1If God is the Good itself, then
(though not ahysical),individual. Indeed, itis@erson  or i mportarnly | i ke &
addiion to claiming that the divine nature is the basimoralvaluesthe following proposal
suggest that moral obligations and duties are also based in the divine nature. However, before
this can be accomplished, the relationship between moral valueaatbisligations andduties

needs to be examined.

ZCraig,Reasonable Faithl78.
24bid., 179.

25Adams,Finite and Infinite Goods42; n40.
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The Relationship between Moral Values and Moral Obligations and Duties
Modified Divine Command Theorirades on the distinction between moral values and
moral obligations and duties. On thieory,d i vi ne commands constitute
anddutes but God’'s divine nature, which is the s
objective; normarbitrary; and notvacuous nature of his commands. This acute distinction
between moralalues and morabbligations and dutieis crucial to the overall project for the
modified divine command theorist. On sevaratasionsthese theorists emphasize that an
action can be morally good without being morally obligatory. Note the following exampte fro
Baggett and Walls:
Not everything that is morally good is also morally right, in the sense of being morally
obligatory. Giving half of your income to the poor might be morally good, but it likely is
not your moral obligation; likewise helping out at #wip kitchen five days a week. One
of the great challenges of ethics is to determine which, among many good actions, are
morally obligatory?®
While the distinction between moral valaedmoral obligations and duties a legitimate
distinction, it is @t necessary to resolve the Euthyphro Dilem@&coursethe modified divine
command theorist will c¢claim that Godiss comman
obligatorybuthi s i mpl i es that mor al obl i gakkeihgpns do n
issued. Perhaps the distinction between moral value and moral obligatmdsitiess not quite
assharpPer haps God’ s commands ddatiesbotmerayrindicatte ob |l i g
them
Unlike the standard divine command theorist and theifiredddivine command theorist,

the nonvoluntaristcanaffirm that murder, for example, is morally bad and morally wrong

| ogically prior to and i ndependdtGentilés God’' s ¢

2Baggett and WallsGood God 47.
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l i ving mor al l i ves without the Law). Therefor
murderbad/wrongbut indicates that murder is bad/wro@o dcormamand serves an epistemic
function rather than an ontological functidtichard Mouwsuggestshat dvine commands
could be viewed asght-indicatingrather thamight-making>? For exampl e, Jesus’
for the rich young ruler to sell his possession and give them to the poor in Mark 10 may not
make the action right, but be indicative of a greatedgwhich is also obligatoryt murder, for
examplejs defined as the taking of an innocent human life without proper justificétiemn it
was bad/wrong for Caintotake @b’ s | i f e justificatiensirhply pecange éhe taking
of an i nnocent human | ife without proper just
rightness. God could have commanded Cain not to take an innocent human life without proper
justification, but this would merely be indicagiwf an independent moral truth, not creating a
mor al truth. I f mor al goodness/ rightness is d
badness/ wrongness is determined by how it rel
comport with,orreflect@d’ s goodness/ rightnessproundEhoer ef or e
only moralvaluesbut also grounsimoral obligations and duties.

Adams’ distinction between infinite and fi
understanding the relationship betweeorahvalues and moral obligatioaad dutiesAdams
claims that God is the infinitgood,and that finite goods agood in virtue of theirelation to
their resemblance to God. This is what Adams
identified with a sort of Godlikeness, for example, it will contribute to the explanation of the

existence of some things if we can correctly supploseGod takes such Godlikeness as a reason

2’Richard Mouw,The God Who Comman(otre Dame: Notre Dame University Press, 1990),
28-29.
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f or cr e a t®Inthgcase bfibeagtys for'example, Adams argues that the beauty of an
object is grounded in God because in some meaningful way it is resembling or imagifig God

In a similar way, moral dlgations can be thought of in terms of the finite and infinite,
immanent and transcendent, material and foffhdle sus’ teaching om the La
a good example of this distinctioA Pharisee asked Jesus to disclose the greatest commandment
inal I of the Law. Jesus replied, “You shall | o
all your soul and with all your mind This is great and first commandment. And a sediiedtis
You shall love your neighbor as yourself. On these two commant$ depend all the Law and
the Prophet$3! In this case, Jesus explains that material/immanent norms for the Israelites (the
Law) were indicative of a more formal/transcendent set of norms (Love of PersBaggtt
and Walls also provide an excellenample of this distinctiorRerhaps a morally good astich
asgiving half of your income to the poor is not obligatory in the material/immanent sense, but if
one could demonstrate that this act resembles or imagasse Adams terminologysome
formal/transcendent norm, then this act would have a type of moral rightness, obligation, or duty
associated with it. If this were the case, perhaps all moral goods have moral obligations

associateavith them in this sense.

28Adams,Finite and Infinite Goods70.
2bid., 41.

30This distinction between formal and material norms was introduced by Scott Henderson,
Professor of Apologetics at Luther Rice College and Seminary. Henderson, Scott, Interview with Evan
Posey. Personal Interview. Lithonia November 11, 2015. This distincéio be found in other works as
well. These works include, but are not limited to, Gula, RichardR&ason Informed by Faith:
Foundations of Catholic MoralittMahwah: Paulist Press, 1989), 2880; and Wedgwood, Ralpfhe
Nature of NormativitfNew York: Oxford University Press, 2009), 79.

3Matt. 22:3740 (ESV).
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A NonVoluntarist Theory of MoraDbligations and Duties

A common misconception in both theistic and tlee@istic moral philosophy is that if the
Christian theist rejects the voluntarist horn of the Euthyphro Dilemma, she must affirm the
existenceof a moral standard thatlogically prior to or independent of God. The Modified
Divine Command Theorgrgues that the basis for moral value is the divine nature. God himself
is the moral standard by which all moral goodness is measured. Therefore, the modified divine
command theorist claims thane does not need to appeal to a standard of moral value that is
logically prior or independent of God. While this approach successfully accounts for moral
value, it does not adequately account for moral obligations and duties. The MBulfieel
Commaml Theoryar gues t hat God’s commands constitute
other words, without a divine command, moral obligations and duties do not exist. For example,
one would not have a moral obligation to refrain fradultery unless Godhimself prohibits it.
When faced with this observation, the modified divine command theorist appeals to the morally
evil nature ofadultery and argues that it is not consistent with the essentially good nature of
God. Therefore, one has morally sufficieeasons for natommitting adultery? By responding
in this way, the modified divine command theorist reveals that the actual basis for moral
rightness/wrongness is not a particular divine command. A\K@uantarist Theory omoral
obligations anddutiesargues that moral rightness is also based in the divine n@mitéis view,
the morally evil nature cidulteryi s det er mi ned by i ts inability
essentially good nature. Since this act canno
one has an obligation to refrain fradultery regardless of whether God issues a command.

Godosmmand i s not a necessary condition for th

32An example of this argument can be found in Copan and Flanraigh@od Really Command
Genocide 163.
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is. However, if God were to issue a command, it would not be value adding in the ontological
sense (rightnaking), but would be value adding in the epistemologicales@rghtindicating).

Before one can assess the basis for moral obligations and duties, it is important to be
aware of the distinction between moral value and moral obligations and duties and their
relatedness. Generally, moral value is concerned witttlveln something is morally good or
morally evil. Moral obligations and duties are concerned with the requirement to act in a
particular way. Acting in a way that is consistent with moral goodness is typically considered
morally right. For example, Hedonissthe view that pleasure is intrinsicafjgod,and pain is
intrinsically evil 23 For the hedonist, right actions are those actions that bring the most pleasures
and reduce the most pain. In addition to something having the quality of moral goodness, and
actions having the quality of moral rightness, is the quality of moral requirement. Prior to this
point moral goodness and moral rightness were pdesgriptive Moral obligations and duties
areprescriptive In other words, it is not that an action @od and right, but that one should
perform good and right actions. Tluaghtnesss what characterizes moral obligations and
duties. Another way of describing the descriptive/prescriptive distinction is the is/ought
distinction. Moral value and moral higness address what a particular thing or circumstance
(morally), but moral obligations and duties address whabagé&tto do in relation to a
particular thing or circumstance.

Moral obligations and duties carry with them a type of moral force thdsla person to
a particular course of action. Baggett and Wa
thought to provide distinctive and authoritative reasons to perform an action or refrain from one.

A moral obligation, particularly ultimécieones among them, out to be obeyed; it has authority,

3James AMo nt mar g u et ,The'Cdrebddye Diciomary”of Philosopt8nd, ed. Rbert
Audi (New York: Cambridge University Press, 1999), 364.
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punch, cl out , 3bForexample ifoheiwere to pee avpenson trowning in a lake,
one might feel the obligation to attempt a rescue. All things being equal, it imgdagyhtto
rescue arowning person, and one has a duty to attempt to rescue a drowning psnsaras
noted abovethere is a legitimate distinction between moral value and moral obligations and
duties. However, it was also emphasized that obligations are related to moral value so that every
appropriate obligation and duty is metaethically connected to moral Vda@ability to
explainthe basis of this connection is at the heart oMbeified Divine Command Theory

Modified Divine Command Theorgrgues that moral requirements (obligations and
duties) are created by divine commands, and are consistent with threege@f God. On this
view, | oving your neighbor is consistent with
its rightness. Therefore, there is no mor al r
hating one’ s nei g hnd/prohibitionis givien. And yet, thepppeato beo mm
mor al requirements that are | ogi cabrlexamper i or t
it seems intuitive to refrain from cruelty for its own sake, even if God does not weigh in on the
matter.

Chapter 4 argued that the contemporary evangebtmimulations of the Modified
Divine Command Theorgreated unnecessary ambiguity as a result of theint@ipretatiorof
the Standar@®ivine Command Theorgnd the Euthyphro Dilemma. In addition, theempt to
ground moral obligations and duties in divine commands was not sufficient to answer the
dilemma or associated apologetic challenges. Finally, the Moddide Command Theory
must, thereforeargue that actions are morally neutral independentd&cod’ s commands.

Ultimately, God’'s commands do not appear to b

3Baggett and WallsGod and Cosmo4.56.
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obligations and duties. Before suggesting the best explanation, it should be clarified that a Non
Voluntarist Theory ofnoral obligations andiuties does not mean that if God commands a
particularaction,iti sobt i gat or y. I't simply means that Go
one’ s obl i galbhothemverds&nd’ dutobemmands ser vEieyan epi
areright-indicating.Divine Command Theory holdsthabGl * s commands serve ar
function and arerightma ki n g . I f God’' s c endicatng,dhsntreir e mer el vy
metaethicabasi s must be somet hi ngnceothehaeindicainga God’ s
moral tuth independent of the command itself.

I n Robert Garci a andlsGdnésawtholtiGodgsedd Ermugh,t e d
PaulKurtz and Craigdebatethe relationship between God agithics Cr ai g’ s i ni ti al
while the northeist can be moratithout belief in God, she cannot be moral without the
existence of God Even if one were to grant that the rieist could be moralansGo d ’ s
existence, she certainly could not be moral (good or right) without the existence of persons. That
personhoogin generalis a necessary condition for ethics is more than just an obvious
ontol ogical observation (i.e., if people didn
relatedness of one person to another. Standard texts in moral philosophyibedefining
ethics as a branch of moral philosophy that seeks to answer the question of how one person
should treat anothéf.Obviously, Christian theism recognizes a more deep and intimate
connection between per sonhodchtegomesl (rigmbvroagl i ty. C

good/bad, praiseworthy/blameworthy) get to the essence of who we fundamentally are. They

%Craig, “The Kurtz/Craig Debate,” 29.

36A few examples of the basic concept of edfaind its relation to persons include Shdfandau,
The Fundamenta of Ethics,1; James Rachel$he Elements of Moral Philosoph1.
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apply to usas personge.g., a good architect may be good as an architect, basr@ohuman
being/person Moral values and personhooatar i nt e?#t wi ned. ”

A standard way of thinking about moral obligations includes the notion of fellowship or
personto-person relatedness. For examjlejghdescribes moral rightness as a set of principles
that are “under salomdedhatdefmescthe duses ahénwandevonsen wno r
live together in fellowship®®1 t i s this relatedness that gives
and Walls argue characterizes moral obligations and diit@s.a Christian worldview, morality
is such that one person has particular obligations to another person, not to an abstract principle.

A paradigmatic example of the application of this principle would be the taking of an innocent
human life without propgustification (i.e., murder). The prohibition not to murder does not

make murdewrong. Rather, the prohibitiandicates that murder is wrond.Non-Voluntarist
Theory holds that murder i s wrong because it
Furthermo e, one i s not obligated to the abstract
obligated to another persdn.this example, the morabligation is groundeah the view that

humans are made in the image of God, thus having intrinsic nadua. It is important to note

thath u ma n i t y ’vaue is the notithe explanatory stopping point for moral obligations and
duties, butvhatever partoGo d’ s d i vsiemaded m thémagoBei.

It was noted earlier that it seems entirely appropriate to ground moral value (goodness) in

the divine nature, thereby appealing to an infinite good whose moral goodness is instaytiated

fintegoods. I n this case, mo soabfGaedalLikewese, sworalll t i mat e
Copan, “The Moral Argument,” 160.
®%Dei gh, “ EEniphasisadded. 2 8 6 .

3Baggett and WallsGod and Cosmo4.56.
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rightness’ ul ti mate basis is the person of Go
constituted by God’s divine nature. This conc
consistent with the biblical narrative agll. For example, Cain was held accountable for
murdering Al@l even though there was no specific prohibition. The pagan nations of Canaan
were held accountable for their sins even though there was no particular command issued by God
to the Canaanites. Evn t he New Testament’'s ethic describe
is lived without thdaw, but is enough to make them morally accountébline law that was
written on their heart®

This approach to the Euthyphro Dilemma is a distinctivelyvmaontaristexplanation
for objective moral obligations and duties, and yet it does not necessarily require the Christian
theist to affirm the existence of a moral standhed islogically prior to or independent of God.
It certainly does not require erto affirm Atheistic Moral Platonism. This approach merely
requires the Christian theist to affirm the existence of a moral statiddnglogically prior to or
independent of God’'s commands. This standard

Apologetic Effectiveness

TheEuthyphro Dilemma is a challenge to a theistic concept of ethicgsrasdmably,
requires the theist to abandon something essential to Christian theism. Thus, the Christian must
respond to this challenge with a defensive apologetic. He may respondiileimhea in one of
two ways. First, he may seek to expose the dilemma as a false dilemma by providing a third way.
Second, he may embrace one of the horns of the dilemma. The voluntarist horn of the Euthyphro
Dil emma affirms that Graldalues, obligatiomsa and duties. dhest i t u't

nonvoluntarist horn of the Euthyphro dil emma alt

“Rom. 2:1416.
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moral values, obligations, and duties. Presented in this way, it is clear that the Euthyphro
Dilemma is not a falsdilemma, since one horn is a contradiction of the other. Therefore, the
theist is forced to embrace one of the two horns.

Though embracing one of the two horns of the dilemma is necessary for providing an
effective apologetic, is not sufficient for an effective apologetic. In other words, the Christian
may select the correct horn of the dilemma, but not be clear in his rnkiggor be ableto
explain salient moral features reality. An effective apologetic must be clear in the method it
employs, adequately respond to theological objections, and sufficiently explain salient moral
features. While the ModifieBivine Commandrheorycan boast of some strengths, ultimately it
requires the Christian to abandon something essential to Christian.tdssnthe Modified
Divine Command Theorgreates unnecessary ambiguity by ugergninology in a nosstandard
way. Finally, itis unableto explain various salient moral features adequa@tythe other hand,

a NonVoluntarist Theory of moral values, obligations, and duties does not necessarily require
one to abandon something essential to Christian théigrees terminology in standardvay,

and is ableo explain various salient moral features adequaléig apologetic effectiveness of
contemporary evangelical formulation of the Modifl@ine Command Theorwas assessed
using three criterianethodologicaklarity; theologicé strength; andexplanatoryscope. The
following will assess a NoWoluntarist Theory using the same criteria in hopes to demonstrate
its overall apologetic effectiveness.

Methodological Clarity

The methodological clarity afontemporary evangelical reformulations of the Modified
Divine Command Theorwas an essenti al part of Chapter fo

these theories’ overal | thetehtehoordiosltosg i cnaolr acll aarrigtu
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existence t he theorists’ use of di vi inerpretatiomadn d t er
application & the Euthyphro Dilemma and its implications. A Nd@oluntarist Theory of moral

values, obligations, and duties clarifies the unnecessary ambiguitgctiBathese various

divine command theories by providing a more strategic use of the standard moral arguments for
God’' s existence; providing a cl ear efaithfibse of d
interpretation and applicatiaf the Euthyphro Demma.

Most evangelical attempts to respond to the Euthyphro Dilemma are preceded by a moral
argument for God’' s existence. There are two b
by evangelical divine command theoristeductive moral argumeswnd abductive moral
argumers. Craig, Copanand Flannagapropose the deductive moral argumenitile Baggett
and Walls propose the abductive mor al argumen
existence is strategically weakthan the abductive mor@algumenin two distinct ways.

First, the deductive moral argument as presented by CraiG@wahdoes not lend itself
to theirDivine Command Theorg f mor al obl i gation. Craig and (

1. If God did not exist, objective moral vas and duties would not exist.

2. Objective moral values and duties do exist.

3. Therefore, God exists.

Premisel seekgo establish a necessary relationship between objective moral values and duties

and God’ s exi st Bivine Eamm&hd Theowssone,of niofal@bligations and

duties, not moral values. That is, eitfeemise s houl d r ead, “1f God di d
mor al values would not exist,"” or it shoul d r
moral duties would not exis. ” , Capan iangl Flannagawould obviously choose the former

“Moreland and Craig?hilosophical Foundationsof a Christian Worldview495.
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since their argument i s not an argument for t
This leads to the second objection.
The deductive argument f otheisGa@ahtedetamwxchst enc e
without proper justificationThe firstpremise has been charged with being circular since God, on
their distinctly Anselmian conception, has necessary existence. This is not to say that God does
not exist necessarily, only thidkthe doesexistthe first premise of the deductive argument for
God’ s existence nTaiyisdneofthetraayic reas@ticat Baggettlardr .
Walls “prefer an afductive moral argument .’
Baggett and Wal |l s’ a bxsterce is onethabseeysuthmbastt f or
explanation for “a set of s aiTheaabductiveangument | f ac
agrees oithe fact that there are certain moral factselity, and invites other competing
explanations into the realm pbssibility. In thisway, it is much more strategic thahe
deductive argument. However, the primary weakioé#ise abductvea r gument f or God’
existence is that God’'s existence is one of m
the best. Furthermore, while the strength of the abductive argument is its ability to establish
common ground with the netheist, the @d of Baggett and Wallsabductive argument is a God
whose commands constitute moral obligations. This feature of their abductive argument may
causethe nontheistto not seriously considehis explanation for the already conceded set of
salient facts ragjred explanation.
The best strategy, in terms of overall apologetic effectiveness, appears to be the abductive

mor al argument for God’'s existence. This is n

42Baggett and WallsGod and Cosmo$§7.

“bid., 15.
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existence are not sound, only that they areasdtrategic. A Noivoluntarist Theory of moral
values, obligations, and duties proposes @wdis the best explanation for morality and does
not require the notheistto implicitly or explicitly affirm that God is amecessargondition for
morality piior to affirming the existence of objective moral values, obligations, and dthest.
is more, the NotVoluntarist Theory does not requirethertolm ei st t o af firm t hai
commands constitute one’s mor al 0Dbsl iegxaitsitoennsc ea
the best explanation for moral obligations and du@ese may wonder how this is any more
appealingtotheneh hei st than a divine command concept
appeal is found precisely its explanatory scopena power of the salient facts. Furthermore, it
is able to explain these facts without falling victim to the various challenges associated with the
Euthyphro Dilemma.

Contemporary evangelical modified divine command theories are constructed on a
particulari nt er pr et ati on of what dANidexcomshandiffesryod ubbed t
et hi cal %ofcourgepdams understands that the Standaindne Command Theory
is not merely a theory of moral obligatiokde not es, “ Thi s ofthaDiving ct i on
Command Theoryo the realm of obligation may be contrary to the expectations of some
readers. Much of the discussion of divine command theories in analytical philosophy of religion
has assumed that they would be intended to explain theenatorf — a I*°IChapter Bwas s . ”
dedicated to tracing the historical developmeriwine Command Theorgnd how it was
understood byts proponents and opponents. Adams appedglsitosophes such ag.ocke,

Cumberland, and Pufenda$ examples of divine command theories of obligation which appeal

“Adams, “ ADivihe @oimmanaTheory f Et hi cal Wrongness,” 462

45Adams,Finite and Infinite Goods251.

181



to a standard of moral valwue that iIis independ
obligation, as clever as it may be, is certainly not supported by the common historical conception
of divine command ethic&urthermore, it only serves to create ambiguity for those who read his
position, and causes others to repeat the same mistake.

The Standar®ivine Command Theorgeeks to explain the ultimate basfsnoral value
and moral obliggonsand dutieslt is not a semantical theory, meaning it does not attempt to
explain the meaning of moral terrmgch agjood bad, right, wrong, obligation, forbiddemess,
andpermittedness What is more, it is not a theory of moegistemologyr maal
accountability, but a theory of ultimate grounding. The question that the Stdbidarel

Command Theorgeeks to answer is, what is the basis for moral values, moral obligations, and

mor al duties? Historically, standard divine ¢
the basis for both moral values, olligations,
argument’ s overall apol ogeti c Dind Gomrmandy eness b

Theoryof that which makes it Bivine Command TheoryAdams introduces unnecessary
ambiguity, by his own admission, omécauseitshi s
audience'® Furthermore, this modification causes Bigine Command Theorio be sek
defeating since it grounds moral valwue in God
types of commands that God can issnether words, there appes to be an internal tension

within the ModifiedDivine Command Theorg s t o whet her it is God’' s
divine nature thatiltimatelygrounds rightness of a commaiahally, Chapter 4 has shown that

many of the objections to the Stand&rigine Command Theorgre not escaped when modified

to apply to moral obligations and duties.

46Adams,Finite and Infinite Goods251.
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By embracing a Noivoluntarist Theory of moral values, obligations, and duties and
abandoning all forms ddivine Command Theoryone can provide a metaethical and
explanatory stopping point that is clear in its terminology, internally consistent, and explanatorily
powerful.Obviously Adetal®s'eed only abandon the concept
constituting moral obligations to affirm the neoluntarist horn of the BEbyphro Dilemma. One
potential reason that would dissuade such a move would be the alleged force of the non
voluntarist horn of the Euthyphro Dilemma. Unfortunately, this perceived hurdésesin a
misinterpretatiorof the dilemma.

Chapter 2 was dechted to providing anore accurate interpretatioh the Euthyphro
Dilemma. Unfortunately, both voluntarist and rasluntarig alike commonly misshe force of
both the voluntarist and neroluntarist horn of the dilemma. However, there are a few
preliminary remarks that bear repeating regarding the nature of the Euthyphro Dilemma as it
relates to theism in general. The Euthyphro Dilemma is primarily a challenge associated with a
particular view of divine entities. Socrates asks Euthyphro to provide ddtan for piety,
precisely because he suspects that it is not basedwilhef the Greek Gods. This is evident
given Euthyphro’ s var i Evdantualyloth Soprates artd Euthyphrb i s f y
agree that a working definition of piety is that which all ofgbeslove. It is important to keep
in mind that even if all the gods loegarity,for example, they could just as easily hate it from
one moment to the nexthis is a distinct feature of the Greek pantheon. It is within this context
that the dilemma was offered, and it is within tositextthat it ismost powerful However,
when ripped from its original context, and applied to Christianity, one wondersifiedun
immutable divine will is susceptible to the dilemma at all. Nevertheless, if one is justified in

applying the Euthyphro Dilemma to Christian theism, it is clearly a metaethical challenge.
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Socrates is clear that he is not concerned with examplestgf pr the meaning of the word
pious, but the nature of piety. Therefore, when modernized, the Euthyphro Dilemma is a
challenge to the nature or basis of moral values, obligations, and duties.

Craig, in particular, often claims to split the horns ofdiemmaby grounding moral
value in the divine nature. Of course, this implies that Craig understands the Euthyphro Dilemma
to be merely a challenge to moral valUafortunately for Craig,ite Euthyphro Dilemma is also
a challenge to moral obligations asllvFor example, the Euthyphro Dilemma could be applied
to right action by asking if an action right because God commands it, or does God command it
because it is right. The modified divine command theorist has one of two options. Either ground
moraloblgat i ons i n something other than God’'s com
Vacuity Objections as applied to moral obligations. The temptation is to ground moral
obligations is something other thandviBod’'s com
command theorist easily makes when the Euthyphro Dilemma is appheatabvalue. Craig
avoids this move because he holds that affirmingvaantarism in this way would be nothing
short of affirming Atheistic Moral Platonisfi.Consequently, himtroduces the final
misconception of the Euthyphro Dilemma.

Affirming the nonvoluntarist horn of the dilemma does not commit the Christian to the
existence of a standard of moral valabligations, and dutigbatareindependent of God. It
commits theChristian to the existence of a basis of mgedles, obligations, and dutiestlare
i ndependeoommandsTh&®isino seed to split the horns ofdiilemma. The
Christian can easily embrace a nasluntarist account of moral obligatioasd dutiesvithout

grounding moral obligationsnd dutiesn something logically prior to or independent of God.

4Craig,Reasonable Faithl78.
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Embracing the nowoluntarism horn provides a more effective apologetic since it abandons all
forms ofDivine Command Theoryand accuratelynterprets, applies, and responds to the
Euthyphro Dilemma. In addition to a clearer methodology, aWaluntarist Theory of moral
values, obligations, and duties provides a stronger theological position.

The Euthyphro Dilemma is intended to cause thedfihn to abandon something
essential to Christian theism. Consequently, the Euthyphro Dilemma is primarily a theological
chall enge. However, because one’'s response be
Christian worldview, the Euthyphro Dilemmaas apologetic challenge as well. The theological
objections associated with the Euthyphro Dilemma have been consistently referred to as the
Arbitrariness Objection and the Vacuity Objection precisely because they challenge some
theological point essentitd Christian theism. Therefore, an acceptable solution to the
Euthyphro Dilemma must be one that embraces one of the two horns without requiring the
Christian to abandon something essential to Christian theism. It has been demonstrated that the
Modified Divine Command Theorig not able to adequately respond to Arbitrariness and
Vacuity Objections as applied to moral obligations and duties without causing the Christian to
abandon something essential to Christian theism. On the other hand\\@NataristTheory
of moral values, obligations, and duties is able to save theistic ethics from the Euthyphro
Dilemma all while maintaining strong theologicgbosition. The following will provide a
thoroughresponse to the Arbitrariness Objection and the Vacuifg&ion from the perspective
of a NonVoluntarist Theory of moral obligations and duties.

The Arbitrariness Objection is classically associated with the voluntarist horn of the
Euthyphro Dilemma. If the Christian wishes to affirm that an action is ngagafd/right

because God commands it, then this would mean that the act in question has no moral qualities
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until God commands or prohibits that act. Rachels offers a classic example of this view. He
notes, “According to EXx o dtiutsful.®0thidoption, tBeasonc o mma n

we should be truthful isimplythat God requires it. Apart from the divine command, truth telling

is neithergoodnorbadBut this | eads to trouble, for it r
It means that God cadihave giverdifferentc o mmands j st as easily."”
What is interesting is that modified divin

nature as necessarily good, which is intended to avoid the arbitrariness objection. However, this

introduces a new dilema . I f God’'s nature is the ultimate

action, then they are not divine command theorists after all. However, if a divine command itself

is the ultimate explanation for the moral content of the action, then it hasrabaontent until

God commands or prohibits the astcordingtoRa c he |l s’  thdModifred Riviné o n

Command Theorglaims thatruthfulnesssmor al |y good because it

but it is not morally obligatory until God commandtdn this caseGod could just as easily

command one to lie, and the act of lying would obligatory. The Modbigthe Command

Theorymight claim that God had morally adequate reasons for commanding one to lie, but then

the morally adequate reasons beeomt he basi s for the obligati ons
A Non-Voluntarist Theory of moral obligations and duties avoids the Arbitrariness

Objection in a similar way that the Modifi€&lvine Command Theorgvoids the Arbitrariness

Objection as applied tmord value. First, on a Neioluntarist Theorycommands are not

right-making, butrighi ndi cat i ng. Icammans to telbthe tratthakes truo d * s

telling right, but indicates t ¢bhgationioheithee i s a

truth. Truth telling's considere@ material/immanent norm, that is grounded in some

“8RachelsThe Elements of Moral Philosoph2.
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transcendent/formal norm. Because personhood is a necessary condition for obligations, the basis
for this transcendent/formal norms is most likely somettatiger than a nepersonal command.
Furthermore, this personal basis must be a necessary basis if it is to avoid potential arbitrariness.

A Non-Voluntarist Theory of moral obligations and duties can ground the transcendent/formal

norms in the same way thizie ModifiedDivine Command Theorgrounds moral values, in

God. Truth telling then is good and right becausefitiee ct s or resembl es God’
Therefore, the moraibligations to tell the trutls notarbitrary,but grounded in the necessary

exisence of God. This conception of moral obligations is altogether different from the Modified

Divine Command Theory whi ch hol ds that truth telling 1s

commandlt is the command that provides the basis for moral oligeiand duties. On a Nen

Voluntarist Theory, God’s commands serve an e
obligations. Rather than God’'s commands, God
duties.

The Vacuity Objection is also clasdigaassociated with the voluntarist horn of the
Euthyphro Dilemma. If the Christian wishes to affirm that an action is morally good/right
because God commands it, then this would mean
empty claim. Once againlRc hel s c¢cl ari fies the challenge. He
good and bad are defined by reference to God’
What could it mean to say that God’s commands
commanded by God,’ then ®* God’s commands are goo

commande d—abny eGopdt’'y® trui sm.”

“*RachelsThe Elements of Moral Philosoph2-43.
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The modified divine command theorist claims that in terms of moral value, the ultimate

met aphysical and explanatory stopping point i
command theoristslaimt hat * X i s good’ simpkyg @Bedhs HOXvim
nature.’ Therefore, the claim ‘God’'s commands
i mage or resemble God’'s divine nature.’ Howeyv
Objection. The modified divine command theoristclwthet * X i s right’ simply
commanded by God.’' Therefore, to say that ‘ Go
simply means ‘' God’'s commands are commanded by

The former claim is susceptible to the Vaguitbjection, and the latter claim the modified divine
command theorist denies; claiming that God does not have moral obligations since he does not
issue commands to himself. Thdified divine commandteorist must ground moral
obligations and dutiesimsmet hi ng ot her than God’s commands
Vacuity Objection as applied to moral obligations.

A Non-Voluntarist Theory of moral obligations and duties avoids the Vacuity Objection
in a similar way that it avoided the Arbitrarinég3bjection. Since divine commands are not
right-making, butright-indicatingi t i s abl e to resolve Rachel s’
the idea that moral obligations and duties are bastg: divine nature, then moral rightness has
anorar bitrary, and rich meaning. I f * X is right
the ' God’'s commands are right’ would simply m
nat ur e-vdluntaig respamse to the Arbitrariness Objection and the Vacuity Objection
provides a significantly stronger theological position than the Modigcthe Command

Theory By abandoning the voluntarist horn of the Euthyphro Dilemma, the Christian is able to
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embrae nonvoluntarism without-as Craig pugit—affirming Atheistic Moral Platonisr By
removing these two objections, a resluntarist response offers a more robust conception of
God. Providing a clear method astliong theologicgbosition—as noted earlieris not enough
to satisfy the overall goal of Christian apologetics. Any theistic conceptiethicEmust also be

able to reply to various objections that accompany the Euthyphro Dilemma

Explanatory Scope

It is not enough for a theory to be methodotadjiclear and theological strong, it must
also be sufficiently broad iits explanatory scope. This means that the theory must be able to
reach beyond the Euthyphro Dilemma’s i mmedi at
philosophical objectionassociated with the neroluntarist horn of the dilemma. These
objections include the Epistemic Objection, the Moral Authority Objection, the Moral Autonomy
Objection, the Abhorrent Command Objection, and the Objection to Commands with No
Apparent Moral Cmponent.

The Epistemic Objection addresses e s a b i | intoralvatu@andmomlo gni z e
obligations. If the modified divine command theorists are correct, and divine commands

constitute one’s mor al obligatilbneedfobdawaen it s
of the divine command in order to act rightly. The Epistemic Objection can take many forms, but

one particular objection sets the stage for many others. What if one carkvitiwa high

degree of certaintythatmurderis morally bad andnorally wrong withoubelieving in God or

being issued a command from Gddfaig notes that a divine command conception of ethics is

not required to address epistemic objections since the Euthyphro Dilemma is a metaethical

*0Craig,Reasonable Faithl78.
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challenge’! However, a proper response to the Epistemic Objection is needed for the theory to
remain internally consistent. As Baggett and
guestions, no fulfledged defense ddivine Command Theorywould becomplete and nomoral
argument of a volu%tarist could fully work."”
Des pi t eobs€rvadomgentiesned above, others have argued that divine commands
are a type of speech act that requires some form of communication from commander to the
commanded by way of the comamd.This necessarily entails some knowledge of the command.
Morriston notes, “1n or de rdelitenttostuirnteaded sf ul 'y co

recipients. This brings us right B&€eanando t he

Flannaganmgue t hat one’'s belief in God or God’'s ci
actual command has beenisstetdthi | e belief in God or God’'s co
affect the recipients’™ standing as ‘receiver,

awareness of the command has added value to an obligation that a reasonable nonbeliever

already discerned. In other words, if a nonbeliever is aware of an obligation prior to the

command, then the command becomes superfluous. The obvious conclusiomisahat cases

God’s command does not necessarihagpeemdd obl i ga

di scovered independently. This appears to be
For it is not hearers of the law who are righteous before Bdadhe doers of the law

who will be justified. For when Gentiles, who do not have the law, by nature do what the
law requires, they are a law to themselves, even though they do not have the law. They

'Craig, “This Most-17TGruesome Guest,” 170
52Baggett and WallsGood God35.

SWesley Morristm, “ The Mor al Obl i glelevesrAsSpecidl Prébemas onab| €
for Divine Command Meta t h ilntematiénal Journal for Philosophy of Religi@®, no. 1 (2009): 3.

®Copan and Flannagabjd God Really Command Genocjdés.
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show that the work of the law is written on their tgawhile their conscience also bears
witness, and their conflicting thoughts accuse or even excuse.tfrem

Craig, CopanflannaganBaggett,and Walls affirm that the nonbeliever daavea knowledge
of right and wrong apart from the commands of God. However, this sefmthe reason
mentioned above-to be at odds with Bivine Command Theorgince thenon-believer might
havea knowledge ofand reasons fdulfilling a moral obligationregardless of divine
command.
A Non-Voluntarist Theory of moral obligations avoids the Epistemic Objection, or at
least the problem of internalconsistencyp e cause it vi ews @ulidating ¢ o mma
rather than rightmaking. It does not require the nonbeéieto be cognizant of a particular
command in order to have some awareness of moral obligations and duties. What is more, this
t heory can account for the nonbel i eevidut’ s abil
also moral right and wrong withoatpreceding command. Sin@ven the nonbeliever was made
in the image of God, and the image of God entails the human conscience as one of its many
characteristic, then the nonbeliever is capablecognizing these moral qualities. The
commands of Godmply serve to provide clarity to the fuller meaning of moral goodness and
moral rightness.
The Moral Authority Objection asserts that if one is able to recogmiral value and
mor al obligations independent | yyousiattbesi,angp!| i es t
lack moral authority at worst. The objection principally denies that God has added moral value
when 1t ¢ o me sbligatmnsdhe enddgied siare aommand theorists claim that
God’ s character, k n o wintehe goe of marat alitharity heededhfa Bis cr e a

commands to constit ut eatttosrpantthatthabmodified acorbnhandg at i o n
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theorist is most consisteitt.God’ s ¢ o mma n d s obligationsandarenedessariyn e’ s
superlative in every way, then he is the most lilksglgdidatdor moral authority, and his
commands would be binding and authoritative. However, this conclusion is not unique to the
Modified Divine Command Theory

On a nonvoluntaristviewGo d ° s ¢ 0 mm a-mdicatingarather than right t
making. Therefore, God’'s commands may serve t
intuitively seems morally good and morally ri
one’ s mi s c o n cgequ/eviland morabright/vamang. dHis perspective can also
appeal to a person who must have more moral insight, is more morally good, and acts in
accordance with moral goodness. Indeed, the God of the Bible does not simply have more moral
insight, but peiect moral insight. He is not merely more morally good, but the standard of moral
goodness. Finally, He does moerelyact,but acts in accordance with his moral perfection. If
God’s divine nature is the basi smdndsrtheg@d dness
is the most appropriate moral authority.

The Moral Autonomy Objection is also related to the Epistemic Objection. If a divine
command conception of moral obligations is correct, and one cannot recogmad®alues and
moral obligationst hen t he theory seems to under mine t he
Baggett and Walls describe the challenge from
“Rather than carefully thinking thradhegh i ssue
relevant command or allegedly “ddcrGod’ tsexto nmman
constit ut ebligatoeshs sormhaf regpbnse appears warranted. In any given

situation, the one who wishes to make accurate moral judgments sezuttle prudence behind

*Baggett and Wadl, Good God 35.
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consulting with God’s mor al code. However, on
obsession with ensuring that one’s actions di
Il n addition, i f God’ss neoormara nodbsl icgoantsita ntsu,t ew hoante
finds oneself in a situation that is not addressed by a particular command or set of commands?
Unless one relies upon some degree of moral autonomy, their ability to make accurate moral
assessments is criggl.

Onanonwol untarist view, God’'s commands are m
transcendent moral truths that assist in developing a person in the way they relate to God
primarily and mankind secondar ithemseleshotd’ s comm
meand o a much greater end; one’s moral devel opi
not be as binary as obey or disobey, but rather something more inclusive. Perhaps this view is
more akin to what Paul had in mind when he instructed the @ar hi ans by saying *
confidence that we have through Christ toward God. Not that we are sufficient in ourselves to
claim anything as coming from us, but our sufficiency is from God, who has made us sufficient
to be ministers of a new covenant of the letter but of the Spirit. For the letter kills, but the
Spirit gives life > This framework allows for moral some moral freedom and autonomy since
the law can be seen not as the end itself, but@s 80 accomplish a much greater end.

The Abhorrent Command Objection is a particularly potent one since it poses both a
theoretical and practical threat. The theoretical objection entertains the hypothetical
counterfactual of God issuing a command that is morally repugnant. Objectors will &teto re
actssuch asnurder torturing babies for fun, or some form of gratuitous cruelty as potential

commands that God could issue. They claimtha

572 Cor. 3:46 (ESV).
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right, and God issues an abhorrent command, then one would gedotdicarry that action out.
The practical objection refers to various biblical examples where God appears to issue alleged
abhorrent commands. Therefore, what begins with theory ends with a potential practical
application in the Christian worldview. Obarse, if God were to issue an abhorrent command,
then he would not be worthy of praise.

The Standar®ivine Command Theorgffirms that if God commanded gratuitous
cruelty—although Ockham held this to be an impossib#ithhat gratuitous cruelty would not
only be good, but obligatory. Thdodified Divine Command Theorgrounds moral value in the
necessary, unchanging, morally perfect divine nature. In term®af obligatiors, the standard
and modified formulationkold that actionsuch as murder, adultegnd gratuitous cruelty do
not have moral rightness or wrongness until God commands or prohibits the'@ranted,
these sort of actions may have negative moral value (i.e., they are ewljpuddtnot be morally
binding in ay way.

A Non-Voluntarist Theory of moral obligations entails grounding moral value in the
divine nature,and agrees with the modified divine command theorist that these actions have
negative moral value precisely because they utterly fail to measuoe ugto d ° serfeoto r a | p
character. However, the Naroluntarist Theorydisagrees that these actions do not have the
property of moral wrongness ptheseactsfaibto God’ s co
correspond with God’ s emaalywongThug, bezcaliseefdis, t hat
morally perfect natureiod is incapable of issuing commartdat are inconsistent with his
goodness and rightned&/hile this response addresses the theoretical objection, it still must be

reconciled with the practitabjection.

*8Copan and Flannagabijd God Really Command Genocidé&3.
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Objectors refer to various biblical examples of alleged abhorrent commands. These
examples often include the treatment of women, the treatment of slaves, the Canaanite genocide,
the flood in Genesis 6, and the binding of Isaac. In each reggadless of whether one holds a
particular theistic ethical theory, addressing such issues is a matter of exegesis, and is reduced to
theinterpretatiorof the text. The binding of Isaac serves as perhaps the most infamous example.
According to Baggettad Wal | s, Adams’' does nadistoricalenent, t he Db
and so he neatly navigates thisissl@o pan vi ews God’s command as &
God does not intend for Abraham to follow through on thé%@aggett and Walls do ntdke a
stance on the historicity of tleecountbutinstead maneuver around it by referring the fact that
God sent his only Son as a sacrifice for §inalhile each philosopher has his own interpretative
method, each seems to appeal to the atoning déddsus to somehow soften the blow of the
fact that God commanded Abraham to sacrifice his son. This criticism is not meant to claim that
there is not a deep and meaningful connection between Abraham not withholding his only son
and God not withholdingif only Son. It is merely meant to suggest that this correlation does not
answer the objection.

ANonVol untari st Theory can c¢l ai m dretat God’ s
some obligation for Abraham, but was meanttticatea more transcendent/formal norm
groundedn Godhi msel f. God’'s covenant with Abraham w
faithfulness of God and his promise for an heir in Isaac. It is easy to conceive that Abraham

could have viewed Isaac as the means byhv@iod would fulfill his promise, thus trusting in

*Baggett and WallsGood Gog 137.
®Copan,s God a Moral Monste#7.

®Baggett and Wall€Good God137-138.
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Isaac ratherthan God. PerhgBso d’ s command was to indicate theé
relating to God is to lovingly and freely submit to him in trust to fulfill his promisether
words, Gnardd 'indicatedatirat it is morally good to obey and exercise faith inlGod.
appears that this is that typeadfedience and faittihat Abraham ultimately displayed. This Ron
voluntarist interpretation admits that God issued the command and intendeadbaito
obey, but it does not view the command as an abhorrent command given the transcendent right
that it was meant to indicate.
I n addition to God’' s commands Gddissuées have an
commands that have no apparent moral compoi®r example, God prohibits Adam and Eve
from eating of the tree of the knowledge of good and®wle commands Abram to go into the
land of Canaaf® Jesus commands his disciples to cast their nets on the right side of tfe boat.
Unl i ke theocammamdyrdéeb,” these commands do no
component. The Standadvine Command Theorgind the ModifiedDivine Command Theory
hold that God’'s commands constitute one’s mor
obligation to obeys basedn the command itseliThe proposedNon-Voluntarist Theory holds
t hat God’ s ¢ o mmmakng, but regivireicating.tt proposestihamnoral values,
obligations, and duties are grounded in the divine nature.
A potential objection to Alon-Voluntarist Theoryf moral obligations and duties how
it accouns for divine commands with no apparent moral compongme. divine command

theorist might object in the following way. I

62Gen. 2:17.
63Gen 12:1.

64John 21:6.
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good, what does ghnonvoluntarist make of commands with no apparent moral component? The
divine command theorist can object to aarluntarism on the grounds that since there is no
apparent moral component to the contents of the command itself, then there is no otleer grou
available for the moral goodness of obeying.

A responseéo this objection needs to be clear regarding the moral components of a divine
command. Either it is morally good to obey Go
component, or there is no moral gtalis-a-vis obeying or disobeying the command. If one
were to claim that there is no moral componerdawss obeying or disobeying the command
then the objection goes away since it is neither a problem fevaiantarism, nor a relevant
example for analysis of a divine command conception of ethics. It is not a problem for-the non
voluntarist since it does not need a groundafqualityit doesnothave, and it is not a relevant
example for analysis of a divine command conception of ethics since its moral quality just is that
it is commanded by God. On the other hand, if the Christian were to claim that it is morally good
t o obey Go dthashave oorapparentnsoral component, she must provide a proper
basis for that obligation. The Christian may claim that it is morally good to obey a God whose
divine nature is essentially and necessarily good. Thus, the obligation to obey is not gnounded
God’s command, but in his essentially and nec

Of course, the divine command theorist may object by asking whether it is@ooely
God because he commands it, or does he command obedience because it is good? The non
voluntaristmust affirm that God commands obedience because it is good. This does not commit
the Christian to a standard of goodness independent of God. It merely commits the Christian to a

standard of goodness i nodkeep Ensdoaenshouldode yG dsb’'ds sc o m
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commands that have no apparent moral component because it is morally good to obey a God
whois essentially and necessarily good.

Even at this pointthe NonVoluntarist Theory provides a reasonable basis for moral
value, moral obligations, andoral duties. It provides a clear methodology, a s&ong
theological position, and greater explanatory scope. When takeulatively these three areas
provide a more effective apologetic response to the Euthyphro Dilemma. Ultimately, it seeks to
make r@m for the northeist to view ethics in a theistic framework that does not illicitly strip
her of her moral knowledge, authority, and autonomy.
Conclusion

This project has sought to provide a better way for the Christian to respond to the
Euthyphro Dilemna. It has suggested that by abandoning all fornidvwhe Command Theory
and embracing a Ne¥loluntarist Theory of moral values, obligations, and duties the Christian
theist can adequately respond to the Euthyphro Dilemma with stronger apologetic thrce wi
greater explanatory scope by clarifying unnecessary ambiguity, without recheritoggabandon
essential doctrines of the Christian theism.

A correct understanding of the nonluntaristhornof the Euthyphro Dilemma is
essential to a NeNoluntarist Theory. The newoluntarist horn merely commits the Christian to
affirming a basis of moral obligatisrand dutieshatisdi st i nct from God’s <conm
standard that is distinct from Godhiself. Therefore, this theory avoids the claim thatnon
voluntarism is a tacit affirmation of Atheistic Moral Platonism. Natuntarism is able to affirm
the Modified Divine Command Theorwhen it grounds moral value in the divine natume.
addition,iti s abl e to affirm the strategic nature of

However, it does not affirm that God’ s comman
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Unlike the ModifiedDivine Command Theorynonv o | unt ar i s m <scbnamamds t h
are rightindicating rather than righhaking. Therefore, one must seek some other transcendent
basis for moral obligations and dutidsist as the ModifieBivine Command Theoryiews God

as the transcendent basis for moral value, the\Nmuantarist Theory views God as the

transcendent basis for moral obligations and duties asSwedle obligations are relation

at

dependent (i.e., obligations rely op@rsono person relationlcod s di vi ne natur e,

personaljs the best explanationrfanoral obligatiorand duties

A Non-Voluntarist Theory is to be desired above all formBwine Command Theory
since it benefits from a clearer methodology, a stronger theological position, and a broader
explanatory scopdts methodology is clearemge it understands the historical position of

Divine Command Theoryand uses the divine command terminology in a standard/historical

mannerFurthermore, this position accurately understands the force of the Euthyphro Dilemma.

There is no need for the @Gétian to attempt to split the horns of hikemma,but merely

embrace the newoluntarist horn. In addition to its methodology beahgarer this theory takes

a stronger theological stance. It can adequately respond to the Arbitrariness Objectien and t
Vacuity Objection as applied to moral obligations and duties. The\ldtumtarist Theory

avoids the Arbitrariness Objection in a similar way that the ModBizthe Command Theory
avoids the Arbitrariness Objection as appliedharal value. First, nofvoluntarism holds that

God’ s ¢ omma n dnsaking,rowa righiion d ir ¢ gthit n g . lcammansl to teld t

t hat

thetruthbmakes truth telling right, but indicates t

obligationto tell thetruth. Truth telling is considered a material/immanent norm that is grounded
in some transcendent/formal norm. Since personhood is a necessary condition for obligations,

transcendent/formal norm must be personal. Furthermore, it must be a necassetyquel
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since it is meant to avoid potential arbitrariness. Consequently, truth telling is good and
obligatory because it resembles the goodness of God. Since God is necessarily good, truth telling
is not arbitrary.

This theory avoids the Vacuity Objeatian a similar way that it avoids the Arbitrariness
Objection. Since divine commands are not Hgiatking, butight-indicating,the theory is able
to resolve Rachel s’ chall enge. I f one were to
are defined ¥ their resemblance to a good God, then moral rightness hasatrary, and
rich meaning. I f *X is right’” simply means ‘X
right’ would simply mean that *‘ God'thstheooymmands
allows for Godalso to beconsidered just and righteous in a ar@tuous way. Since God is
bound by his divin@ature his actions necessarily resemble his goodness.

In addition to a clearer methodologydba stronger theological position, this theory
provides a broader explanatory scope. Noluntarism is able to respond to the various ethical
objections associated with the Euthyphro Dilemma. These objections include the Epistemic
Objection, the Moral Autority Objection, the Moral Autonomy Objection, the Abhorrent
Command Objectiorin addition, it is able to more adequately answer the potential objection to
commands with no apparent moral compon&heach objection, nemoluntarism provides a
reasonald basis for moral valy®bligations, and dutighatmakes room for the nostheist to
view ethics in a theistic framework that does not illicitly strip her of her moral knowledge,
authority, and autonomyn other words, it does not require the ftbeist to make non
necessary adjustments to her view in order to entertain the idea of theistic ethics. This is an

extremely important feature of any defensive apologHtibe goal of apologetics is to provide
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winsome case for the truth of the Christian worldview, the least cumbersome pathway is the best.

A Non-Voluntarist theory of moral values, obligations, amndies accomplishes this goal.
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