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ABSTRACT

Amid the milieu of ethical theories and presuppositions about morals, a significant
disconnect exists at the confluence of moral theories and human behavior. One may parse the
issue as follows: If objective morals exist, humans are to live by them; however, no one lives a
perfectly moral life. According to the moral standards identified by different theistic ethical
theories (i.e., divine command theory, natural law, and virtue ethics), one may surmise that
objective morals exist and that humans imperfectly live a moral life according to these standards.
If it is the case that both secularists and theists recognize this issue, then explanations and
solutions must be offered to alleviate the tension or else dispel the problem altogether. This study
seeks to demonstrate that a person must receive some form of divine assistance from a perfectly
moral being to live a moral life. Since God is both the source and the arbiter of morals, this study
proposes that is it at least possible that He also provides the assistance needed for humans to live

up to His expectations.
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“Morality is a mountain which we cannot climb by our own efforts; and if we could we should
only perish in the ice and unbreathable air of the summit, lacking those wings with which the rest
of the journey has to be accomplished. For it is from there that the real ascent begins. The ropes

and axes are ‘done away’ and the rest is a matter of flying. "
-C. S. Lewis

Chapter 1: The Research Problem

Introduction

Why be moral? This question has dominated philosophical, sociological, and theological
conversations throughout human history. Every society and culture has had to wrestle with
identifying, evaluating, and implementing morality. This constitutes an essential element for
creating a worldview. Although various worldviews explain why morals exist, there is still a gap
between why someone feels compelled to live a moral life and why they fail to live by it
perfectly.? Even within Christianity, the gap exists. The great theologian and apologist, C. S.
Lewis, explained the issue best in responding to the perennial question, “If Christianity is true,
why are not all Christians obviously nicer than all non-Christians?”® In response to this question,
he says,

What lies behind that question is partly something very reasonable and partly something

that is not reasonable at all. The reasonable part is this. If conversion to Christianity
makes no improvement in a man’s outward actions—if he continues to be just as

1 C.S. Lewis, “Man or Rabbit,” in God in the Dock, ed. Walter Hooper (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans,
1970), 113.

2At this point in the research the author assumes there is an objective moral law, but this will be developed
further in a later section. The following list of authors do not necessarily provide an argument for theism, but they
provide reasons for taking objective morality seriously. Russ Shafer-Landau, Moral Realism: A Defence (Oxford:
Oxford University Press, 2005); David O. Brink, Moral Realism and the Foundations of Ethics, Cambridge studies
in philosophy (Cambridge ; New York: Cambridge University Press, 1989); Terence Cuneo, The Normative Web:
An Argument for Moral Realism (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2007); Kevin Michael DeLapp, Moral Realism,
Bloomsbury ethics (New York: Bloomsbury, 2013); Andrew Fisher, Metaethics: An Introduction (Durham: Acumen
Publishers, 2011).

3 C. S. Lewis, Mere Christianity: A Revised and Amplified Edition, with a New Introduction, of the Three
Books, Broadcast Talks, Christian Behaviour, and Beyond Personality, 1st HarperCollins ed. (San Francisco:
HarperSanFrancisco, 2001), 207.



snobbish or spiteful or envious or ambitious as he was before—then | think we must
suspect that his “conversion” was largely imaginary; and after one’s original conversion,
every time one thinks one has made an advance, that is the test to apply. Fine feelings,
new insights, greater interest in “religion” mean nothing unless they make our actual
behavior better. . . .4
The problem elucidated by Lewis is a sad reality. Many people may accept in varying degrees a
belief in objective morality. Still, if they exhibit no change or not even a desire to change, then
they fail to respond to the very thing God established as a sign giving directions to him (i.e.,
morals).>
A person’s acquiescence to the moral law varies widely upon a spectrum. On one
extreme, one may follow the moral law but fail to acknowledge God as the moral lawgiver. This
is a crucial concept for moral apologetics because the moral argument rests upon the assumption
that objective morals are identifiable by all people. However, their acquiescence to the moral law
does not get them down the road. If it is possible to live a moral life with no assistance, God is
removed from the equation. On the opposite extreme, there may be those who have bought into
the fact that morals are a result of a divine moral lawgiver but fail to respond to them due to their
rebelliousness or volitional obstinance. To this point, Lewis, once again, fitly describes the
necessity of moral transformation,
The Christian way is different: harder, and easier. Christ says “Give me All. I don’t want
so much of your time and so much of your money and so much of your work: | want
You. I have not come to torment your natural self, but to kill it. No half-measures are any
good. I don’t want to cut off a branch here and a branch there, I want to have the whole

tree down. I don’t want to drill the tooth, or crown it, or stop it, but to have it out. Hand
over the whole natural self, all the desires which you think innocent as well as the ones

* Ibid.

® Immanuel Kant said it this way, “Two things fill the mind with every new and increasing admiration and
awe, the more often and steadily we reflect upon them: the starry heavens above me and the moral law within me. |
do not seek or conjecture either of them as if they were veiled obscurities or extravagances beyond the horizon of
my vision; I see them before me and connect them immediately with the consciousness of my existence.” Immanuel
Kant, Critique of Practical Reason, trans. Thomas Kingsmill Abbott, 4th revised ed., 1889.



you think wicked—the whole outfit. | will give you a new self instead. In fact, I will give
you Myself: my own will shall become yours.”®

The case Lewis makes is what Immanuel Kant called “Spener’s problem”: How do we become
not just better men, but other men, new men?’ In Kant’s view, humanity is under the evil maxim,
and requires the “revolution of the will.”® Kant explains that a maxim is the subjective principle
behind an action (i.e., the prescription behind an action). There are only two maxims: evil and
good. A morally good maxim meets three criteria. First, they are specific enough to prescribe one
good action rather than another. Second, they are general enough to be taught to children. Third,
they are exceptionless, so it is never the case they should be broken. These are hard to illustrate
with a good example, which has been one challenge in Kantian moral philosophy; however, Kant
uses the categorical imperative as a litmus test.

The revolution of the will reverses the order of the evil maxim, which prioritizes
inclination over duty, with the exact opposite. The prioritizing of the good is continual progress
from bad to better, but in the sight of God, it is viewed as a unity which “amounts to his being
actually a good man (pleasing to Him); and thus viewed, this change can be regarded as a
revolution.”® Lewis also addresses the same problem and insists that “God became man to turn

creatures into sons: not simply to produce better men of the old kind but to produce a new kind

6 C. S Lewis, The Complete C.S. Lewis Signature Classics (San Francisco: HarperSanFrancisco, 2007),
156-7.

" Immanuel Kant’s coining of the term “Spener’s Problem” is based on his response to the German pietist,
Philipp Jakob Spener, who made the original statement. See Immanuel Kant, The Conflict of the Faculties, trans.
Mary J. Gregor (New York: Abaris Books, 1979), 97.

8 More will be said concerning Kant’s view of the revolution of the will when John Hare’s view of moral
transformation is assessed below.

% Immanuel Kant, Allen W. Wood, and George Di Giovanni, Religion within the Boundaries of Mere
Reason and Other Writings, Cambridge texts in the history of philosophy (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
1998).



of man.”'? The point to be derived from these statements is that humanity finds itself in a
predicament regarding paltry attempts of living morally. Since people continually fail to live a
moral life, one must appeal to some resource outside of himself or herself to resolve the problem
or else lower the moral standard.

The requirement that humans must become someone or something new is a central tenet
in Christianity. Although it comes in different forms of doctrine, the universal principle is the
same—humans live a moral life imperfectly and need help. This observation raises a
quintessential question for both theists and non-theists: Is it possible to live a moral life apart
from outside assistance?

The moral landscape ranges drastically about this one point. The moral law is a vital
component in establishing a multipronged defense of Christian theism—namely the defense of
the monotheistic God of the Bible. The apologetic method of using the moral law to make a case
for theism has been widely used throughout time.! It is a misnomer to say, “The Moral
Argument,” as if there is but one definitive formulation or variant. There are many forms of the
moral argument, which all share the common goal of showing how morality prescriptively
construed points to theism. *2 Different apologists have created unique ways to structure the
moral argument that land significant blows to naturalism. However, each argument elicits

different objections. The variety of moral arguments, in addition to other theistic arguments—

10 Lewis, The Complete C.S. Lewis Signature Classics, 170.

11 For a few notable examples of authors who have accomplished the task of categorizing different ethical
systems and their representatives as they use a version of the moral law, see John Hare, God and Morality: A
Philosophical History (Malden, MA: Wiley-Blackwell, 2009); David Baggett and Marybeth Baggett, The Morals of
the Story: Good News about a Good God (Downers Grove, IL: IVP Academic, 2018); David Baggett and Jerry L.
Walls, The Moral Argument: A History (New York: Oxford University Press, 2019).

12 For an explanation of various moral arguments see Baggett and Walls, The Moral Argument.



such as the cosmological, teleological, and ontological arguments—are what make a cumulative
case for theism so compelling. One particular cumulative case advanced by David Baggett and
Jerry Walls uses an abductive method.*® The attractiveness of their approach enables theists to
use information gathered from varying sources, even secular theories, to point to theism as the
likely best explanation for moral phenomena. Overall, the advantage of the moral argument is
that a case for objective morals can be created that points to the existence of God based on
making sense of what all people know and experience about morals. Thus, this places the first
cog in moving toward the need for divine assistance for moral transformation as it relates to
morality and perfection.

One’s worldview must include a grounding for morality, which affects the motivation
factor for being moral. Regardless of one’s belief in the grounding of morality, a common
thought generally surfaces in people’s lives: humans want to be moral.'* However, immorality
continues to be a universal and rampant issue. Since there is no common consensus between
societies and cultures for the grounding of morality each person seemingly is left to their own
beliefs.’> This has become a defining characteristic in postmodernity. Subjectivism in western

society dominates philosophical, sociological, and even theological discussions. If one’s

13 For an explanation of their abductive case, see David Baggett and Jerry L. Walls, Good God: The
Theistic Foundations of Morality (New York: Oxford University Press, 2011), 27-9. For a more detailed
explanation, see David Baggett and Jerry L. Walls, God and Cosmos: Moral Truth and Human Meaning (New
York: Oxford University Press, 2016), 54—78. Their approach affirms, “So it is not that secular theories fail
altogether to explain anything morally. . .they don’t explain as many moral facts. . .nor do they explain moral facts
as well as theism, but they are not without their resources and insights. . . . Recognizing such a point is entirely
consistent with our argument that an explanation that includes this world conjoined with God makes a fuller case
and provides the better explanation of the full range of moral facts in need of explanation.” Ibid., 72.

14 Exceptions exist to this point, but the general aggregate of humanity shows a common desire to strive for
a moral life.

15See Lewis’ appendix to The Abolition of Man for examples. C. S. Lewis, “The Abolition of Man,” in The
Complete C. S. Lewis Signature Classics (New York: HarperOne, 2002), 731-8.



convictions or beliefs about morality are grounded within humanity, it is easy to run into
problems. One major problem is that the reason to be moral is individualistic and subjective.
However, one may ask, can the drive to be moral, or more specifically, the desire to be perfect,
be grounded and satisfied by natural, non-spiritual means?16

The argument that moral facts exist and are likely best explained by the existence of a
divine creator leads one to ask for further clarity on the matter. If theism provides the likely best
explanation for moral facts, then there must also exist an expectation on God’s part for humans
to live up to those morals. The reality exists that humans continually fail to live according to the
moral law. A myriad of reasons may be adduced for why humanity fails to live up to the moral
law. The Apostle Paul contends that individuals fail because they, “do not honor [God] as God or
give thanks to him, but they became futile in their thinking” (Rom. 1:21).1” Augustine of Hippo
identified the evil within him as “foul,” but it was still attractive to him. He states, “I loved my
own perdition and my own faults, not the things for which I committed wrong, but the wrong
itself.”*® Thomas Aquinas quotes another one of Augustine’s statements about sin by saying that
sin is a “languor of nature.”*® Furthermore, Aquinas identifies people’s choice to sin as an
“inordinate act.”?? Kant stated that humanity follows the evil maxim because of the “dear self”
that is “curved in on itself.” These few statements serve as illustrations of the teachings

associated with humanity’ problem with sin. One need not get into different theological doctrines

16 The definition of these terms will be made clearer in chapters two and three below.

17 Unless otherwise noted, all biblical passages referenced are in the English Standard Version (Wheaton,
IL: Crossway, 2011).

18 Augustine of Hippo, Confessions, 2.4.

19 Thomas Aquinas in Summa Theologiae, question 82, article 1, quotes Augustine’s statement in Psalm
118, Sermon 3.

20 |bid.



of sin (i.e., original sin, total depravity, etc.) to understand that sin prohibits a person from living
a moral life.?

If it is identifiable and observable that humans do not live moral lives and are far from
living them perfectly, what then is the resolve from a theistic view? Is it true that God would ask
individuals to live moral lives, but know they are not able to do so? John Hare asserts there is a
gap between the requirements of the moral law and humanity’s ability to live up to it. He aligns
with Kant in saying that “‘ought’ implies ‘can.’”?? The dictum “ought implies can” is a major
assumption to explain because it carries the weight of moral obligations and the expectation to
follow them. The “moral gap,” Hare posits, must be closed either by divine assistance or some
other comparable secular theory.?® The non-theistic solutions Hare proposes for consideration
include 1. Puffing up human capacity; 2. Reducing the demand; or 3. Secular substitutes for
divine assistance.?* Hare shows these options fail to close the gap like divine assistance can. He
leaves open the discussion for Christian doctrine because he only addressed the issues
philosophically to show that divine assistance must be involved. His final comment to his book
is, “My own belief is that there is a God who loves us enough both to demand a high standard

from us and to help us meet it.”?® Hare’s version of the moral argument offers a simple point of

2L More will be said below regarding how these doctrines impact moral transformation, but at this juncture
only a cursory mention is necessary to point to man’s inability to live a moral life perfectly.

22 John Hare, The Moral Gap: Kantian Ethics, Human Limits, and God’s Assistance, Oxford studies in
theological ethics (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 2002), 23.

23 Hare’s postulation is that, “The effect of these two points [ought and can] is to bring it about that
morality, in its full critical form, is, first, something I ought to be practising [sic]; second, something for which my
natural capacities are inadequate. . .; and, third, something that I should treat as the command of some other at least
possible being who is practising [sic] it.” Ibid.

24 Hare addresses each one of these options in detail in the following sections of his book: 1. Puffing up the
capacity, Ibid., 99-115., 2. Reducing the command, Ibid., 142-69., and 3. Secular substitutes, Ibid., 170-88. A
secondary explanation of his position can be seen in Baggett and Walls, God and Cosmos, 214-42.

% Hare, The Moral Gap, 275.



clarity: humanity is expected to live according to the moral law, but only when offered assistance
from the One who created it can humanity actually live by it. “Ought implies can” thus stands in
need of a qualification: “with God’s assistance.”

If Christian theism is to be valid, it must be able to respond to humanity’s desire to live a
perfectly moral life and offer the assistance needed to meet that goal. This is possible because of
the Christian doctrine of unity with Christ, which closes the gap, offers needed assistance, and

fulfills the desire for perfection.

Research Statement

The purpose of this study will be to create and develop a new apologetic argument based
on humanity’s desire to strive for moral perfection. This will be accomplished by first explaining
the various theoretical foundations for morality and how they respond to the problem of moral
perfectionism. Second, a defense will be made against secular theories and interlocutors to show
their deficiencies in changing people’s hearts to meet the universal standard of moral perfection
and transformation. Third, a case will be made that the Christian doctrine of “unity with Christ”

is the likely best explanation for divine assistance in moral transformation.

Research Significance
This project has the potential to make a major impact on postmodernity in Western
culture. First, it simultaneously validates humanity’s desire to live a moral life and invalidates
secular substitutions for God’s divine assistance for moral perfection. This delivers a fatal blow
to postmodernity’s failed attempts of creating a moral system that is epistemically, ontologically,

and experientially true.



Second, it can marry together moral apologetics and orthodox Christian teachings. Since
moral arguments generally try to show that God is the likely best explanation for moral
phenomena and then reason to the God of the Bible, this argument from moral perfection arrives
at the more robust theology of an Anselmian Christian God.

Third, this project seeks to teach orthodox and sound Christian doctrine that gives glory

to God, honor to the church, and presents the Gospel message to those outside of Christ.

The Purpose and Method

Why another work on the moral argument? Both secularists and theists of varying stripes
and everyone in-between have attempted to weigh in on what a moral life is and how to evaluate
it. Issues arise when establishing the metaphysical nature of morals and the veracity of their
axiomatic components. This has resulted in more contentions with little consensus and minimal
resolve. Philosophers have offered a broad spectrum of solutions to the metaphysical and
epistemic questions generated out of the milieu of promulgated views. Still, these are met with
more objections and responses as new perspectives are touted. Not surprisingly, Christians
generally and apologists specifically have continued to wrestle with the topic of morals and
ethics. The task of apologists has been to make sense of these issues from a Christian worldview
and to offer detailed, systematic explanations for why theism provides the likely best account for
the existence of these issues. A secondary task of apologists is to propose pragmatic ways for a
Christian to live a moral life and to disseminate those teachings in a practical manner that

remains true to biblical teachings and human capacity.



Amid the milieu of ethical theories and presuppositions about morals, a significant
disconnect exists at the confluence of moral theories and human behavior.?¢ One may parse the
issue as follows: If objective morals exist, humans are to live by them; however, no one lives a
perfectly moral life. According to the moral standards identified by different theistic ethical
theories (i.e., divine command theory, natural law, and virtue ethics), one may surmise that
objective morals exist, and that humans imperfectly live a moral life according to these
standards. If it is the case that both secularists and theists recognize this issue, then explanations
and solutions must be offered to alleviate the tension or else dispel the problem altogether.

This problem introduces the need for moral transformation. If a person fails to live
morally, there must be an explanation for the failure, not only an explanation but also a solution.
Given this observation, a theist may derive a few different conclusions from the issue. First, there
may be a misunderstanding about God’s expectations for a moral life and the performative aspect
of it. Second, humans may actively and willfully choose to live contrary to God’s expectations
for a moral life. Third, it may be the case that humans either lack the ability or the capacity to
live morally. Fourthly, a person must receive some kind of assistance to live a moral life.
Emphasis will be placed upon the fourth conclusion as the most viable option for a solution to
the above issue. If God is both the source and the arbiter of morals, is it at least possible that he
also provides the assistance needed for humans to live up to his expectations?

How will this project accomplish the goal of creating a new apologetic argument from the

desire for moral perfection? The purpose of this research is to extend the discussion of moral

% A gap exists between the ethical theories advanced by moral apologists and the practical nature of their
resolutions. This is not to say they fail in their attempts or evade the topic; but rather many of these apologists only
give a cursory nod toward the performative nature of their views in their works. Granted, the purpose of their
primary sources is to establish a particular ethical theory; however, the information leaves the reader wanting more
of a resolution.

10



apologetics to the performative aspect of morals. There are three legs to this project. The first leg
will explain the theoretical foundations that undergird the form of morality advanced throughout
this project. Specifically, the works of moral apologists who have paved the way for this
discussion will be analyzed to show their arguments only take individuals to theism but not to the
Christian God.

The second leg will be a defense against secular theories and various interlocuters who
present challenges to the argument advanced in this project. The goal will be to show that other
worldviews outside of Christian theism are deficient in changing human hearts to meet the
universal standard of moral perfection and transformation.

Finally, having argued for the need for a bridge that spans between moral arguments and
the solution for moral transformation, a case will be made that the Christian doctrine of “unity
with Christ” is the likely best explanation for divine assistance in moral transformation. The
orthodox doctrine of unity with Christ explains the need for moral perfection and satisfies the

requirements necessary to make it possible.

Key Concepts and Terms

As this study advances toward creating a new apologetic method, it is essential to
delineate clear and decisive terms used throughout the project. Establishing a proper definition of

these key concepts and terms will aid the reader.

Perfectionism

Before a deeper dive can be taken into the vast world of Christian theism as a solution for
humanity’s needs, it is essential to establish a definition for perfection as it will be used

throughout this project. Semantically, the term takes on a wide range of definitions. In its most

11



simplistic form, perfection means, “The quality or state of being perfect: such as freedom from
fault or defect, the quality or state of being saintly, an exemplification of supreme excellence or
an unsurpassable degree of accuracy or excellence.”?’ In one respect, these definitions demand a
degree of objectivity of completeness. That is to say that perfection, whether anyone has actually
obtained it or not, insists upon actually being accomplished. On the other hand, there is a degree
of subjectivity or progression. It is not so much the fact that one will actually reach perfection as
it is that someone or something is considered perfect because they are perceived as being perfect.

The wide semantic range of this term makes it amorphous. Unless it is understood in a
univocal context, hemmed in with proper parameters, and bolstered with adequate scaffolding,
much of the discussion will crumble. Consider that one may speak of perfection regarding
aesthetics. Aesthetically, a sunset over a mountain landscape may be deemed as perfect. An
artist, architect, or craftsman may call the result of their hard work, “perfect.” An athlete can
execute a complicated maneuver perfectly. A triangle can be perfectly symmetrical having all
sides and angles equal, but at the same time it may not be a proper fit for a certain occasion. In
fact, an isosceles triangle may fit perfectly in one instance rather than an acute triangle and vice
versa. This brings to light another important aspect of perfection; it requires a standard and a
judgment.

It is hard or nearly impossible to speak of perfection in any constructive way if no

standard exists by which to judge perfection. Individuals express this by “judging the judges.”?®

27 Merriam-Webster.com Dictionary, “Perfection,” accessed March 27, 2022, https://www.merriam-
webster.come/dictionary/perfection.

28 Ravi Zacharias is credited with this illustration. In The Logic of God, Zacharias explains that the way we
speak about judgment calls in life shows a deeper, universal understanding about how we view objectivity. What
does this say about standards and judgments of perfection? Consider the way people act during sporting events
drives this point home in an illustrative way. How many baseball players get in an uproar over whether the umpire
called the correct ball or strike? The comical comparison between modernists and postmodernists in a game of
baseball makes the point. The postmodernist umpire exclaims, “There’s balls and strikes, and they aren’t anything
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How many judges go uncontested in a sporting event that utilizes subjective standards by which
to weigh contestants? It is usually the loser who approaches the judge insisting they were scored
unfairly. One need not look any further than the most recent Olympics to illustrate this. A figure
skater who executes a seemingly flawless routine can receive differing points between judges. If
she believes she deserves more points than she was awarded, who is at fault? Who has the final
say in the matter? The expectation is there must exist some universal standard for the action, a
presupposition that the action is executable, and an assumption that one can recognize it and
judge it correctly.

The matter becomes more difficult when thinking about humans on a more intrinsic scale.
In one respect, human perfection is spoken of in ontological terms. One may call humans perfect
if they fit the mold for what the ideal human should be. Once again, this is generic unless it is
narrowed down. A perfect human is based on more than physical descriptors. If naturalism is
true and humans are no more than material beings composed of atoms colliding together, then
many conversations humans have about perfection are spurious. However, human experience
seems to speak to the contrary. There appears to be a basic, universal assumption that values and
principles do exist even in respect to humans and their actions. Thus, the conversation turns to
other philosophical complexities. Humans not only desire physical perfection, they search
existentially for perfection beyond physical limitations. This difficulty is highlighted throughout

Michael Hyde’s book on the history of perfection.?®

until I call them.” His call contrasts with the modernist who asserts, “I call them as I see them.” These anecdotes
show that people typically do not like to be judged by relative and subjective standards. This applies even in
conversations about aesthetics. People have this unique expectation that there can be a standard of perfection.

2 In chapter two, a case will be made for moral realism. It is the assumption thus far in the research that an

objective moral standard must exist because it makes the most sense for why humans speak in the way they do about
moral perfection.
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Hyde sets out trying to answer why humans “embody a metaphysical desire for
perfection.”? He explains that humans desire acknowledgment. This desire for
acknowledgement is more than affirmation or validation, it is a search for completeness or
wholeness in life. This understanding is driven by his definition of perfection. He explains that
perfection is “achieving a state of completeness in our lives whereby, at least for the moment, we
feel secure, comfortable, and at home with ourselves, others, and our immediate surroundings.”3!
He further states that, “perfection admits a certain ontological significance: perfection is essential
to our well-being.”3? When taken generally, Hyde’s definition and understanding of perfection
make sense, but this project desires to delve deeper into perfection as it relates to morality and a
moral life.3

The options for human perfection likewise are elucidated in John Passmore’s work, The
Perfectibility of Man. He posits that human perfection can be spoken of in the following
distinctions:

(1) there is some task in which each and every man can perfect himself technically;

(2) he is capable of wholly subordinating himself to God’s will;

(3) he can attain to his natural end;

(4) he can be entirely free of any moral defect;

(5) he can make of himself a being who is metaphysically perfect;

(6) he can make of himself a being who is harmonious and orderly;

(7) he can live in the manner of an ideally perfect human being;
(8) he can become godlike.3

30 Michael J. Hyde, Perfection: Coming to Terms with Being Human (Waco, TX: Baylor University Press,
2010), xi—xii.

3 1bid., xii.

32 |bid. “Our passion for perfection is admirable; it defines who we are as metaphysical animals, creatures
who have a longing, a nostalgia, for security, comfort, and completeness in our lives.” Ibid., 1.

33 More will be said about Hyde’s view of perfection as it relates to Christianity later.

34 John Arthur Passmore, The Perfectibility of Man, 3rd ed. (Indianapolis, IN: Liberty Fund, 2000), 21.
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Passmore’s observations are valid, although one can see they cannot all be true simultaneously.
Unless one delineates what is being discussed, a wide range of interpretations can be granted.
Therefore, perfection will be narrowed down to the realm of morality. The desire humans feel to
live perfect lives and to strive for perfectibility is a major part of humanity. It is one thing to
recognize the desire, it is another thing to find a solution for why people do not feel as if they are
perfect.

In philosophy, perfectionism became a theory for how one should live life. Although
perfectionism reaches back further than the twenty-first century, modern authors have sought to
coalesce previous views to establish a firmer definition for perfection. One author, Thomas
Hurka, explains the moral theory in these terms,

This moral theory starts from an account of the good human life, or the intrinsically

desirable life. And it characterizes this life in a distinctive way. Certain properties, it says,

constitute human nature or are definitive of humanity—they make humans human. The
good life, it then says, develops these properties to a high degree or realizes what is
central to human nature. Different versions of the theory may disagree about what the

relevant properties are and so disagree about the content of the good life. But they share
the foundational idea that what is good, ultimately, is the development of human nature.

For Hurka, and other advocates of perfectionism, they place the emphasis of a perfect life on
something obtainable by humans: happiness, experiences, a good life, etc. Hurka gives two
definitions for perfection, one from last century by Sir Hamilton Williams and a more recent
version by John Rawls.3¢ The culmination of their definitions sets perfectionism in completely

humanistic terms. In Hurka’s use of the word, he says, “the human good rests somehow in

% Thomas Hurka, Perfectionism, Oxford Ethics Series (New York: Oxford University Press, 2009), 3.

36 The reader may be interested in seeing both Hamilton and Rawls’s definitions for perfection. Hamilton
states that perfection is, “the full and harmonious development of all our faculties, corporeal and mental, intellectual
and moral.” Rawls shows that perfectionism leads one to, “maximize the achievement of human excellence in art,
science, and culture.” Cited in Ibid., 4.

15



human nature.”®’ That is to say that when one develops their natures, it is “to develop some
capacities and also defines an ideal of excellence.”*® Many who discuss perfectionism focus on
the human and naturalistic explanation for perfection. Whether or not one is talking about human
nature or morals, the foundation is to be understood on human terms.

This fits within a naturalistic worldview, which believes nothing exists outside of the
material world. If there are no non-natural aspects of life, then human nature is based on one’s
current understanding of how humans function. This brings to light several issues. One obvious
issue is that human nature, from an evolutionist perspective, is subject to change and is ever
progressing. Identifying “humanness” becomes even more complicated because it is based on
knowledge of what humans are in a specified time. Hurka says, that, “the best perfectionism,
then, equates human nature with the properties essential to humans and conditioned on their
being living things.”3® Other moral perfectionists agree with Hurka’s statement, but others seek
to find the purpose of living outside of human nature or at least in a different component of it.
One example is within a moralistic perfection, which,

.. .Takes one human essential property to be something like practical rationality and

characterizes this property in such a way that realizing it to a high degree requires

developing the dispositions commonly considered virtuous, such as temperance, justice,
and honesty, or abiding by the rules—“Do not kill,” “Do not lie”—commonly counted as
moral. Moralism makes goodness by perfectionist standards in part the same as goodness

by the lights of commonsense morality. It makes the degree to which humans develop
their natures depend on the degree to which they fulfil popular notions of morality.*°

37 1bid.
% 1bid.
¥ 1bid., 17.

%0 1bid., 19.

16



A naturalistic perfectionist will continue to struggle with determining what constitutes a perfect
life until they can identify what the ultimate good is for humans. If the ultimate good is only
found in natural terms—Iike human nature—one must still wrestle with the fact that humans do
not only speak in natural terms. There appears to exist a standard for living beyond simple
humanistic ideals. In step with the proposal above, some solution must be offered that resolves
the tension of incomplete perfection. The solution being proposed here is that Christianity offers

the exact option needed to correspond to actual human experience and expectations.

Unity with Christ

If Christianity offers the likely best solution for the problem elucidated above, then there
needs to be a clear, decisive understanding of that solution. It has been proposed that unity with
Christ is that solution.

The Bible uses perfection in different contexts. Typically, perfection is used
synonymously with “complete” or “full.” A handful of interchangeable terms are used between
the Old and New Testaments to convey the concept of perfection. In the Old Testament, at least
two Hebrew terms are used to denote an individual as perfect.*! The first term is shalem. It is
used to describe persons who are “finished, whole, or complete.” Specifically, shalem describes
someone’s heart as perfect because of their singular devotion to God. A second Hebrew term is
tamim, which is used to characterize someone or something as “sound or unblemished.” Often,

tamim is used to describe God, his way, and his word (e.g., Psa. 18:30, 19:7).

4l There are other terms used throughout the Hebrew Old Testament, but they are used only once. The focus
of this study is to examine the topic from a moral apologetics standpoint. However, there is rich and fertile ground in
regard to how Judaism has treated the topic of perfection. For a treatment of the various terms and the interaction
with Jewish positions see M. L. Satlow, “Philo on Human Perfection,” The Journal of Theological Studies 59, no. 2
(2008): 500-519.
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In the New Testament, there is one term translated as “perfect.” The New Testament term
is Teleios. Teleios conveys the concept of something being “full, complete, or perfect.” Out of
the more familiar instances of this word, one may recognize its use in Matthew 5:48 where Jesus
says, “You therefore must be perfect, as your heavenly father is perfect.” Jesus’ statement brings
to light two but intricately connected concepts. First, there is a call to perfection. Second, the
standard of perfection is derived from God’s own ontology.

The biblical expectation for perfection is tied to the demand to live “innocent” or
“blameless” lives. Throughout the Bible individuals like Noah (Gen. 6:9), Job (Job 1:1), and
Jesus (Heb. 7:26) are labeled as innocent or blameless. They not only stand out as interesting
examples, but also as moral exemplars. By their example, these men establish a general call to all
people to be found innocent and blameless (Psa. 15:2-5; Phil. 2:14-15). Noticeably, the
uniqueness of Jesus stands out from the others and will be explained further.

The uniqueness of these individuals is that the standard imposed on them is not from a
subjective human standpoint, rather, the ideal of innocence, blamelessness, and perfection is
from God. In moral terms, perhaps God is not only the very definition for goodness, but he
himself is goodness. This is the case Robert Adams makes in his book, Finite and Infinite Goods.
Specifically, Adams argues how to define the good. In Platonic terms, within Adams’ model,
God is the good. “If God is the Good itself,” Adams posits, “then the Good is not an abstract
object but a concrete (though not a physical) individual. Indeed, it is a person, or importantly like
a person.”*? Therefore, when people are called to a standard of perfection—goodness—they are

called to live like God. Once again, the overarching issue resurfaces in Adams’ discussion. He

42 Robert Merrihew Adams, Finite and Infinite Goods: A Framework for Ethics (New York: Oxford
University Press, 1999), 14.
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insists that, “One of our main problems in being for the good is that because of our finitude we
can be for it only in very imperfect and fragmentary ways. We cannot attend to more than a
small fraction of actual and possible good, and what we can do about what we do attend to is
very limited.”* Humans are called to live a good life, but they must also realize the standard of
perfection is unattainable due to humanity’s finitude.

Typically, Christian theologians contend against human perfectibility in relation to this
world. Due to the pervasiveness of sin, no one can be perfect. However, a broader view of
perfection shows that although one may not reach perfection, per se on this earth, there is an
other-worldly component that looks beyond this world for the desire for perfection to be
fulfilled. This can be found in one’s connection to Jesus and the hope for eternal life after one’s
existence on this earth.

When considering what it means to be united with Christ, one must bring together
multiple Christian doctrines; namely, those doctrines that relate to salvation. Paul the Apostle
explains that the Christian life is characterized by being in Christ (Eph. 1:7), united in his death
(Rom. 6:5), and clothed in him (Gal. 3:27). When reflecting on his own relationship to Christ,
Paul says, “I have suffered the loss of all things and count them as rubbish, in order that | may
gain Christ and be found in him, not having a righteousness of my own that comes from the law,
but that which comes through faith in Christ, the righteousness from God that depends on faith. .
.7 (Phi. 3:8-9). Unity with Christ is the point where sin is removed from an individual’s life,
where the old person dies and a new one is born, and where a life is no longer lived for self but
for God. It is in this unity that God’s own Spirit is given as a seal/guarantee (Eph 1:13-14; Gal

3:14; Rom 5:5) and to provide aide for living a sanctified life.

3 Ibid., 8.
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Without the salvation offered by Jesus Christ, no human could stand before God. When
Jesus died on the cross, he paid the price for sin. The apostle Peter explains, “[Jesus] himself
bore our sins in his body on the tree, that we might die to sin and live to righteousness” (1 Pet.
2:24). Again, he states, “For Christ also suffered once for sins, the righteous for the unrighteous,
that he might bring us to God” (1 Pet. 3:18). What Peter teaches here is that Jesus, who was
perfect, paid the cost of sin, so sinful humans might be able to live for God and one day be in his
presence perfected.

The gap created between God’s standard for morality and humanity’s failure to live up to
that mark requires assistance. As John Hare explained earlier, the dictum “ought implies can”
requires a qualifier: with God’s assistance. Hare believes that his solution for extra-human
assistance—atonement, justification, and sanctification—provide a “version of such
assistance.”** He further remarks that “What has changed after incorporation [with Christ] is the
availability of the new life; there may still be a gap between what we ought to do and what we
do.” C.S. Lewis adds to this when he spoke of Jesus giving “a new self.” %6 The new self is to
be identified and understood as united with Jesus. In this new life, individuals are no longer
viewed as what they were, but as a new creation clothed in Jesus. The new life in Christ entails
transformation. This transformation is the removal of sin and bestowal of further assistance
needed to live a new life in Christ—sanctification. In this moment, an individual is sanctified,
and set apart for God’s purpose. Therefore, one can echo Paul’s benediction in saying, “Now

may the God of peace himself sanctify you completely, and may your whole spirit and soul and

44 Hare, The Moral Gap, 270-1.
4 Ibid., 256.

46 ewis, The Complete C.S. Lewis Signature Classics, 156—7.
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body be kept blameless at the coming of our Lord Jesus Christ. He who calls you is faithful; he
will surely do it” (1 Thess 5:23-24). The degree to which one lives this new life in accordance
with the ultimate good is shaped by one’s view of sanctification. The views of Christian
sanctification explain to what extent one can expect to live a new life transformed into the image
of Jesus. If unity with Christ is to be considered the likely best solution for living a moral life,
then it must be able to offer a solution for the problem of sin and the assistance needed to live in

accordance with the standard of morality by which humans are expected to live.

Summary of Chapters

Now that the foundation of this research has been laid by examining the research
problem, methodology, and major definitions, it is important to see the general outline for how
this project will proceed. Chapter two will establish a case in defense of moral realism to show
there exists an objective standard for how humans should live morally. Although every objection
against moral realism cannot be handled due to the limitation of a work like this, those major,
salient objections that challenge the performative aspect of moral realism will be addressed.
Special emphasis will be placed on: 1. Taking objective morality seriously; 2. Understanding
moral values, judgments, and obligations; and 3. Tracing the impact of moral realism through the
performative aspect of the moral argument. Chapter three will attempt to show that the form of
theism found in Christianity is the likely best solution for the existence of these moral facts; and
that when married together with the Christian teaching of unity with Christ, Christian theism
offers a viable solution for humanity’s desire for moral perfection. The goal is to show that unity
with Christ has the ability to release the tension of living imperfectly while needing and
expecting perfection. Chapter four will develop a tripartite argument for Christian theism based

on a unified version of natural law, divine command theory, and virtue ethics. This will give a
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comparative analysis between naturalistic explanations of perfection and the argument
established throughout this work, thus showing that unity with Christ meets and exceeds the
criteria humans expect for perfection. Chapter five will discuss how unity with Christ fits into the
argument for Christian theism. The task will be to show that unity with Christ makes sense of
humanity’s desire for perfection and the failure to live a perfect life. Finally, chapter six will
conclude the study by addressing possible objections to the argument established throughout this

work and a few considerations for further study will be presented.
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Chapter 2: Moral Realism

Introduction

For this project to advance in the proper direction toward a solution for humanity’s need
for perfection, one must first understand the nature of morality. A lot of ink has been spilled
discussing the importance of understanding morality in its various contexts. Grasping morality
entails more than a cursory look at generic discussions about what people consider ethical
decisions. Understanding morality means comprehending its objectivity, knowability, and
enforceability.*’

A key component to any apologetic argument from morals is to show that morality,
properly construed, is objective. The claim that morality is objective has garnered considerable
attention from both sides of the argument. Furthermore, the debate is not limited to theism alone.
Many philosophers, both secular and theistic, have commented on the peculiar nature of
morality. The existence of moral phenomena has piqued the interest of individuals, which will
form the basis of this chapter. If morality is objective, then there is a definite standard by which
to live.

This chapter will seek to explain three main aspects of morality; thus, creating a
cumulative argument for taking the moral law seriously. First, a case will be made for moral
realism; that is to say morality is objective and potentially absolute. Second, it will be explained
that moral facts are knowable and discoverable by all rational humans. Third, based on the

objectivity and knowability of moral facts, a defense will be made for moral obligations.

47 David Baggett and Jerry Walls not only create an abductive argument for morality, but also a cumulative
one. In the second part of their work, God & Cosmos, they detail four moral facts—ontology, epistemology,
practical, and rational—that need further explanation in a moral argument. See Baggett and Walls, God and Cosmos,
115-272.
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Moral Realism

A popular genre of literature and entertainment that has flooded the bookshelves and
movie theaters takes place in post-apocalyptic/dystopian worlds. What does society look like
when it has been stripped of social and economic infrastructures, people live by their own rules,
and survival is the driving force for everyday life? Beyond the purely entertainment factor of
these works lies something deeper that speaks to the inner most complexities of humanity. These
complexities are usually revealed when the protagonist must wrestle with whether he should
compromise his own values, break some unenforced personal rule, or save an innocent life at a
great personal expense. The decision is usually exacerbated by taking place in a dark, vile
society that functions on chaos, disorder, and filth. A flood of examples may come to mind to
illustrate this point; which is the reason for speaking in generic terms. The pull humans feel to
relate to a character’s decisions in a society at rock-bottom speaks to something that is known
universally in all humans—moral decisions matter.

Even though society in the twenty-first century is not characterized as post-apocalyptic or
dystopian, the deeper complexities of humanity are revealed, nonetheless. There may exist, in
varying degrees, social and economic infrastructures with enforced societal laws, but humans
still struggle with dilemmas concerning how they should act. This shows that moral dilemmas
are not biased to time and place. Since a moral dilemma is characterized by two or more
competing value claims, herein lies the point of establishing moral realism. If objective moral
facts exist, they should be recognizable by all people. As illustrated above, there seemingly
exists a prima facie notion that moral facts are real and draw people’s attention.

An armchair sociologist can see that American society has become increasingly more

relativistic in its ideals. Relativism believes there is no such thing as a universal morality,
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because all that exist are plural moralities and social mores.*® In this respect, relativism equates
moral laws to human laws, which means they are founded on humanistic principles subject to
change. This pragmatic approach to morality places the foundation of morality on what
individuals or groups believe. Moral realism, on the other hand, insists that, “Moral judgements
enjoy a special sort of objectivity: such judgements, when true, are so independently of what any
human being, anywhere, in any circumstance whatever, thinks of them.”*® Similar to other
philosophical and ethical theories, there are various forms of moral realism.% These forms,
although different, share important features. First, as Kevin DeLapp explains, “[Moral realism] is
designed to help shed light on what morality itself is.”’>! Second, moral realism uses the basic,
universal principles of logic to make a positive case for morality. Third, it employs common
sense and intuition as key factors in its argumentation. Fourth, it is not dependent upon theistic
arguments.>? Given these basic features of moral realism, a few apodictic conclusions may be

drawn regarding the present discussion.

48 James David Velleman, Foundations for Moral Relativism, Second expanded edition. (Cambridge, UK:
Open Book Publishers, 2015), 1.

49 Shafer-Landau, Moral Realism, 2.

%0 Terence Cuneo gives a brief overview of the different types of moral realism. In a summative manner he
says, “Some philosophers characterize realism as the view that some of our moral beliefs are true; others maintain
that it is the position that there are moral facts. Some claim that realism is simply the view that moral propositions
are true independent of our best evidence for them; others maintain that it is the position that moral propositions are
true independent of our ability to assign truth conditions to them. Some philosophers claim that realism is committed
to the thesis that entities have moral properties independent of facts about the attitudes of moral agents; others
maintain that realists hold that entities have moral properties independent of persons responding to those entities.”
Cuneo, The Normative Web, 1.

51 DeLapp, Moral Realism, 1.

52 Each of these features deserve more attention and consideration, however, space does not permit for a
thorough examination of each one. The aforementioned works provide more context to these issues that the reader
may wish to consider in a more in-depth manner.
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First, moral realism, if true, can provide a base foundation for discussing a universal
standard for living expected by all rational beings. Much of the current discussion is founded
upon the assumption that humans expect other humans to behave in particular ways. If there is
no standard for living, or a universal consensus, then many thoughts, feelings, and experiences
people have about morality are illusory. Second, if this universal standard of living is expected
by all humans, there must exist, to some degree, the potential capacity to actually do what is
expected. If a standard is imposed on humans that is unable to be accomplished, then objections

may be offered for why one should not expect the standard to be true.

A Case for Objective Morality

There are many reasons to take objective morality seriously. There appears to be a
universal consensus that humans are to behave in a certain way. Is it true that humans believe
certain actions are intrinsically or inherently right or wrong regardless of how someone thinks or
feels?53 One would be hard pressed to think that torturing babies for fun is wrong because a
society or culture decides it to be that way. The aversion and repulsion toward a horrendous act
reach deeper than cultural norms. When a skeptic needs evidence to prove that torturing babies
for fun is wrong, “He doesn’t need an argument,” Paul Copan notes, “he really needs
psychological and spiritual help.”>* Couched within these preliminary statements are
observations of human nature that point to why, for prima facie reasons, objective morality

should be taken seriously.

53 Objections to this point will be elucidated below. The point here is to show there are valuable reasons to
take objective morality seriously, and to some extent humans understand, on a basic level, some things are wrong
and no argument or evidence is needed to prove it.

54 Paul Copan and William Lane Craig, eds., Passionate Conviction: Modern Discourses on Christian
Apologetics. (Nashville: B & H Publishing Group, 2007), 45, accessed May 12, 2021,
https://www.overdrive.com/search?q=E2CBDF3D-C3FA-4DF7-AEEF-5D298C401C4B.
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The six observations highlighted below do not constitute an exhaustive list detailing
every aspect of objective morality. °> However, these basic observations serve as presuppositions
that coincide to a universal human experience. They relate to the current study because they
show that humans have a pull or motivation to live up to some kind of standard and at least
expect others to do the same. If it is a human expectation to live in a particular way, is there ever
a reason to do otherwise? If objective morals exist, it should follow that humans expect them to
be done to some obtainable degree. An objectivist theory of morality insists that moral
statements are more than feelings of preference or based on cultural consensus, they actually

make claims about the moral status of persons and acts.

Discussing Moral Matters

It may be common in a relativistic society for people casually to cast off objective moral
statements under the guise of “Everything is relative!” However, their own standard quickly
betrays them when their views are given little respect. Most people, when it gets down to brass
tacks, believe there is an objective standard for living and for how to treat one another, whether
they openly acknowledge it or not. Consider how people discuss moral matters. If morality is
subjective, then people should not get upset when someone takes a different view than their

own.%® However, people argue, debate, discuss, and reason over issues. All one must do is listen

% These six observations are derived from Scott Rae’s book, Moral Choices. Scott B Rae, Moral Choices:
An Introduction to Ethics, 2018, 35-7. As noted, this is not an exhaustive list, and many of these points are covered
in varying degrees throughout the works of those moral realists mentioned earlier in this work. For a longer list
consider the points made in a dissertation written by Stephen Jordan. He identifies 15 reasons to take morality
seriously: 1. Obviousness, 2. General consensus, 3. Moral reasoning, 4. Moral order, 5. Unlivable world, 6.
Measuring value systems, 7. Social reform, 8. Justice, injustice, and punishment, 9. Stand of behavior, 10. Praise and
blame, 11. Mistreatment, 12. Moral obligations, 13. Guilt, 14. Making excuses, 15. Moral progress/improvement.
Stephen S. Jordan, “Morality and the Personhood of God: A Moral Argument for the Existence of a Personal God”
(Liberty University, 2021), 34-57, https://digitalcommons.liberty.edu/doctoral/2870/.

% Schafer-Landau makes the following observation: “We can well explain the point and persistence of

moral disagreement by attributing to agents the presupposition that there is a right answer awaiting discovery. Were
they convinced that there was no truth of the matter, most interlocutors would see their continued disagreement as
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to an agitated individual make statements like, “That is unfair!” “You cannot do that!” or “That
is wrong!” If everyone’s opinions should be given equal respect, then why do people get upset
about moral matters? If there is no universal, objective standard for fairness, good and evil, and
right and wrong; then it is impossible for one individual to impose their beliefs on someone else.
However, this happens all the time. Consider someone that admits good and evil are illusions. “A
moment after they have admitted that good and evil are illusions,” Lewis demonstrates, “you will
find them exhorting us to work for posterity, to educate, revolutionise [sic], liquidate, live and
die for the good of the human race.”’ This double speak is inconsistent, but goes to show the
point being advanced here.

One must take note that the way people discuss moral matters differs vastly from how
they discuss preferences. Discussions about morality, for example whether rape is acceptable,
usually differs greatly from a discussion about one’s favorite flavor of ice cream. The simple fact
that people discuss moral matters gives weight to the point that there is more to morality than
subjective opinions.

One of David Enoch’s arguments in establishing a robust realism is that the absence of
moral objectivity in discussions of interpersonal disagreements and conflicts has, “implications
that are objectionable on first-order, moral grounds, and should therefore be rejected.”>® While
establishing a positive case for realism, he attempts to show that detractors like subjectivism are

false. In one particular case, Enoch produces a Reductio argument for taking morality seriously

pointless; as pointless as, say, entering an intractable debate about whether red or orange was really the most
beautiful colour [sic].” Shafer-Landau, Moral Realism, 23.

57 C. S. Lewis, Miracles: A Preliminary Study (San Francisco: HarperSanFrancisco, 2001), 58.

%8 David Enoch, Taking Morality Seriously: A Defense of Robust Realism (Oxford: Oxford University
Press, 2011), 16.
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in interpersonal disagreements and conflicts by showing that subjectivism cannot offer the

solutions needed.

1.

2.

Caricaturized Subjectivism.%® (For Reductio.)

If Caricaturized Subjectivism is true, then interpersonal conflicts due to moral
disagreements are really just interpersonal conflicts due to differences in mere
preferences. (From the content of Caricaturized Subjectivism.)

Therefore, interpersonal conflicts due to moral disagreements are just interpersonal
conflicts due to differences in mere preferences. (From 1 and 2.)

Impartiality, that is, roughly: when an interpersonal conflict (of the relevant kind) is a
matter merely of preferences, then an impartial, egalitarian solution is called for, and
it is wrong to just stand one’s ground.®°

Therefore, in cases of interpersonal conflict (of the relevant kind) due to moral
disagreement, an impartial, egalitarian solution is called for, and it is wrong to just
stand one’s ground. (From 3 and 4.)

However, in cases of interpersonal conflict (of the relevant kind) due to moral
disagreement often an impartial solution is not called for, and it is permissible, and
even required, to stand one’s ground.

Therefore, Caricaturized Subjectivism is false. (From 1, 5, and 6, by Reductio.)®?

%9 Enoch describes this metaethical view as: “Moral judgments report simple preferences, ones that are
exactly on a par with a preference for playing tennis or for catching a movie.” Ibid., 25.

% Enoch explains that impartiality as a moral principle can be described in the following terms. “In an
interpersonal conflict, we should step back from our mere preferences, or feelings, or attitudes, or some such, and to
the extent the conflict is due to those, an impartial, egalitarian solution is called for. Furthermore, each party to the
conflict should acknowledge as much: Standing one’s ground is, in such cases, morally wrong.” Ibid., 19.

61 1bid., 25-6.
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As the argument shows, it is usually the case that an impartial, egalitarian solution is neither
expected nor sought after if someone is discussing a matter of great moral worth. In theory,
before the discussion begins, one may insist that it is possible; but in reality, this is not the way

people actually talk about moral matters.

Moral Reformers

Western society is indebted to the great work of moral reformers like Martin Luther King
Jr. who championed for the equal rights of all humans. King’s call for moral reform during the
civil rights movement entailed more than a request for culture to change. He appealed to a
higher, transcendent standard for morality. Although King advocated for people to acknowledge
God’s moral law, he appealed to the objective morality found within each human regardless of
their acceptance of his theological perspective. The call for racial equality and overall acceptance
of human dignity would be “logically impossible” in a normative relativistic society.%?

The argument for moral reformers can be construed in the following way. If M is a moral
reformer, then M is a person who believes culture x has an incorrect moral code; and M claims
the acts declared by culture x’s moral code are wrong and need to change. If cultural relativism is
true, then moral reformers like M are mistaken. However, not every moral reformer is mistaken;
therefore, cultural relativism is not valid. It would be a difficult task to convince someone that a
moral reformer like Martin Luther King Jr. was mistaken when he advocated for societal reforms
during the civil rights movement. Ethical systems must offer reasons why these reformers made
valid appeals. Martin Luther King Jr. and other reformers rarely argue from the standpoint of

societal codes; rather, they appeal to a higher, transcendent standard outside of humanity. “Social

62 J. P. Moreland and William Lane Craig, Philosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldview, 2nd
Edition. (Downers Grove, IL: IVP Academic, 2017), 428.
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reformers have some degree of faith in the goodness and perfectibility of human beings,”
Passmore observes.®® The moral reformer dilemma thus gives another reason for taking objective

morality seriously.

Moral Mistakes

When people think about Hitler, Stalin, and Pol Pot they do not gloss over their deeds as
something deserving a simple slap on the wrist. There is a universal disgust at the thought of
genocide and other malevolent acts done to humans. These deeds are considered egregious moral
errors that must not continue. How should humans look at the infamous deeds of individuals who
touted for the removal of another people group because they did not fit their cultural standard? If
moral relativism is true, one cannot disapprovingly speak out against these acts, without some
logical inconsistencies, because they were being done for the advancement of their cultural
agenda. Even in a utilitarian moral system, these deeds can be justified because it brought about
the greatest good for the greatest number of people to exterminate those individuals who acted
contrary to the way their society was structured.

To follow an anti-realism theory of morality, one would have to say that the great evils
done in the twentieth century were not moral mistakes. However, human experience looks upon
these deeds with repulsion. There are no calculations needed to weigh out whether these deeds
are 