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Part Two:

Are Appeals to a Divine Law Problematic?

In Part One | located within several representativanches of Christianity a common
argument against feticide that | termed the Alex@amd Argument. The Alexandrian

argument consists of three propositions:

[1] Killing a human being without justification Vates the law of God.
[2] A formed conceptus (i.e. a fetus) is a humaindpe
[3] In the case of feticide (at least in the majorof cases) insufficient or no

justification is forthcoming.

In Part Two | will defend the first of these presss Premise [1] states that killing without

justification is contrary to a divine law.
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l. The Sixth Commandment
In the previous section | noted that proponentthefAlexandrian argument appealed to
the sixth commandment of the Decalogue. This conamemt occurs in the Zchapter
of the book of Exodus and the fifth chapter of ble®k of Deuteronomy. In its most well-
known rendition, the King James Version (K.J.Vhlistcommandment states succinctly
“thou shall not kill"! The Hebrew term translated as ‘kill' here rssah The New
International Version (N.I.V.) and New Revised Stard Version (N.R.S.V.) translate it

as “murder”.

1. The Universality of the Command
| will address the question of how to interprestbbmmandment in section 2 below. It
needs to be noted that while this commandment ecourthe Decalogue, which is
ostensibly part of the law of Moses and hence pulstiion of a covenant between the
Jews and Yahweh, it is clear from allusions or cirappeals to this commandment
elsewhere in scripture that the Mosaic Law is g a principle which is considered
to be binding on humanity per se and hence bindsilgeChristian believers as well as

Jews.

This is evident from two things. Firstly, somethiiig the sixth commandment is alluded
to and affirmed prior to the giving of the Mosaiaw and its scope is universal. The most
obvious example is the story of Cain and Abel. Gaicondemned for killing his brother
Abel before the Mosaic covenant is enacted. Evereragplicit is the first epistle of John
which states that believers “must not be like Caimo was from the evil one and
murdered his brother. And why did he murder hime@aise his own deeds were evil and
his brother’s righteous®.Here John sees Cain as violating a moral prindipibidding
killing. Similarly, in Genesis 9 God prohibits Noahd his descendants from killing other
human beings and states that those who do “wilatlithe hand of man”. In the narrative,
Noah is the father of the whole human race andjusitthe Jews. The language used
alludes to the creation account in Genesis 1 stiggeshat this commandment has
universal scope. Moreover the commandment is usé@leit is part of a covenant made

with Noah “and his descendants” and with “everyiny creature ... the birds, the

! Exodus 20:13 K.J.V.
21 John 3:12 N.I.V.
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livestock and all the wild animals”. A comparisoittwGen. 9:5-6 and the application of
the sixth commandment in Ex. 21:12, Deut. 19 andnN@5, as well as the laws
governing a goring ox in Ex. 21:28uggest that the Torah simply restates, applies an
interprets a commandment that is universally bigdim human beings and part of the

entire creation.

Secondly, the commandment is explicitly repeatetthéenNew Testament e.g. Matt 19:18.
In the Sermon on the Mount Jesus repeats the codmrert and offers a more stringent
interpretation suggesting it prohibits not justlikty but also verbal abuse and anger
without just causé Paul appeals to the commandment in his critiquBeitile culture in
the first chapter of RomansElsewhere in the same epistle Paul exhorts hisviers to
follow this command and suggests it is requiredtity commandment to love one’s

neighbour as oneself.

Let no debt remain outstanding, except the contmpuiebt to love one another,

for he who loves his fellowman has fulfilled thevlaThe commandments, “Do

not commit adultery”, “Do not murder”, “Do not st&a‘Do not covet”, and

whatever other commandment there may be, are sunumed this one rule:

“Love your neighbour as yourself”. Love does norhato its neighbour.

Therefore, love is the fulfilment of the Idiw.
Similarly, James exhorts his readers to “Speak artdas those who are going to be
judged by the law that gives freedoflt is clear from the context that he is referriog
the Decalogue. In the verse earlier he stateswheesaid, “Do not commit adultery” also
said “Do not murder”. If you do not commit adulteoyt you do commit murder, you
have become a lawbreaket'Similarly, in 1 John we see an appeal to the conuhment,
an allusion to Cain and the idea seen earlier ui fhat the commandment is required by

the duty to love one’s neighbour.

This is how we know who the children of God are ar the children of the
devil are: Anyone who does not do what is rightdg a child of God; nor is
anyone who does not love his brother. This is tlessage you heard from the

3 See J.J. Finkelstein, “The Ox that Gorebransactions of the American Philosophical Socrty
(1981): 1-89, for an argument that these laws ar@naient Near Eastern Application of the laws ehG
9:5-6.

4 Matt. 5:21. See also 5:38-48; 26:52.

® Rom. 1:29.

® Rom. 13: 8-10 N.L.V.

" James 2:12 N.L.V.

8 James 2:11 N.L.V.
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beginning: We should love one another. Do not ke €ain, who belonged to

the evil one and murdered his brother. And why ltgdmurder him? Because

his own actions were evil and his brother's weghtéous’
Jesus’ claim that the commandment seeks to pramdbijust overt actions of killing but
also an attitude of hate and contempt is restagebbbn “Anyone who hates his brother is
a murderer, and you know that no murderer has atdifa in him”.1° Elsewhere James
states, “With the tongue we praise our Lord anché&matand with it we curse men, who
have been made in God’s likeness. Out of the samétome praise and cursing. My
brothers, this should not b&" This appears to be an interpretation of Ger*&6th the

commandment to not kill understood as prohibitingjaost killing but reviling others.

In the Pastoral Epistles support for murder isestaio be incompatible with “sound
doctrine”’® Moreover, in the apocalyptic vision presented b end of the book of
Revelation murderers are excluded from the heavégriysalem and are consigned to the

“fiery lake of burning sulphur. This is the secomeath”**

Outside are the dogs, those
who practice magic arts, the sexually immoral, thederers, the idolaters and everyone

who loves and practices falsehoot?".

Therefore, the sixth commandment of the Decalogumiversal, unlike circumcision and
dietary laws. The New Testament does not teachttighot a command particular to the
Mosaic covenant that Gentile believers are notireduo follow. Rather it is reiterated,
repeated and expanded upon in the New Testameatsdriptures affirm that all people
have a duty to love their neighbours. This meartshawing an ill will towards them.

Abusing, reviling and killing a human being madehe image of God is both forbidden

and contrary to sound doctrine. It will result kckision from the community of God.

%1 John 3:12.

97 John 3:15

™ James 3:9-10 N.1.V.

12 Gen. 9:6 grounds the commandment not to kill enféict that man is made in God’s image. Jesus argue
in the Sermon on the Mount that the commandmendemms verbal abuse and hatred without just cause.
In this passage James suggests that verbal abusesorg is wrong because man is made in God's émag
The continuity of thought is evident.

1 Tim. 1:9-10 N.L.V.

“Rev. 21:28 N.L.V.

®Rev. 22:15 N.L.V.
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2. Interpreting the Commandment

| noted above that in its most well-known formudatithe commandment is rendered
“thou shall not kill”. Taken on its own and outits context this raises problems, some of
them known since at least the time of AugustineteAfll, does not eating plants or
harvesting food involve killing? Plants are livingeatures and can be killed. As
Augustine notes, “for though this class of creaturas no sensation, yet they also are said
to live, and consequently they can die; and theeefib violence be done them, can be
killed”.*® He then asks rhetorically, “Must we therefore rectkb a breaking of this
commandment, “Thou shalt not kill”, to pull a flovds'’ In fact, modern knowledge
brings other perplexities. Scraping the inside gf mouth kills hundreds of living cells.

Understood strictly as a prohibition of all killinthe command is manifestly absurd.

However, contemporary translators have noted thdlt’ “is not the best English
equivalent ofrasah, asrasahis not the general Hebrew term for killing. Rathieris a
term that is used only of killing humans; the wditérally means “to slay”. For this
reason, the N.R.S.V. frequently interprets the nasirfmanslayer”. However, even as a
term for homiciderasahis comparatively rare in Hebrew. It appears or@iytithes in the
Hebrew Bible compared with other more frequentlgcuserms such akarag and
hemit*® which also refer to killing. It is also not losh oeaders of the Hebrew Bible that
in many surrounding passages certain forms of hidmiare either permitted, such as
killing a thief in the night, Ex. 22: 18 or even commanded, such as the execution of

murderers, Ex. 21:12.

Most modern translations translate the verb as eryrals we saw in the NRSV. and
N.I.V. However, this is inadequate. Childs notdswas soon recognised that the basic

distinction between murder and killing, namely tlaetor of intentionality, cannot be

16 Augustine The City of God]:21.

7 bid.

8 Johann J. Stamrithe Ten Commandments in Recent Resdaatdon: S.C.M. Press, 1967), 98.

9 This passage is perhaps best illuminated by aapgass Job 24:14. “When daylight is gone, the muade
rises up and kills the poor and needy; in the nighsteals forth like a thief.” This suggests #haerson
who broke in at night could not be distinguishezhira person with murderous intent. The law also
contrasts with Ancient Near Eastern case law oftmae period, which allowed a person to summarily
execute a thief caught on his property. The Totates by contrast, “A thief must certainly make
restitution, but if he has nothing, he must be $olday for his theft.” Hence, it teaches thatiaftbannot
be executed for theft. He can be killed only ifih@erceived to be a threat to one’s life. If haas, he must
pay restitution.
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sustained for the verb r.s.ff’.In several places the verb is used to designate wi
would call manslaughter; accidental or unintentiokiding. Koheler suggested that it
probably prohibited taking the law into one’s owanlds and hence had the sense of

private killings®* However, as Smedes points out,

As a matter of fact, howeversahis used at least once for capital punishment
(Num. 35:30) and also for accidental manslaughdeut. 4:41-43; Josh. 20:3).
From a textual point of view, we do not have a clease for limiting the
commandment to private killings or murdér.
One of the more thorough studies is that of Staditer analysing several uses rafsah
Stamm concludes thahsah means “illegal killing”. He suggests that the moencise
English would be “you shall not manslaughter” whigbuld be clarified along the lines
that “the life of an Israelite” was to be protecfenm “illegal impermissible violence®
Stamm’s analysis is arguably one of the best te;dadwever, there are a couple of
problems with it. Firstly, as Stamm himself admitssahis used at least once of a lawful
execution and hence does have a range of meaniidy witludes killing in a context
where Killing is lawful. Secondly, and perhaps freqtly less noted, Stamm’s analysis
turns the law into a tautology. To claim, “you shadt kill when it is against the law” is
hardly informative. Of course it is illegal to kiNWhen it is illegal. It is illegal to do any
action when that action is illegal. | think thaetbommandment is supposed to be saying

something substantive so | doubt Stamm is completeithe mark here.

The study of Reventlow modifies Stamm’s positiomswhat. Reventlow argues that the
vast majority of uses of the verhsahrelate to the idea of “blood vengeané&This is
an idea which has origins in Gen. 4, that in somses of killing, the victim’'s blood
metaphorically cries out to God for vengeance, guitt and responsibility for the crime
attaches to the person who committed it, and ifagercircumstances, the land and
community in which it occurs. This is atoned folyohy the death of the murderer, if the

killing was premeditated, or the natural deathhef high priest, in cases where the killing

22 Brevard S. ChildsExodus: A Commentaf.ondon: SCM Press, 1974), 419-420.

Ibid., 420.
%2 Lewis B. Smedes ““Respect for Human Life” Thou Bhat Kill,” in On Moral Medicine: Theological
Perspectives in Medicdthics ed. Stephen E. Lammers & Allen Verhey, (Grandi@apMl: Eerdmans
Publishing Company, 1987) 144.
23 Stamm,The Ten Commandments in Recent Resefch,
24 Childs,Exodus: 420.
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was accidental, or a sacrifice, only in cases whege&ommunity authorities are unable to

ascertain who is guilty. Milgrom elaborates thistifno

The most vivid examples of this belief appear imreection with unlawful
homicide, where innocent blooddgm naki; Jonah 1:14) cries out for
vengeance (Gen. 4:10). Rejected by the earthZ62a1; Ezek. 24:7), it attaches
itself to the slayer and his family, literally “daing around their heads”(2 Sam.
3:28-29) for generations (2 Sam. 21:4-6 2 Kingsspa@nd even affecting his
city (Deut. 21:1-9; Jer. 26:15), nation (Deut 1918), and land (Num 35:33-
34). The latter two citations illustrate the vatiagrounds that provide the
rationale for homicide laws in the Deuteronomic gmikstly texts. In the
former, the people Israel bear bloodguilt; in tldtdr, it is the land that is
polluted by it. The technical term for bearing ldgailt damo boor damo be-
ro’sho, meant originally “his blood [remains] on him/ois Hthe murderer’s)
head” (Josh. 2:19; | Kings 2:33; Ezek. 33:5), amel legal formulanot yumat
damavbo (Lev 20:9-16) means that in the case of lawfulceitien, the blood of
the guilty victim remains on his own person andglaet attach itself to the
executionef” [Emphasis origindl
Reventlow suggests thaasah means a homicide liable for blood vengeance. The
problem with this analysis is that it appears tbthags backwards. A killing is liable for
blood vengeance and requires punishment or atortepreisumably because it is wrong
or unlawful. It is not unlawful because it requirgsnishment. The commandment must
be prior to the ground for blood vengeance and/ivet versa. This observation also leads
to a conclusion that does not really differ fronar8m’s. After all, a killing is liable for
blood vengeance only if it is wrong, so a killingdle for blood vengeance and an

unlawful killing are in fact co-extensive.

A. Augustine’s Interpretation

| want to suggest that an adequate understandirmgaount of the sixth commandment
was suggested by Augustine (or at least can betroobesd from his writings). In Book
One ofThe City of Goddugustine addressed the question of whether suisithwful and
concluded that it is not. What is interesting isvhugustine interpreted and applied the

sixth commandment in doing this.

Augustine’s argument against suicide consists m#etfobservations. Firstly, Augustine

takes the commandment fairly literally as forbidgimmomicide. He states, “The

%5 Jacob MilgromNumbers: The Traditional Hebrew Text with the n&8 Jranslatior(Philadelphia:
Jewish Publication Society, 1990), 509.
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commandment is “Thou shall not kill maff’"We saw above that there is a sensible basis
for this. The term literally means to slay and iedicated only of human beings and,
moreover, while in most instances it is used ofustified killing it can be used of a
lawful execution. The slaying of humans is a commmaning to the different nuances
that it takes in the text.

The obvious problem for such a reading is thattéxt elsewhere seems to allow, even

command, killing in certain instances. This doespaplex Augustine.

However, there are some exceptions made by the@ai&uthority to its own
law, that men may not be put to death. These exuepare of two kinds, being
justified either by a general law, or by a spec@hmission granted for a time
to some individual. And in this latter case, hemoom authority is delegated,
and who is but the sword in the hand of him whosuggis not himself
responsible for the death he deals. And, accorginigey who have waged war
in obedience to the divine command, or in confoymitith His laws, have
represented in their persons the public justicen@wisdom of government, and
in this capacity have put to death wicked men; quetsons have by no means
violated the commandment, “Thou shalt not Kifi".

Augustine’s answer is straightforward. The univesahibition is the general rule while
the specific commands are the exceptions to thie. rihe law prohibits homicide;
however, the law must be read in its context artdimdsolation and, when this is done,

one realises that other commands and prohibitiéfies qualifications or exceptions to this
general rule.

There are several reasons for accepting this wagtefpreting the sixth commandment.

Firstly, it is in other areas a matter of commonsgg as Bahnsen notes,

Human communication by means of language would cangegrinding halt if

it were illegitimate ever to express yourself byyved generalizations which do
not explicitly acknowledge qualifications and exigeps. Lawyers may
specialize in the fine print of complicated legahtracts, but even they do not
speak that way in ordinary discourse. A father \akserts that his son is a fine
basketball player is not guilty of falsehood or ejgton simply because he does
not add that, of course, his son has some bad games

26 Augustine The City of God]:20.
bid., 1:21.
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Generalizations which state an accurate summatiyeoprevailing principle are
not, as generalizations, faulty or inaccur&te.
In fact, not only is this a matter of common-sernisé a method followed elsewhere in

scripture. For example, in Exodus 21:12,

Anyone who strikes a man and kills him shall sutedyput to death. However,

if he does not do it intentionally, but God letfidppen, he is to flee to a place |

will designate. But if a man schemes and kills kaotman deliberately ...
Here we see a universal principle “Any one whdkssia man and kills him shall be put to
death” and then immediately this principle is giiadi in the proceeding verses. Moreover,
contrary to Bahnsen, this type of writing is commewen in legal circles. Even
contemporary, legal codes often have a generaletsal principle laid down regarding
homicide or assault and then add specific exceptignich one can appeal to as a defence

to committing actions which fall within the broadfahition of the general rul.

Secondly, the hermeneutical principle of the analof scripture supports this kind of
interpretation. We have a general command prohidpitiomicide; then we have more
specific rules commanding or permitting homicidecirtain situations. To interpret the
command as absolute and unqualified would be tdeethe text internally incoherent.
This leaves two other options; either one undedstatine general prohibition as the
exception to the more specific ones or the speoifies as exceptions to the general rule.
The former option is problematic. If a command piéting killing in a certain context is
subject to an exception that you never Kill atthén the specific command is redundant
and pointless. On the other hand, a general ralestiates “do not kill,” except in certain

specified circumstances, is not redundant. This #eems the more sensible approach.

A third reason for Augustine’s interpretation falle from a voluntarist understanding of
the moral law. In Chapter II, Part One, | defensblntarist account of the moral law, one
that states that actions are right or wrong inueirdf their being commanded by God. On
this account, what is fundamentally wrong about ietafe is that it violates the law of

God. Now, just as homicide is wrong because itated the law of God, when God

% Greg L. Bahnsen, “Cross Examination: In Defens@&h@onomy, The Counsel of ChalcedotiV:5-6
g1992). <http://www.cmfnow.com/articles/pe141.htm>
° | am thankful to David Simpkin for bringing thiipt to my attention.
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commands or permits homicide in a certain conte&t\uery property that makes killing
wrong ceases to be present and hence the law ibeaiog broken in that instance. It
follows then that the killing in question is notomg in this instance. This voluntarist
understanding of Augustine’s position has a lorgjdny and is suggested by Bernard of
Clairvaux® and Aquinas’ as well as those f4century voluntarists such as Andreas de
Novo.3? Contemporary defenders of this position are PHipin*> and William Lane

Craig*

Augustine’s position then is to interpret the comuhaas a prohibition of homicide,
understanding that in its context it is subjectqtealification and exceptions provided
elsewhere in the other commands of the law. Hischasight is that the law lays down
the general principle “Thou shall not kill man”.\@n this is the general norm, one is to
assume any given act of homicide is prohibitetessthe law elsewhere qualifies this rule

or lays down an exception.

This means that in practice the commandment forkillislg a human being without
justification, where justification is construedasexcuse or permission granted by God’s
law. In the absence of any other command or peromst® the contrary, one should
refrain from homicide. In this respect homicidefelié from an action that is permissible.
One does not need a reason or justification foagimg in a permissible action as one can
do it for any reason at all or even no reaSdrdowever, because God condemns homicide

one needs a reason drawn from the law of God itsdtire one can engage in it licitly.

%0 Bernard of ClairvauxPn Precept and Dispensatiofil.6.

31 Aquinas,Summa Theologicaé]l q 800, a. 8, ad 3.

2 Andrea de Novo Castr&rimium Scripturum Sententiariurd, 48, q 2, a 2 Concl. 2. 1.

% phillip Quinn, “The Recent Revival of Divine ComnuEthics,"Research Philosophy-and
Phenomenological Researdlfrall 1990): 345-365.

3% william Lane Craig & Edwin Curley, “Does the CHiin God Exist?” A debate held at the University of
Michigan, (5 February 1998). <http://www.leaderurzoffices/billcraig/docs/craig-curley12.html>

% Anthony Fisher disputes this. In correspondencsuugiests, “All practical reasoning is towards hiog
the wisest course and not choosing purely arbigrarnongst options not forbidden.” | agree that whe
reasoning practically about permissible optiongmspn should choose the wisest course and thasampe
who fails to do so can choose, unwisely, imprudeatid go so far as to be downright stupid andtttiatis
undesirable. However, this does not mean thauah slecisions amnorally wrong The immoral is not the
same as the imprudent.

Fisher appears to demur; he argues, “Unreasonallibrary action is wrong, even if the act itsslhot
evil. Why? Because we must not only avoid evil &lsb pursue good; because in our every choice we
forgo alternatives which, if they are better, weghtibe bound to pursue; because we must fulfil our
vocation; etc.” | agree that in addition to avomlievil we have a duty to pursue good. However, once
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This interpretation clarifies Augustine’s argumehat suicide is unlawful. Augustine
justifies his conclusion by defending two pointgsty, “he who kills himself still kills
nothing else than mar®. Secondly, “It is not without significance, thatrio passage of
the holy canonical books can there be found eitiene precept or permission to take
away our own life”. He adds, “in the commandmeifithdu shalt not kill,” there is no
limitation added nor any exception made in favoany one, and least of all in favor of

him on whom the command is laidf”

In other words suicide is homicide and the law doesqualify or grant exclusions to
suicide, so suicide is unlawful. It is clear thaistinference presupposes the interpretation
of the commandment | have defended above. Homisidenlawful unless the Law of

God provides grounds or exceptions to the genalal r

*k%k

In summation, the sixth commandment offers a génmehibition of homicide. This

prohibition is binding unless a specific exceptmnqualification is found elsewhere in
the law of God showing that a particular instant&amicide is licit. The procedure in
applying the law is then as follows; first, ascertashether the action in question is
homicide and then ask whether it falls under amyfubexception. This is the procedure
that will be followed in the remainder of this dission. In Part Three | will argue that
there are good reasons for thinking feticide is iocme. In Part Four | will argue that
attempts to show that feticide falls under somefuhwar justified exception to the rule of

homicide falil.

forbidden options are excluded there are numerteseht good pursuits open to us, one cannot muiesu
of them and some are such that pursuing one ethailson-pursuit of the other.

Further, it is not clear that we must always putigebest of all good pursuits. First, in many saienay
not be the case that that there is a best optenhagps several pursuits are equally good or perthapgs
are such that no matter which option we take tieeadways a better one available. Second, if evezytas
a duty to pursue the best option, no one will partwse good causes that though good are lesstigaond
others are. | think it is up to a person’s disanetivhich good things he or she will pursue and Witie or
she will not. Provided he or she is pursuing thedgand avoiding the forbidden options, he or shesdwt
need moral justification for pursuing one over tiieer. Therefore, it seems that in many cases,hwhic
option to pursue will be at our discretion and ¢heill be no compelling reason for choosing onerdhe
other.

% Augustine City of God

¥ Ibid.
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However, before turning to this application, thodgections need to be addressed. Firstly,
in arguing for the claim that God prohibits killimghuman being without justification |
have appealed to the Christian scriptures. Suckappresuppose that these scriptures
are authoritative, that they are a reliable sowtenformation about whether divine
commands exist and, if they do, what their contenfAn obvious question arises as to
what is the basis for this presupposition, whasoea or arguments are there which

justify accepting it?

| am inclined to think that this question reliesamerroneous assumption that one cannot
rationally believe in a divine command on the ba$iscriptural testimony unless one has
good arguments or reasons for thinking scriptureeigble. This assumption has been
labelled in the literature as Evidentialism. Conpemary movements in philosophical
theology, particularly the reformed epistemology veiment associated with Alvin

Plantinga, call Evidentialism into question. Cha&avill elaborate this point.

Secondly, while the claim that killing a human lgewmvithout sufficient justification is
morally wrong remains largely uncontroversial, tAExandrian argument does not
merely state that killing without justification isrong. It conceives this wrongness as
being unlawful or contrary to a divine law. The mlostatus of actions is seen as co-
extensive with whether they are in accord with\dngi law. This way of understanding

ethics is widely disparaged as unacceptable, & Beiach notes.

In modern ethical treatises we find hardly any nwenof God; and the idea that

if there really is a God, His commandments mighin@ally relevant is wont

to be dismissed by a short and simple argumentishgenerally considered to

be irrefutable®
In Chapters 2 and 4, | will examine several inflierexamples of such arguments. | will
argue that despite their popularity these argumiltsBelief in and/or appeal to Divine

Commands is nowhere near as problematic as martgraporary theorists allege.

%8 peter Geach, “The Moral Law and the Law of God,Gbd and the Souéd. Peter Geach (London:
Routledge Publishing, 1969), 117.
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Il. The Euthyphro Dilemma
A representative example of the kind of argumenacbehas in mind is the Euthyphro
argument, first articulated by Plato and utilisgdnmmerous critics of divine commands
ever since. A representative example of this lih@rgument occurs in Peter Singer's
widely-acclaimed monograpRractical Ethics.In the first chapter oPractical Ethics

Singer offers the following argumeht.

[E]thics is not something intelligible only in tleentext of religion. | shall treat
ethics entirely independent of religion.

Some theists say that ethics cannot do withougiceli because the very
meaning of “good” is nothing other than “what Gqupeoves”. Plato refuted a
similar view more than two thousand years ago lguiag that if the gods
approve of some actions it must be because thdsmaare good, in which
case it cannot be the gods’ approval that makes tieod. The alternative view
makes God’s approval entirely arbitrary: if the gédhd happened to approve of
torture and disapprove of helping our neighbousstiute would be good and
helping our neighbours b&d.

Several features of this critique are noteworthing& attacks a position known as
Voluntarism that he construes as the view that %ty meaning of “good” is nothing
other than “what God approves.” He bases this @n tédstimony of “some theists”.
Singer’'s argument here consists of three stages.pidposes the famous dilemma
proposed by Socrates in Plato’s dialogugthyphro He then claims that Voluntarism
makes God’s commands arbitrary. He asserts thafpéce of Voluntarism entails that
paradigmatically-evil actions such as torture coudd good. He concludes that

Voluntarism makes God’s goodness redundant,

Some modern theists have attempted to extricategblees from this type of
dilemma by maintaining that God is good and so @it possibly approve of
torture; but these theists are caught in a traghv@f own making, for what can
theyé)ossibly mean by the assertion that God isigdthat God is approved by
God*

1| will use Singer's comments as a springboard:firquing such objections in this chapter. | hat®sen
Peter Singer’s discussion as he is an influentfatist and his boolPractical Ethics,(Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1993) is a widely-raad distributed text. Further, Singer’s discussind
treatment is standard. In many ways, he summattigekinds of arguments and objections found elsesvhe
in the literature. Moreover, Singer’s critique ocas part of a justification for certain foundatd
assumptions in an argument for abortion.

2 Singer,Practical Ethics3.

* Ibid., 3-4.
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In response, | will argue three things. Firstlywill comment upon Singer’s description of
his opponents’ position. Secondly, | will examite targuments he proposes and argue
they are unsuccessful. Finally, | will address seMeelated arguments proposed by others

that agree with Singer’s overall assessment.

1. Singer’s Interpretation of Voluntarism
As | stated above, Singer's argument is an att@gdnwa position known in the literature
as ‘Voluntarism’. Schneewind notes that in the late Middle Ages talmsls emerged as
to the relationship between God and the existehe® @bjective law. The first and older
position is known as Intellectualism. In this vie@od does not create morality; rather,
God’s will is guided by his intellectual knowledgéeternal moral standards. The second
position is Voluntarism. Voluntarism grounded therad law not so much in God’s

intellect but in his will. God himself creates tmeral law?

It is worth noting at this juncture that Voluntamiss only one possible way of construing
the nature of divine law and since Singer only iffan argument against this position,
even if his argument is sound it fails to establiblat the idea of divine law is

problematic. Nevertheless, even as a critique ofuMarism the argument appears to

attack a straw man.

Singer construes Voluntarism as claiming “the veryaning of ‘good’ is nothing other
than ‘what God approves.” It appears then thatg8incharacterises Voluntarism as a
theory about the meaning of the evaluative termottjphowever, this is a caricature of

Voluntarism.

Few, if any, notable defenders of Voluntarism pis®a as a theory about the meaning of
the term ‘good’. This is demonstrated by examirting literature of those contemporary
theists who do defend versions of Voluntarism. Aabte, contemporary defender of
Voluntarism is Robert Adams. Divine Command Ethics Modified Agaamd later in his

monograph Finite and Infinite Good,Adams puts forward the view that “ethical

* Jerome Schneewindhe Invention of Autonon{ambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1998), 8-9
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wrongnessis (i.e., is identical with) the property of beingntmry to a loving God®.

[Emphasis origingl

Note two things here; firstly, Adams does not oftertheory about ‘the good’ but
explicitly limits his theory to deontological propies such as wrongness. Secondly, his

theory is not about the meaning of terms; rathisrat metaphysical claim about identity.

This last distinction is important. Contemporanyil@sophy of language offers several
examples of this distinction between two terms hgwhe same meaning and two things
being identical. One of the most famous is theti@iahip between water and® Water

is H,0. This is a claim of identity. The liquid on eattat we call water is hydrogen
hydroxide. However, this is not a claim of meanihbe claim that water is 4 is not an
analytic truth that is true in virtue of the meamiof the words, rather it is a claim
discovered by empirical investigation. Moreovegampetent language user could refer
to water and understand the meaning of this terthout needing to know about the
atomic structure bD. Similar examples are available with such claamsthe morning
star is the evening star’ or ‘Superman is Clarktkén each case, we have a statement of
identity that is distinct from the claim that twoomds have the same meaning. Adams

then explicitly denies he is proposing the positginger attributes to modern theists.

Similar things can be said about the other majdemters of Voluntarism. William
Alston holds that divine commands are constitut’eleontological properties and notes
Adam’s identity claim as a paradigm of the typeeétionship he is defendirfg.

Philip Quinn defends a version of Voluntarism tlsatimited to the deontological status

of actions.

In speaking of the deontological status of an actianean to refer to whether it
has such properties as being morally permittedncgoenorally forbidden or
prohibited, and being morally obligatory or requife

® Robert Adams, “Divine Command Meta-Ethics Modifiegain,” Journal of Religious Ethicg:1 (1979):
76.

® william Alston, “Some Suggestions for Divine CommdaTheorists,” irChristian Theism and the
Problems of Philosophgd. Michael Beaty (Notre Dame, IN: University oftke Dame Press, 1990), 303-
304.
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Quinn argues that God’s commands cause or bringtabese properties. He specifically
denies that he is offering a theory of ‘the goadygeneral or that the relationship between
God’'s commands and moral properties is one of meamn fact, he argues against such

a view?®

Edward Weirenga defends a similar theory propositeg divine commands are those
properties of actions that make them possess d@epraperties such as right and wrong.
He does not affirm that the word ‘good’ means comdeal by God. Similarly, John

Hare argues, “that what makes something obliggtrys is that God commands i*.

This is not just true of contemporary defendersVoluntarism. In a survey of the
historical literature, Janine Marie Idziak noteattthistorically, Voluntarism was usually
understood as a theory about what makes actiohsargl wrong and not a theory about
the meaning of moral ternt$.Moreover, historically, Voluntarists such as Lotkand
Puffendorf limited it to deontological propertiesdanot to broader axiological properties

such as goodness.

Robert Adams did defend a semantic theory in sohigscearlier writings but, as noted,
he later rejected his theory in favour of the os&dtched above. Moreover, the semantic
theory Adams did initially defend bears little reddance to the interpretation of
Voluntarism made by Singer. Adams explicitly asseérthat his theory was limited to

analysing the meaning of the word wrong and noateo notions such as goodness.

" Phillip Quinn, “An Argument for Divine Command Ttw,” in Christian Theism and the Problems of
8F’hilosophy ed. Michael Beaty (Notre Dame, IN: UniversityNdtre Dame Press, 1990), 291.

Ibid., 293.
° Edward WeirengaThe Nature of God: An Inquiry into the Divine Atites,(Ithaca, NY: Cornell
University Press, 1989), 215-27. See also “Utiliiaism and the Divine Command Theorjfherican
Philosophical Quarterhy21 (1984): 311-318 and “A Defensible Divine Commaiory,” Nous17
(1983): 387-408.
10 3ohn HareGod's Call: Moral Realism, God's Commands and Huratonomy(Grand Rapids, MI:
Eerdmans Publishing Company, 2001), 49.
11 Janine Maree ldziak, “In Search of Good Positieagbns for an Ethics of Divine Commands: A
Catalogue of ArgumentsPaith and Philosoph:1 (1989): 60.
2 For a defence of the claim that Locke was a valiisit see Francis Oakley & Elliot W. Urdang, “Logke
Natural Law and God,Natural Law Forum 11 (1966): 92-109.
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Moreover, it was limited to an analysis of what twerd means in Judeo-Christian

discourse not what the word meant in genttal.

It is difficult then to ascertain to whom exactlin&er is referring when he states “Some
theists” hold this view and he fails to provide an@tions as to whom he is referring. He
appears to attack a straw man that has little reksmoe to the theory as it has usually

been articulated and defended in both historicdl@mtemporary literature.

Not only does Singer attack a straw man but atientd the arguments he uses reveals
that in the very next sentence he changes higpraiation from a theory of meaning to a
dependence or causal theory. Immediately afteingtatthe very meaning of “good” [is
nothing other than] what God approves”, Singeroiw# Plato in suggesting that either
something is good because God approves of it orappdoves of it because it is godd.
However, this presupposes that the relationshiwdet divine approval and goodness is
some kind of asymmetrical relationship where oryeim the relationship is temporally

or ontologically prior to the other.

If, as Singer maintains, Voluntarism is the clainatt “the very meaning of ‘good’ is
nothing other than ‘what God approves’,” then tetionship between divine approval
and goodness is not an asymmetrical relationshipaiber a relationship of meaning so

this dilemma simply does not apply.

Consider the following example. A person tells ybat a bachelor is an unmarried man
because the word bachelor means unmarried marauldwiot make sense to respond to
this claim ‘yes, but is he a bachelor because hmisarried or is he unmarried because
he is a bachelor?” A person’s unmarried-ness is prair to or the cause of his
bachelorhood nor is his bachelorhood the causei®fbhing unmarried. His being
unmarried is just a different way of referring tes bachelorhood. The relationship
between a bachelor and an unmarried man is notakatme relationship is one of

meaning.

13 Robert Adams, “A Modified Divine Command TheoryEthical Wrongness” IDivine Commands and
Morality, ed Paul Helm (New York: Oxford University Press, 19833-108.
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Immediately after stating that Voluntarism is adtyeabout the meaning of terms, Singer
offers an objection that presupposes it is notaaseic theory but a causal one. However,
only a few lines later he offers the following offjen to Voluntarism “what can they
[theists] possibly mean by the assertion that Godjdod? That God is approved by
God?™° Here Singer’s objection relies on the claim theadjmeans approved by God in
order to generate the trap he refers to. Not onsdSinger attack a straw man but also
his target appears to change throughout the digeusk fact, it appears to change in

order to fit the objections raised.

The defender of Singer could argue that this isr#air reading. While he does say, “the
very meaning of “good” is nothing other than “wiabd approves”, the word “means”
can be used in contexts where it does not attrisateantic identity to the phrases in
qguestion. The person who states ‘by Venus | meanntorning star’, for example,
probably does no more than assert that Venus @&htiining star are the same thing and

does not intend to make a claim about what the Wdethus” means.

| am inclined to reject this view as the contexggests Singer does have semantic
meaning in mind. As we have seen, only a few lafésr claiming, “Some theists say that
ethics cannotlo without religion because the very meaning ofdtjois nothing other
than “what God approves™ he asks “what can [thtisssts] possibly mean by God is

good? That God is approved by God?”

Moreover, even if Singer did intend to make an tigrclaim as opposed to a semantic
one, this does not escape the charge that hearskeiy a straw man. Adams makes the
claim thatwrongnessust is the property of being contrary to God’sntnand. As we saw
above, other prominent Voluntarists advocate a alawslationship between God’s
commands andeontic properties. Few, if any, theists propose Volustarias a claim

about the nature @oodnessThe straw man charge then appears to stand.

It is worth emphasising that this type of straw mamot unique to Singer. Similar

mistakes motivate several other objections to Vialusm, such as the claim that

4 Singer,Practical Ethics4.
% bid., 3-4.
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Voluntarism, if true, leads to problems with théhieal discourse of non-believers.

Gensler offers three versions of this argument.

Imagine an atheist who says the following: “kindnés good, but there is no
God”. If “x is good” meant “God desires x”, thenighclaim would be self-

contradictory (since it would mean “God desiresdkiess, but there is no
God”). But it isn’t self contradictory. So “x is gd” doesn’t mean “God desires

Xu.16

As argued earlier, few, if any, notable defendérgauntarism claim “x is goodimeans

“x is desired by God”. Some affirm that ethical wgmess is the property of being
contrary to God's commands. For Gensler's arguntentefeat such positions, the
objector would have to affirm that if two words eeto the same thing then those words
have a synonymous meaning. This is false. A pemba affirms that Alexander the
Great's tutor was wise but Aristotle did not exiies not assert a contradiction. The
terms ‘Alexander’s tutor’ and ‘Aristotle’ refer the same person but their meaning is not

synonymous.

The same problem afflicts Gensler’s second and tiniguments.

It's also difficult to believe that our atheistdrds use “good” this way. Imagine
that you're discussing a moral issue with an atheisnd. In the middle of the
discussion, you suggest that you both stop usiegwbrd “good” and in its
place use “desired by God”. Would this substitutatrange the discussion? It
would probablyend the discussion. The atheist surely does not usetviio
expressions as equivalent in mearfihgEmphasis origing

He finally notes,

[It is] difficult to see how believers and atheistan have fruitful moral
discussions. If both sides really mean somethiffgréint by “good,” then they
can't really agree or disagree morally. If | sayhi§ is good” (meaning “God
desires this”) and the atheist says “This is gooa€aning something else), then
we aren’t agreeing - other than verbafly.

Both arguments criticise the claim that “good” medis desired by God”; however, as

noted, this is not what is being claimed nor typically what Voluntarists do claim.

8 Harry GenslerEthics: A Contemporary Introductiofi,ondon: Routledge Publishing, 1988) 39.
17 y1hi
Ibid.
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2. Singer’s Objections to Voluntarism

Singer raises several objections to Voluntarism.

A. Euthyphro
Singer contends that a proponent of Voluntarisnega choice either he or she holds that
something is goottecauseGod approves of it or he or she maintains that &maloves

of it becauset is good.

| have already pointed out that this argument salipon a straw man. Voluntarism is not
typically proposed as a theory about what is gooti® usually restricted to deontic
properties such as right and wrong. However, thifeaiion is not fatal to Singer’'s

position; it is possible to develop analogies ® Buthyphro that do not rely on this straw

man.

James Rachels suggests that an action is righgrditbcause God commands it or he
commands it because it is right. He then offersstimae arguments Singer does to suggest
that only by embracing the second horn of the diemwhich amounts to giving up

Voluntarism, can one escape absurdfity.

It is important to note two crucial premises invadvin this line of argument. Firstly, it
assumes that Voluntarists must affirm one hornhef dilemma, that there is no other
option available and secondly, that the first hofrthe dilemma is problematic. Singer
does provide some arguments for this second preamdel will critigue them shortly;

however, for now it is sufficient to note that timst premise is false.

| have already noted this dichotomy assumes theatdlationship between morality and
God’'s commands is an asymmetrical, dependenceoaredhip that leaves two mutually-
exclusive possibilities; either being right is dotgically prior to God’'s commanding or

God’s commanding is ontologically prior to whatiight.

However, as | noted in the same section, not aluMarists propose a causal theory.

Some, like Robert Adams, state that the relatigndi@tween wrongness and God’s
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commands is one of identity; it is identical witkithg contrary to God’s commands. This
does not expound an asymmetrical relationship betaf identity. Identity relations are
symmetrical and the Euthyphro dilemma simply does apply to a relationship of
identity. To ask which of two identical things warstologically prior to the other is to ask

whether something was prior to itself.

At best then, this objection applies only to a @ertkind of Voluntarism, the broadly-
causal theories proposed by people like Quinn aeitéiga. While this is significant, it

somewhat limits the scope of the objection.

John Owens suggests that this conclusion is ercenéte asks,

Is it so clear that there can be no (formal) cauglendence when it is a
guestion of ontological identity? Take as an exable evening star’ and ‘the
planet Venus'. One can ask why the evening staaveshas it does, and receive
the reply ‘because it is the planet Vend$'.
He suggests that here two identical properties fituperty of being Venus and the
property of being the evening star) function inlsacway that the former explains the
latter. Moreover, there is an asymmetrical relatiop between them; the former explains

the latter and not vice versa.

| think Owens is mistaken here. Firstly, two ideatirelationships cannot be in a “formal,
causal relationship” because in any causal relstiipnthe cause precedes and is prior to
the effect. Yet two identical objects can neversbeh that one of them precedes the
other. Nor is the example Owens suggests an excefaithis. Owens’ example is a case
where one appeals to the fact that the eveningstenus to explain themovementsf

the evening star. Now it is clear, | think, tha¢ thxistence of an object is ontologically
prior to the movements of an object. However, aytito Owens’s suggestion, this
relationship is not one of identity. Venus is mi¢ntical to the movement of the evening

star; it is identical to the evening star itself.

19 James Rachel&lements of Moral Philosoptilew York: Oxford University Press, 1986) 42.
20 John Owens suggested this to me in personal cofsation.
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B. Arbitrariness

| have argued that the Euthyphro dilemma applidg tta certain kind of Voluntarism,
the broadly-causal theories suggested by Quinn\@edenga. It is clear which horn
those who adopt such a theory must take. If a pebsdieves that something is right
because God commands it, then she or he must gaopiorn that specifies this option.
To state that God forbids an action because it independently of God’'s commands

whilst simultaneously affirming Voluntarism is irfeerent.

However, Singer thinks that accepting this hornpisblematic. The first reason he
suggests is that to do so “makes God’s approvéednarbitrary”?! This appears to be a
non-sequitur; the fact that God does not prohlitdgs because they are wrong does not
entail that He has no reason for prohibiting th&rjust follows that whatever the reasons

He does have, the wrongness of the action is r@mbbthem.

More careful versions of this objection are avde#abFor example, Baruch Brody
sketches an argument purporting to demonstrateMbhtntarism is incompatible with
God having any reasons for commanding as he da#mmes Rachels offers a similar
argument® summarised as follows. According to a causal hexrVoluntarism, the
reason an action is wrong is that it is contrargtal’s commands. However, if God has a
reason for forbidding this action then it followsat the action is wrong because of this

reason and not solely because God forbids theractio

This argument has two major flaws. Firstly, it ases that the ‘reasons for’ relationship
is transitive. However, this is false. This is #ittated by the following analogous
inference. The reason Jack came home is that fesasked him to. The reason Jack’s
wife asked him to come home is that she wants gaeawith him. Is Jack’s reason for

coming home that he wants his wife to argue with%f

The second reason the argument is invalid is tlaptrase ‘reasons for’ has a different

meaning in each premise. In the first premisefédreeto a causal, ontological relationship.

% Singer,Practical Ethics3.

22 Baruch Brody, “Morality and Religion Reconsidetdd, Divine Commands and Moralited. P Helm
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1981): 142-145.

% RachelsElements of Moral Philosophg1-44.
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According to a causal theory of Voluntarism, anacts right because God commands it.
In the second premise, however, the word ‘reas@pgcifies an epistemological

relationship; it refers to the reasons God issygaricular commandf

An analogy with positive law is helpful in illustiag these points. There may be some
reason a lawmaker makes some particular law but wiakes the act illegal is the fact
that the legislative body has enacted this law motdhe reasons the law was made. The
lawmaker may not be capricious or whimsical but thbe an act is law depends solely

upon the will of the lawmaker. An act is illegal @nd only if, the lawmaker forbids it.

1. Supervenience

There is a further version of the arbitrarinesseotipn that escapes the above counter-
arguments. This is the suggestion that although Ksdreasons for commanding as he
does, the reasons offered are not that the actiamang. It is claimed that this is arbitrary
in an objectionable sense. The key question hemghig this type of arbitrariness is
objectionable. Owens suggests the following, “ipr@cept of a moral law could have
been seriously otherwise, given that all the resstes] the same then surely it cannot be a

moral law”?®

Owens suggests that moral law is such that it dacimange unless some other feature of
the world changes as well and he implies that Vialism entails that this is false. Mark
Murphy articulates the same line of reasoning imach more vigorous form in his
monographAn Essay on Divine Authoritjurphy suggests that an essential feature of
deontic, moral properties such as right and wreniat they supervene on other features

of the world. He cites Michael Smith,

24 Brody, “Morality and Religion Reconsidered,” 148esses this point.

5 A good example of this distinction is to consitee reasons a person like me rejects moral resativif

by reasons one means epistemological reasonsthteemswer is that my reasons are certain arguments
proposed by various critics of this meta-ethicalsih. The reason | reject relativism is becaugbesfe
arguments. On the other hand, if by reasons onéhad an ontological, causal or quasi-causal
relationship then the answer is different. Whatsesume to believe this are certain neurons antriekdc
impulses in my brain. These are conjoined withaasgiother physiological factors, such as oxygen
pumping to my brain from the heart, etc; howevernauld be mistaken to cite oxygen as the
epistemological reason that | reject relativism.

26 John Owens suggested this to me in personal cofsation.
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Everyone agrees that moral features of things seper on their natural
features. That is, everybody agrees that two plessibrids that are alike in all
of their natural features must also be alike intladlir moral features; that the
moral features of things cannot float free of theatural features. Moreover,
everyone agrees that this is a platitude; thansa priori truth. For recognition
of the way in which the moral supervenes on thenahis a constraint on the
proper use of moral concepts.
According to Murphy, however, Voluntarism entailsetdenial that moral features
supervene on other features of the world. His ampinis as follows. According to any
plausible account of God’s freedom, God’s commam@mot determined or fixed by the

nature of the world.

What | mean by saying that God has at least soegglérm in commanding is
that even if the world were in relevant respectsenvise the same, God
might have given slightly different commands: Gauild have given an at
least slightly smaller or larger number of such otands™®

Alternatively, God “could have given different coramts to different peopl&* or God
“could have given commands with slightly differezintent”>® However, according to
Voluntarism, divine commands are just moral prdpsertthe two are identical. Hence, it

follows that moral properties can be different withnon-moral properties changing.

In assessing this argument it is necessary to aotenportant equivocation that occurs.
When Murphy characterises the supervenience thesistates, “Everyone agrees that
moral features of things supervene on tineitural features” and this means, “everybody
agrees that two possible worlds that are alikdlinfaheir natural features must also be
alike in all their moral features”. It wdhis understanding of supervenience that he cites

as agreed upon by all, a platitude and a constoaitihe proper use of moral concepts.

The problem here is that God’s freedom to commaffdredntly is entirely compatible
with this understanding of supervenience. A worlldeve God commandsand another

where he does not commaadvill differ in their natural properties, in that mne world

2" M SmithThe Moral Problen{Oxford: Blackwell Publishers, 1994), 21-22 ciiadMark Murphy,An
Essay on Divine Authoritfithaca, NY: Cornell University Press, 2002), 8&2-8

8 Murphy, An Essay On Divine Authoritg4.

2% pid., 84.

% pid., 84.
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God issues a particular command and in the otheloks not. What God commands is a
natural feature of the world, at least accordinthtosense that the word natural is used in
meta-ethical discourse, and hence Voluntarism ispatible with supervenience, at least
as Murphy, in citing Smith, defines it.

When Murphy applies the supervenience thesis tathestion of Voluntarism, he does
not interpret it in terms of natural propertiesstbad, he suggests that moral properties
must supervene not on natural properties but ummmnmmoral properties, whether these

properties are natural properties or not.

[W]e want to allow that God’'s commanding is freedathat what God
commands us to do, we are obligated to do. In aresiple world, God
commands us to perform religious ritual Bnd we are obligated to perform
it; in another possible world, God commands usddgsm a distinct ritual
Ro--though R in itself differs from R in no morally relevant way--and we
are thus obligated to perform.FOur being obligated to perform one of these
rituals or the other does not supervene, thenhernrttrinsic features of the
rituals.... we want to say here that the propdray tistinguishes the required
ritual from the non-required ritual in each workl heing commanded by
God. But that appeal is precisely what the defermfefVoluntarism] is
barred from making. By identifying the property mgiobligatory with the
property being commanded by God, defenders of [Malism] remove the
property being commanded by God from the set ofmoral properties on
which the property being obligatory can supervéne

Here, Murphy interprets the supervenience thesighasclaim that moral properties
supervene on non-moral properties and that no propbat is identical with moral

properties can be included in the set of propeugem which moral properties supervene.

The problem here is that this interpretation ofesupnience is no longer one that is
platitudinous or one that ‘everyone agrees’ upbis tather one controversial version of
this thesis and this weakens Murphy’s argument tankially. Murphy is arguing that
Voluntarism is unacceptably arbitrary because lates a kind of platitudinous
consensus on what is involved in ethical concdptsvever, he fails to show this. What
he shows is that it violates one controversialrprietation of a platitude. In the absence

of strong reasons for accepting this interpretatidmy does this constitute a problem?
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Michael Almeida points out that Murphy’s interprgda of supervenience is problematic.

Almeida notes that Murphy’s following comment ifska

By identifying the property being obligatory withhe property being
commanded by God, defenders of [Voluntarism] remibne property being
commanded by God from the set of non-moral properon which the
property being obligatory can supervéhe

He notes that numerous paradigms of the supervemisgiationship involve properties
that are identical to each other, “being watedentical to H20, and water supervenes on
the property H20 ... being a tiger is identicabtong a member of a certain species S and

being a tiger supervenes upon being of speciéd Gbnsequently there is,

[N]o reason to conclude that identifying the prdpdreing obligatory with the
property being commanded by God removes being cordethby God from
the set of non-moral properties on which the prigpéeing obligatory can
supervené?
Almeida suggests supervenience should be intexprate the claim that the moral
supervenes upon the descriptive and because therpraf being commanded by God is

a descriptive property, Voluntarism is compatibi¢hveupervenience.

In response to these criticisms, Murphy suggesisAlmeida’s own interpretation of the
supervenience thesis cannot be clearly and notraniby formulated in a way that does
not become vacuous. He then goes on to state thaesponses to Almeida “do not
constitute an argument that the moral superveniémess can be formulated only in the
way | formulate it"* However, “it is a challenge to those who wish @niulate it
otherwise™® This is because, according to his own interprematit “provides a clear
sense to the moral-supervenience thesis” and “presets status as non-vacuods”.

Unless this challenge is met, Murphy contends fjsraent is undefeated.

! bid., 91-92.
%2 Michael Almeida, “Supervenience and Property-ldehtDivine-Command TheoryReligious Studies
40 (2004):329.
% |bid.
** bid.
22 Michael Murphy, “Reply to Almeida,Religious Studied40 (2004), 337.
Ibid.
37 Ibid.
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I am inclined to think Murphy is mistaken here. Aida has shown problems with
Murphy’s interpretation and all Murphy has doned@monstrate some problems with
Almeida’s interpretation of supervenience. He has given any reason why his
interpretation is correct or why all others are taken. All we are left with is the
observation that Voluntarism contradicts one, aor@rsial interpretation of a difficult,
metaphysical notion, an interpretation that hasesg@roblems and which we have no

reason to accept. Why this renders Voluntarism lprohtic is difficult to discern.

C. Abhorrent Commands
Another objection Singer raises against Voluntarism“if the gods had happened to
approve of torture and disapprove of helping oughmaours, torture would be good and

helping our neighbours bad®.

Singer’'s objection is that Voluntarism entails at@m, counter-factual conditional; if
God commanded torture then torture would not bengrdVhile he does not state that
this conditional is false, he appears to take it doanted that it is. After all, if the
conditional were true then the fact that Voluntarientails it would not constitute an
objection to Voluntarism. Unfortunately, Singer yides no reason for thinking this

conditional is false. He appears to think thas ibbvious.

Phillip Quinn has given reasons for questionings tassumption. Quinn notes that a
counter-factual conditional such as ‘If God commstatture then torture is not wrong'’ is

false only if the antecedent is true and the comseq false'”

In other words, the
conditional is only false in a situation where Gaodfact does command torture and
torture in that situation is wrong. In order fon§er's objection to be sound there needs
to be a logically-possible situation in which Gamed offer the command in question and

the action he commands is wrong. Is such a scelugiically possible?

It is doubtful it is. God is perfectly and maximatjood. Hence, the first premise is true

only if a perfectly-good being would command an@ctssuch as the torture of children.

% |bid.

% Singer,Practical Ethics3.

“% Phillip Quinn, “Divine Command Theory,” iBlackwell Guide to Ethical Theargd. H Lafollette
(Cambridge: Blackwell Publishers, 2000) 70.



106

This is unlikely. The claim that a perfectly-goo@imy would command something
morally abhorrent is on the face of it incoherdtgnce, it is unlikely that such a situation

is possible.

Both Mane Hajdin and Roy Perett have suggestedstiwt a situation is possible. Hajdin

argues,

[It is assumed that being good involves being rigyiforgiving, etc, in all
possible worlds. But why should we assume that? \Afeyn’t there worlds in
which being good involves being cruel, ruthless?€efo simply assume that, in
this context, may leave the impression of beggimgauestiort*

Perett bolsters Hajdin with Aristotelian observasip

Consider the familiar Aristotelian picture of atue as a character trait that
conduces to human flourishing... Clearly, whichit¢raactually conduce to
human flourishing is at least partially dependent the non-moral factual
structure of the world. Now consider the divinewas. If they too are character
traits that conduce to human flourishihg@n which traits are virtues must once
again depend on the non-moral, factual structurta@fvorld. Hence, what is a
virtue in one world need not be a virtue in anaffier

Perett's suggestion is that there are possiblestat affairs where the contingent and

factual structure of the world would be so diffargéimat what we take as paradigms of

virtue in fact are not. In such a world, tortureyniee conducive to human flourishing or

be, in fact, a virtuous activity.

It is not clear that Hajdin or Perett’'s examples lagically possible. Anthony Fisher

argues,

It is in the very logic of human flourishing thatteecks upon body and mind
such as torture are attacks on human flourishinig. &lso in the very logic of
torture that its goal is to undermine or at lehstaten rather than contribute to
human flourishing?
Perhaps torture by definition must be something haainful, unpleasant and an evil to
its victim. However, even if one grants this pdins perhaps coherent to imagine cases

where torture, while harming one person, benefilsierous others. Perhaps Hajdin and

! Mane Hajdin suggested this to me in personal comcation.
2 Roy Perett suggested this to me in personal coriuation.
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Perett’s point could be amended to refer to suskxaA good example of the situation he
describes is seen in the noVéle Brothers Karamazoin this novel Ivan asks his brother
to imagine a situation in which killing an innocechild would inevitably result in
infinite, utopian happiness for the entire, humacerand no alternative course of action
would have this resuff. While it is unlikely that such a situation coulslee occur in
reality, this case is logically possible and iatdeast arguable that in such a case killing
the child would not be wrong. Examples like thiggest that there are logically-possible
situations, although they are not actual, whereréeptly-good being could command an

action like torture.

The problem with this response is that it still§ao provide reasons for thinking that the
above-mentioned conditional is false. In ordertfos conditional to be false it must be
logically possible not just for God to command atian but for that action to be wrong

in the given situation. Perett and Hajdin providereasons for thinking that it is possible
for a perfectly-good being to command actions sashorture. However, the situations
envisaged are ones in which torture is not, in,faastong. In the situation Perett

envisages, torture is, in fact, virtuous and indt@$ torture is good. In such examples it
is the virtuous nature of torture that makes ituplale to assume that a perfectly-good

being could command it.

It remains doubtful whether a logically-possibléuation in which God commands an
action and that action is wrong could exist. Thi®ecause a perfectly-good being would
not command wrongdoing. To the extent that we thanperfectly-good being could
command a particular action, we have reasons fokitig the action permissible. On the
other hand, to the extent that we think it is ingdole for the action to be wrong we find

it impossible to envisage how a perfectly-good geiould command it.

1. Voluntarism Compromised
One rejoinder to this line of argument is to sugdleat appealing to God’s character in
this way compromises Voluntarism. In reality, itnist divine commands that determine

what is right and wrong but rather God’s natureisTdppears to transform Voluntarism

3 Anthony Fisher suggested this to me in personansonication.
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into something like the Intellectualist theories athics, which Voluntarists claim to

reject.

| think this is mistaken. The fact that there avene actions that a maximally-excellent
being would not command does not entail that thiereone set of actions that a
maximally-excellent being would command. Conceiyalihere are several different
commands, each of which is mutually exclusive, drateach compatible with the divine
nature so that only those commands which God doefgct, choose to command are

binding on human beings as duties while the otagFsot.

An analogy with positive law is again helpful herféresumably, a wise and just
government will not permit its citizens to engageséx with minors. Nevertheless, within
this constraint different legislators can issudedént commands. Some, for example,
define the age of consent at 16, some at 14, sorhé and some at 18. As far as | can
tell, each of these options is compatible with geanjust legislature; justice requires no

specific answer to the question of when a minosesdo be a minor.

Similarly, a just government can decide to makava that everyone drive on the right-
hand side of the road, while another decides thatyene will drive on the left. Being

just, wise or rational does not commit one to apgctfic determination of what side of
the road to drive on. A just government must decidea side but justice does not claim

that any particular side is better than the otber i

| believe that divine law is similar to this. Anample may help illustrate this point.
Consider the command to the Jews to keep the deway as a Sabbath. Even if one
thinks that God’s goodness entails that he requivas people take a day off work and
rest, it seems obvious to me that God’s naturendidequire him to choose Saturday as a

Sabbath as opposed to, say, Friday or Monday.

Perhaps, more controversially, | am inclined takhinuch of sexual morality is like this;

refraining from sexual intercourse outside of a ogamous, life-long, heterosexual

4 Fyodor DostoevskyThe Brothers Karamazotrans. by David Magarshack (Harmondsworth, Middtese
Penguin Books, 1958), 287-288.
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union is one of several possible rules that a lpvimse God could lay down for the good

of His creatures. However, it is the rule he hasseln to lay down. Hence, it, as opposed
to the others, is the one that defines our moréiesff Robert Adams suggests that the
ethics of killing have a similar feature; “It is thabvious to me, for example, that there is
not a diversity of principles regarding euthandbket could have been commanded by a
supremely good God*®

What these examples show is that divine commarelsatrfixed or determined by divine
attributes such as being loving, rational, just, #tis true that as a rational and just being
there are some types of things that He will not c@nd. However, what is right and
wrong is not determined by these attributes; ratihés a matter of what He wills, what
He chooses to command. What He commands is camsigith these attributes but it is

not determined by them.

2. Infantile Heteronomy

A further rejoinder to the above argument is thatnivolves an uncritical, childish
acceptance of authority. In a widely-anthologisegag Nowell Smith argued, “religious
morality is infantile”” It is clear from his definition of religious moitgl that it is
Voluntarism he has in mirtf. Smith’s thesis is that a Voluntarist possessegthital
consciousness that is frozen or arrested at therjireal stage of a child. A mature adult

whose cognitive faculties are functioning propeviyuld have outgrown it.

In arguing for this thesis, Smith draws upon theoties of moral development proposed
by Piagef?® According to Piaget, children start out with awief morality that Smith
labels deontological, heteronomous and realistld@m view morality as obedience to

certain rules (deontology) which hold because ahaity figure, usually the parent, has

“5 Something like this is suggested and defended tisphy, An Essay On Divine Authorityt77-184.

46 Robert AdamsFinite and Infinite GoodgNew York: Oxford University Press, 2002), 256.

47 patrick H. Nowell-Smith, “Morality: Religious ar@ecular,” inChristian Ethics and Contemporary

Philosophy ed. lan T. Ramsey (Londo8CM Press, 1966) 95.

“8 |bid., 96. Nowell-Smith characterises the viewchiéiques as follows: “They have simply assumed tha

just as the legal propriety of an action is estdidd by showing it to emanates from an authorgatwrce,

so also the moral propriety of an action must batk#ished in the same way; the legal rightnesdheas

same form as moral rightness, and may thereforeseed to shed light on it. ... Morality, on thiswids an

affair of being commanded to behave in certain waysome person who has a right to issue such

Egommands; and once this premise is granted, #idswgith some reason that only God has such a.tight
Ibid., 100.
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promulgated them (heteronomous) and wrongdoingeisgived as any external action
that violates these rules (realism). This view thfies is appropriate for small children;
however, as they mature and become more ratioe# tonsciousness changes. They
begin to see the point of certain rules and undedsthe reasons behind them and the
function of such rules. This is the stage whereicsttbecome in Smith’'s words
“autonomous”. Instead of just accepting a parewtsd for it the child learns to figure

these things out for him/herséfr.

Smith goes on to argue that these same featurbstefonomy, realism and deontology
are present in “religious morality” or, more spexfly, Voluntarism. Consequently,
Voluntarism reflects a childish way of viewing ethj one not worthy of a grown-up,

educated aduft

Smith’s analogy between Voluntarism and childishrafity ignores a fundamental dis-
analogy between the case Piaget describes andftkia divine/human relationship. As
Richard Mouw has pointed out, Piaget views thesitaon from heteronomy to autonomy
as corresponding to the time when a child beginseton an increasingly-equal footing
with his or her parents. The infantile stage of atiby is appropriate while the child is in
infancy because of its limited rationality and kregge. In this state the child is unable
to make decisions as competently as the adult, ehéncelies on and defers to the
judgement of adults. However, as the child growsaétp the parent in these respects he
or she ceases to rely on parental judgement. Idbe@rs now just as competent to answer

these questions as his or her parent is and s hisr thinking becomes autonomotfs.

Consequently, Piaget's model of development appdiestuations where the subordinate
is temporarily in a stage of inferiority to the haotity but is undergoing a process of
growth towards equality. It is when this equalgyréached that the authority relationship
is no longer appropriate. However, the relationdmgtween adult humans and God is
fundamentally different. Adults are not growingandivinity so that when mature they

will equal God in rationality and knowledge. Rath#tey are permanently in a state

%0 |bid., 100-103.

*1 |bid., 103-108.

*2 Richard Mouw;The God Who Commands: A Study in Divine Commaridsfttotre Dame, IN:
University of Notre Dame Press, 1990), 12.
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where they are inferior to God in these respectsthis context the failure to reach a
moral consciousness that is equal to God’s is reiga of arrested development and the
infantile charge loses its sting. It is inapprotwitor adults to behave like children but not

inappropriate for them to fail to think like God.

D. Redundancy of God is Good
Singer’s last objection comes as a response tbhribef argument proposed in section C

above.

Some modern theists have attempted to extricatagblees from this type of
dilemma by maintaining that God is good and sodowlt possibly approve of
torture; but these theists are caught in a trajn@if own making, for what can
theycg‘rossibly mean by the assertion that God isigddat God is approved by
God*~

The problems with this response have already besrodstrated. Singer suggests that the
modern theists who propose this response hold ‘tuetd’ means approved by God.
However, this is not what they propose. Some, (kénn and Weirenga, suggest that
what makes actions right or wrong are the commanfd$od. Adams holds that
wrongness is the property of being contrary to Gaimmands. Neither of these views

entails that ‘God is good’ means ‘God is approvadGod.

In order for Singer's objection to be somethingentthan a straw man, it needs to be
reformulated to deal with theories like the onesualty proposed by defenders of
Voluntarism. One such formulation is suggested,ugifio not endorsed, by Edward

Weirenga.

[1]f to be morally good is to do no wrong, and ithat is wrong is what is
forbidden by God, then to say that God is goodi$$ fo say that he never does
what he forbids himself to do. But there is no neaue in never doing what
one forbids oneself to 5.
This objection is problematic. Firstly, the lasemise affirms that there is no moral value
in never doing what one forbids oneself to do;there is no moral value in living by the

standards you set yourself, so to speak. Thisss.fahere very clearly is moral value in

%3 |bid., 12-14.
* Singer,Practical Ethics,3-4.
%5 WeirengaThe Nature of Go222.
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avoiding hypocrisy and hypocrisy involves, in part following the standards one lays
down for one’s own behaviour. Moreover, the verytio at the heart of much
contemporary, ethical theory is that of autonomytohomy refers to the act of regulating

one’s own behaviour in light of the laws or pridesp of which one approves.

Finally, note that Weirenga’s objection begins with to be morally good is to do no
wrong ... then”. Emphasis addddThe argument assumes that goodness is definetypu
in terms of doing one’s duty. This was not claimadthe theory proposed and this
assumption is at best controversial. Many ethibabties define ‘right’ in terms of a
relationship to what is good and others see rigi#tras involving side constraints upon
the quest for good. At best, what is needed isrgnnaent as to why a theist must accept

such a definition and none has been offered.

Paul Faber notes that within Presbyterian traditioere are strong precedents for not
characterising goodness this way. He notes how $5gdbdness is characterised in the

Westminster Confessiofi.

[M]ost loving, gracious, merciful, long-sufferingbundant in goodness and

truth, forgiving iniquity, transgression, and sitime rewarder of them that

diligently seek Him; and withal, most just, andritae in His judgments, hating

all sin, and who will by no means clear the guilty.
Here God’s goodness is not defined so much in tefresnformity to duties but in terms
of various character traits or excellence. Virtaash as being loving, truthful, forgiving,
etc, hating actions that are wrong, praising anslarding what is right. Nothing in
Voluntarism entails that God cannot have suchhatteis. Voluntarism might have this
implication if it also maintained that God has stieits because he is required to or if the
virtues mentioned cannot be attributed to God withaefining them in terms of various
commands he has issued. However, none of thixsssary. God does not have to have a
duty to have something in order to have it and siinthgs as being loving, truthful,

forgiving, etc. can all be understood without speieg any divine command.

% paul Faber, “The Euthyphro Objection to Divine Mative Theories: A ResponsBeligious Studieg1
(1985): 564-567.
" Westminster Confession of Faith, Ch. 2, Articlel45.
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Greg Dawes has suggested a second formulationissbbjection’® He suggested that
Voluntarism makes it impossible for a person toinslasubstantively that God's
commands are just and right. After all, if wrongnésthe property of being contrary to
God's commands then they become right and just efinition. Claiming ‘God

commands what is right’ becomes a tautology.

Dawes is mistaken. Consider the claim that watéhGor that Superman is Clark Kent.
These are both identity statements yet one whosutiiem is uttering a substantive, non-
tautological statement. The fact that two thingsidentical does not mean that they are a

non-substantive tautology. Similar things can bd about causal Voluntarism.

1. God and Praiseworthiness
At this point in the discussion, a counter-objettzan be raised; does not Voluntarism
make it impossible to maintain that God is a beuagthy of praise and worship? Thomas

Morris refers to this line of argument,

A more substantial objection would go as followsGbd dos not actually have
any moral duties he satisfies, we have no basiwlooh to praise him. Praise,
according to this line of thought, is appropriatdydor acts which satisfy moral
duties, and only for agents in so far as they perfeuch acts. On this
understanding of praise, a theology which claineg tod can have no duties
thereby debars God from ever being praisewotthy.

This line of argument appears to be unsound. AsMEsoMorris notes, it is,

... based on a very common mistaken assumptiontaboral praise. It is the
position that fulfilment of duty, and that alonegmts praise. | would argue, on
the contrary, that praise is never strictly appiadprfor duty satisfactions. The
proper response of one moral agent to another Wieetatter has done his duty,
and when none other than moral considerations mbiaisomething weaker
than, and distinct from, praise. One who does hity @ught to be morally
acknowledged, accepted, or commended by his fellowst praised.
Admittedly, in this world of ours, where duty fuifient under difficult
conditions is somewhat rare, there can be sigmfisacial utility in praising
such accomplishment. But strictly speaking, pragsenorally proper only for
acts of supererogatioff.

%8 Greg Dawes suggested this to me in personal corication.

*¥ Thomas V. Morris, “Duty and Divine Goodness, Tihe Concept of Go@d. Thomas V. Morris (Oxford:
Oxford University Press, 1987), 118.

% pid.
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3. Epistemic Asymmetries
Singer’s objections then are unsound. Before endungdiscussion on this matter it is
important to note that similar mistakes underlieas other objections that Singer does
not mention but are ubiquitous in the literaturehe3e objections contend that
Voluntarism is rendered implausible by the fact th@ople can know the truth of moral
claims independently and prior to any beliefs thaye about divine commands. | will

examine three versions of this objection.

A. Non-Believers have Moral Knowledge

The first is that people who do not believe in Glmdknow that certain actions are right
and wrong. If wrongness is just the property ohgetontrary to God’s commands, then
they would not know this, hence Voluntarism is éal&ric D’Arcy hints at such an

argument.

[If immoral actions are immoral merely because Gsml wills it, merely
because God legislates against them, it would berstoincidence if someone
who knew nothing about God or His law happened dopa the same view
about particular actions as God &td.
It does not follow that if wrongness is being camgrto God’s commands then those who
do not believe in God cannot know that certainamiare wrong. An analogy will help
here. It is true that water is identical to thestahce that has a structurgOHHowever,
this does not mean that a person ignorant of mocleemistry cannot recognise water or
that no one knew what water was prior to the discp¥hat water consisted of hydrogen

and oxygen atoms.

Fisher suggests that this reply misses the poirD'dicy’s question which is how a
person who does not believe in God would recogaisact if it is not revealed to hiffi.

If this is D’Arcy’s question, | fail to see the f of it. As noted, voluntarism states that
deontic properties are ontologically dependent ugimme commands or are identical
with such commands. It is not part of voluntarignstate that one must know what these
commands are by special revelation. In fact, antaltist could in principle argue that one

could determine right and wrong empirically. Begklnd Paley, for example, argued that

®1 Eric D’Arcy “Worthy of Worship: A Catholic Contriltion,” in Religion and Morality: A Collection of
Essaysed. Gene Outka & John. P. Reeder (New York: Deddgyy and Company Inc, 1973), 194.
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given the criteria for right and wrong is the wofl God and seeing we know God desires
the happiness of his creatures, one can determiveg actions are right or wrong by
examining which general rules are such that contgrto them tends to promote the
happiness of his creatur&sOn this understanding, a person could know rigiek \@rong

empirically without any appeal to revelation.

In a similar way, an intuitionist could argue tl@&td has constructed people so that they
immediately perceive certain actions to be rightvoong®* Even those who do not have
the law revealed in special revelation “show tieg tequirements of the law are written
on their hearts, their consciences also bearingesg, and their thoughts now accusing,

now even defending them”, and hence, know whagkt and wrong “by nature®

Whichever way one can know what God has commantesd, is compatible with
affirming both that deontic properties are depenhdendivine commands and that one

can know the existence of these properties withelieving that God exists.

B. The Epistemic Priority of Morality
Another argument appears in Nowell Smith’s artidigrality: Religious and Secular
Here Smith offers an argument that is “familiaptalosophers but of which the force is

not always appreciated®. The argument essentially points out,

[W]e must be persuadeddependentlyof his goodness before we admit his
right to command. We must judge for ourselves wkettine Bible is the
inspired word of a kind and benevolent God or aotis amalgam of profound
wisdom and gross superstition. To judge this isneke a moral decision, so
that in the end, so far from morality being baspdrureligion, religion is based
upon morality?’

James Cornman and Keith Lehrer express the saramarg.

%2 This was suggested in correspondence.

%3 william Paley,The Principles of Moral and Political Philosopliyndianapolis: Liberty Fund, 2002) 33-
61. C. D. Broad, “Berkeley's Theory of MoralRevue Internationale de Philosophiél. 23-24 (1953)
72-86. Stephen Darwall, “Berkeley’s Moral and Rcéit Philosophy,” inThe Cambridge Companion to
Berkeley ed. Kenneth P. Winkler (Cambridge; New York: Caiadpe University Press, 2005) 311-38.

® Plantinga suggests something like this; see threudsion of his epistemological views in the next
chapter.

%> Romans 2:14.

% Adams Finite and Infinite Goods97.

*" bid., 97.
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Consider what we would do if we read that Moses hetdrned with such
commandments as ‘make love to thy neighbor’s wifgtéal thy neighbor’s
goods,” and ‘take advantage of thy parents.” We ldiaecide that what-ever
was revealed to Moses, it was not the will of Goelcause these are immoral
commandments. We do not justify that something @rainby showing it is
God’s will, because the only available way to easduconflicting claims about
what God wills is by finding which one is in accante with what is mor&f

This objection notes that in order to know whetaeggiven action is, in fact, the type of

thing God has commanded, one first needs to knoetlven the act is wrong. Therefore,

ethics is prior to, and independent of, theology.

This objection again confuses the question of epistogical priority with the question
of metaphysical independence. What these examplas & that we can know certain
ethical truths prior to and independently of ouowiedge of theological truths. However,
it does not follow from this that deontic principlare metaphysically independent of, or
non-identical to, theological ones. Consider tH®wzng analogy. In order to know that a
clear liquid in front of me is water | need to exaenits atomic structure to see if it is
H>0. It would not follow from this that water is neb0. Similarly, the fact that in certain
contexts one needs to examine the moral appropéaseof commands to ascertain
whether they are from God or not does not makelioW that wrongness is not the

property of being contrary to God’s commands.

C. Irrelevance Objection

Earlier | noted that people could know various rhoeguirements without knowing that
God had commanded them. This concession generdafigshar objection. If one can
discern right and wrong independent of one’s kndgte of divine commands, then
Voluntarism is simply irrelevant and makes no d#fece to how one engages in ethics.

Bentham notes,

We may be perfectly sure, indeed, that whateveigl is conformable to the
will of God: but so far is that from answering therpose of showing us what is
right, that it is necessary to know first whethéhiag is right>

® James W. Cornman & Keith Lehréthilosophical Problems and Argumeiiidew York: MacMillan,
1979), 429.

% Jeremy BentharAn Introduction to the Principles of Morals and liglgtion (New York: Hafner Press,
1789), 22.
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This objection seems to presuppose that a morahythe irrelevant if one can find out
what actions are right or wrong without utilisintg However, this is false. For example,
we know that actions such as rape or the Holocatestwrong independently of any
utilitarian calculus or any awareness of the caiegbimperative. In fact, a lay-person,
unschooled in ethical theory, would be similarlyrifeed by such actions. Knowledge of
ethical theory is not a necessary condition to ugwape and decapitation of infants as
unacceptable practices. Hence, if one acceptedptesupposition it would follow that
Utilitarianism, Kantianism and the whole array ofrrent ethical theories are irrelevant.
However, a quick foray into applied ethics will dgnphow that ethical theory is of huge

relevance to our moral endeavours.

The point is that while one may be able to knowttliéh of particular moral judgements
without knowing what makes the actions wrong or twaacorrect account of moral
rightness involves, this latter question is stifiportant and can be useful in answering

particular ethical questions clearly and rationally
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lll. The Evidentialist Objection to Divine Commands

In his book,Humanity, Jonathan Glover suggests a further objection ¢ortbtion of

Divine Commands.

In Europe at the start of the twentieth century tmpsople accepted the

authority of morality. They thought there was a atdaw, which was self

evidently to be obeyed. Immanuel Kant had writtétwm things which fill the

mind with admiration and awe, ‘the starry heavemsva me and the moral law

within me.” In Cambridge 1895, a century after Kdmrd Acton still had no

doubts: ‘Opinions alter, manners change, creedsansl fall, but the moral law

is written on the tablets of eternity.’
Glover goes on to claim that the™@entury shattered this confidence so that befief i
divine law was no longer intellectually acceptalble. states, “The challenge to [belief in
the existence of] the moral law is intellectualg[weed] to find good reasons for thinking
it exists and that it has any claim on @s3lover thinks we lack compelling evidence that
such a law exists. He suggests that most peoplebeteve in the existence of such a law
do so based on revelation of some sort and hakslfeo provide any adequate argument

apart from this revelation that such a law exists.

What Glover advocates is a version of what has tedszlled the Evidentialist Objection
to Theological Belief. Normally this objection igised against theistic belief per se but,
as Glover notes, it can be articulated with eqoatd against belief in divine law. The
paradigmatic example of Evidentialism can be seerClifford’s famous article,The
Ethics of Belief Clifford writes, “it is wrong always, everywherand for anyone to
believe anything on insufficient evidenck™This claim, when conjoined with the
proposition that the evidence in favour of a gid&rine command is inconclusive, entails

that believing in such commands is intellectualycceptable.

Clifford is not alone in this sentiment. The sarhesis can be seen in the writings of

prominent atheists such as Michael Scrivadertrand Russefl,Anthony Flew! Gordon

! Glover,Humanity:, 1.

2 |bid.

3 William Kingdon Clifford, “The Ethics of Belief,in Lecture and Essayed. William Kingdon Clifford
(London: Macmillan, 1879), 339-63.

“ Ibid., 186.

® Michael ScrivenPrimary PhilosophyNew York: McGraw Hill, 1966), 87.
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Stein® Michael Tooley and Michael Martit® In The Miracle of Theisngne of the most

brilliant defences of atheism, John Mackie writes,

If it is agreed that the central assertions ofdmeare literally meaningful, it
must also be admitted that they are not directhyfieel or directly verifiable. It
follows that any rational consideration of whettlieey are true or not will
involve arguments . . . it [whether or not God &sjisnust be examined either
by deductive or inductive reasoning or, if thatiggeno decision, by arguments
to the best explanation; for in such a context ingtlelse can have any coherent
bearing on the issue.

Similarly, Anthony Flew asserts,

[T]he debate about the existence of God should gtppbegin from the
presumption of atheism, that the onus of proof ntiestipon the theist...What
the protagonist of my presumption of atheism waatshow is that the debate
about the existence of God ought to be conductedparticular way, and that
the issue should be seen in a certain perspediigethesis about the onus of
proof involves that it is up to the theist: firgt introduce and to defend his
proposed concept of God; and second, to provid&®rit reason for believing
that this concept of his does in fact have an appbn’?
Central to these writers is the notion that a peismnly rational in accepting theological
assertions if there is good evidence for them. H@newhat is meant here by adequate

evidence is not clear. A couple of points of cladfion are necessary.

Firstly, the quotations by Flew and Mackie showt thlien they talk about evidence in
this context they clearly have in mind argumentéeill contention that there is
insufficient evidence is defended by critiquing isas arguments, usually variations of
the arguments associated with natural theology sagtontological, teleological and
cosmological arguments and concluding that nonesuscessful. Consequently, the
guestion of whether there is good evidence forsthas synonymous with the question as
to whether there are valid, non-circular, addugtdeductive or inductive arguments from

some other body of propositions to the conclusiat & divine command exists.

6 Bertrand Russell, “Why | am not a Christian,"Why | am not a Christiared. Bertrand Russell (London:
Routledge Publishing, 2004), 3.

" Anthony Flew,The Presumption of Atheisfihondon: Pemberton Publishing, 1976).

8 See his debate with Bahnsen, <www.geocities.coemjgandrobin/bahnsensteindebate.html>

° See his debate with Craig, <http://www.origins/articles/craig_tooley 2.htm|>

9 Michael Martin,Atheism: A Philosophical Justificatiqfhiladelphia: Temple University Press, 1990),
particularly Chapter 1.

1 John MackieTheMiracle of Theisn{Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1983), 4-6.
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Here the second point of clarification emerges, tveloats of propositions can legitimately
be appealed to as premises in constructing suchmemgts. The answer can best be seen
by reflecting on responses to an early objectiorEwddentialism proposed by Alvin

Plantinga.

[Sceptics] keep insisting that we believers mus$trafeasonsor evidencefor
our belief. And they insist further that we musbwshthat what we take to be
reasons for a given beliedally arereasons for that belief, really do support the
belief they are taken to support...

But this procedure is unfair and discriminatoryr Eeere are many beliefs we
all hold, and hold with no detriment to our ratittya for which we cannot
produce both evidence and proof that the evidegaa#lyris evidence. Indeed,
some of these beliefs are such thastiowthat our reasons for them are good
reasons, we should have to provide solutions ttaicephilosophical problems
which (to my mind, at least,) have not yet beenesbl

Suppose, for example, that on a given occasionliéJy® that someone other
than myself is in pain; and suppose that my redspso believing is that the
person in question utters certain words and behewvescertain characteristic
fashion. To show that my reason for thinking thatis in pain, really is an
adequatereason, or good reason for my belief about him, | should have to
have a solution to at least a part of the trad#igmmoblem of other minds. Now
| don’t have any solution to that problem. And fthet is, | don’t think anyone
else does eithéf.[Emphasis origingl
Plantinga’s point can be appropriated in the cdnt#xthis discussion as follows; the
Evidentialist objector suggests that one cannoiebelin divine commands based on
scriptural affirmation unless one either providegamd argument for the existence of
such a command or that one provides an argumenthéicontention that scripture is
reliable. This suggests that beliefs about divioenmands must meet a standard that

other paradigmatically-rational beliefs do not mesed are not required to meet.

Consider my belief that | was in Wellington two dago. | reflect on what | did two days
ago and automatically find myself strongly inclinéal accept the belief ‘I was in
Wellington'. In this instance | believe ‘| was in@&lington’ because | remember being

there. Yet | am unable to provide any argumentha premise. Nor can | provide a non-

2 Flew, The Presumption of Atheisti¥-15.
13 Alvin Plantinga, “The Strategy of the Skeptic,”Faith and the Philosophersd. John Hick (London:
Macmillan, 1986), 226-227.
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circular argument to the conclusion that my menismeliable!* Nevertheless, my belief
and others like it are commonly taken to be ratioWéhy then are theological beliefs

subject to a standard that other beliefs are not?

Plantinga makes the same basic pointGad and Other Mindsin this monograph
Plantinga argues that the traditional arguments@od’s existence and the traditional
arguments for God’s non-existence all fail. He tlgges on to note that the traditional
arguments for the existence of other minds aldddaianalogous reasons, yet we are still
rational in believing in other minds. Why then d@neological propositions irrational in

the same circumstances?

In a review ofGod and Other Minddames Tomberlin introduced into the discussion a
technical, epistemological notion of a basic béfleAccording to Tomberlin, a basic
belief is one that is intellectually acceptabléntidd independently of any argument either
for it or for the reliability of the ground on wticit is based. Conversely, a non-basic
belief is intellectually acceptable to hold only ghe has a good argument for it.
Tomberlin notes quite plausibly that not all bediefan be non-basic. If | infer a
proposition P from several premises, the argumgrdcceptable only if the premises
themselves are rationally held. This means thheeitneed arguments for these premises
or that they themselves are basic. If the formethes case, then these arguments will
utilise further premises that are either basic on-basic and so on. If knowledge or
rational belief is to be possible at all, any argatnwill ultimately have its terminus in a

set of premises that are basic.

In a later articulation of his position Reason and Belief in Gd@lantinga introduces the
locution ‘properly basic belief’ as opposed to ‘saselief.!° Plantinga suggests a basic
belief is one a person believes independently gfaagument for it or for the reliability
of its ground. A properly-basic belief is a belibét it is intellectually acceptable to hold

as a basic belief. Plantinga’s terminology willused for the rest of this discussion.

4 See later discussion in Section 4. Sub-sectioBrég Dawes’s Objection: Circularity in this Chapter
15 James Tomberlin, “Is Belief in God Justified,” dioal of Philosophy (1970), 31.

'8 Alvin Plantinga, “Reason and Belief in God,”Faith and Rationalityed. Alvin Plantinga and Nicholas
Wolterstorff (Notre Dame, ID: Notre Dame UniversRyess, 1983).
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Properly-basic beliefs such as ‘I was in Wellingtbat weekend’ or ‘he is in pain’ are
rationally held although there is no argument fagitt truth or for the reliability of their
grounds. The only grounds for such beliefs mightHas | remember going to Wellington
for a weekend or that | observed a man behavirg mmanner that suggested he was in
pain. | do not have an argument for these belletgnnot infer these beliefs from these
grounds nor can | provide a non-circular argumenttfieir reliability, yet they remain

intellectually acceptable.

It needs to be noted that such beliefs are notrgless. While one does not believe a
basic belief based on an inference, basic belieés oten based on some form of

experience. Plantinga discerns two types of expeeig“sensory evidence”, such things
as appearing to see, hear or feel a given objettarastic evidence, which he refers to
as “the belief feels right, acceptable, natutalAn example of doxastic evidence is belief
in the corresponding conditional of modus ponergmone entertains the conditional of
modus ponens it just seems to be correct. Modusrzofeels obviously true in a way that
an overtly-fallacious inference does not. Similaviyth memory beliefs. For me the claim

that | used to live in Hamilton seems true. | havetrong experiential pull towards it. It

feels right in a way that the belief that | usedite in Iran does not. | seem to remember

one being the case and not the other.

The question then is why belief in a divine commdraed on scriptural testimony,
confirmed by faith, cannot be properly-basic? Ilslsay more below about what is

involved in the notion of a belief being confirmieg faith.

1. Why the Evidentialist thinks Belief in God is nd Properly-Basic
In an early response to Plantinga, Kai Neilsorcaliited what | think is the heart of the
Evidentialist's reason for excluding belief that dsprohibits a given action from the

category of properly-basic beliefs. Neilson writes,

| think Plantinga overlooks an important differermween the cases. All of us
can agree, at least for a large range of casesthetheomebody is in pain,
whether he’s thinking, feeling anxious or the likée do in general agree about
these things. Only a madman would claim that noisrever in pain or that no

1 Alvin Plantinga,Warranted Christian BeliefNew York: Oxford University Press, 2000), 110-111
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one ever knows that another person is in pain. Sdree is true for thinking,
feeling anxious or sad and the like... Now the sitrats very different in
religion®

Others have offered similar criticisms,

Part of the justification for believing that ourrpeption or memory is not faulty
is that in general it agrees with the perceptiomemory of our epistemological
peers ... one knows that one’s memory is reliabledétermining whether it
coheres with the memory reports of other peoplesglmemory is normal and
with one’s other experiences. As we have already skack of agreement is
commonplace in religious contextfs.

Richard Grigg argues in response to Plantinga,

[T]here is a universality about the genesis ofgheadigm beliefs that does not

attach to the genesis of belief in God. For exampéearly all persons upon

having the perceptual experience X, will automaditicimrm the belief that they

are seeing a tre8.
Ernan McMullin has made a similar suggestion astg belief in God cannot be utilised
as a premise, as opposed to a conclusion, in anmangf in scientific theorising, this is
because “It appeals to a specifically Christiandbebne that lays no claim to assent from
a Hindu or an agnosti¢: An examination of Mackie’s work suggests a simdiucture.
Reviewers of Mackie have pointed out that he vigveism as an hypothesis designed to
explain some body of evidenahared by believer and unbelievalike?* Theism is
rational if it adequately explains this evidencétdrethan any alternative hypothesis and
irrational if it does not. Moreover, Mackie in thaote above appeals to the lack of direct
verifiability of theism as a reason for argumeningenecessary. He appears to have in
mind theism as a kind of scientific hypothesis@itimferred from or postulated to explain

some observable data.

18 Kai Neilsen, “The Skeptics Reply,” Faith and the Philosophergd. John Hick (London: Macmillan,
1964), 274.

19 Martin, Atheism:,274.

20 Richard Grigg, “Theism and Proper Basicality: AoReto Plantinga, The International Journal for
Philosophy of Religiod4 (1983): 123-27. See also “Crucial Disanalopietsveen Properly Basic Belief
and Belief in God'Religious Studie26 (October 1990): 389-401.

L Ernen McMullin, “Plantinga’s Defense of Speciak@tion,”Christian Scholars RevieXXI:1 (1991):
55-79. <http://lwww.asa3.org/ASA/dialogues/Faithsa®@ CRS9-91McMullin.html>

2 See in particular this review article, Alvin Planga, “Is Theism Really a Miracle®aith and Philosophy
3 (1986): 109-134. See alvdarranted Christian BelieD1-92.
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Behind all these comments is the notion that thgiold beliefs lack certain properties
that are necessary for them to be properly-basie.defenders of Evidentialism note that
in obvious paradigms of properly-basic belief swh perceptual beliefs about the
external world?® beliefs about other people’s mental states or nmereliefs, the beliefs
in question display a certain type of universaliyl people but the mentally insane
display such beliefs and there is no serious doubt their truth. With theism things are
different as there is scepticism regarding beheGod. A person can be mentally healthy
and yet be a Hindu, Buddhist, agnostic, atheigtjraéist or a liberal theologian.

The Evidentialist objection then contends:

[A] Theistic belief is intellectually acceptable lgrif it can be shown to be true
from public or neutral premises acknowledged bypaltties to the dispute.

[B] Such demonstration has not been forthcoming.

2. Critique of Evidentialism
Over the last forty years Alvin Plantinga has arjagainst what has been labelled the
Evidentialist Objection to Theistic Beliéf. The standard approach amongst Christian
apologists has been to call into question{Biowever, a significant minority associated

with Reformed Protestantism have contested the fimsmise [A]*° Plantinga’s work is

23 A belief such as ‘that wall is red’ is not basedam argument from the claim ‘| appear to see avaiti

to the conclusion that ‘there is a red wall'. Ratbee forms the belief that one can see a red wall
immediately because of the ground. Any ability tguee for this case would be difficult, if not impzisle.

24 Alvin Plantinga, “The Strategy of the Skepti€pd and Other Minds: A Study of the Rationalitpilief
in God(lthaca, NY: Cornell University Press, 1967); Bslief in God Rational?” IfiRationality and
Religious Beliefed. C. Delany (Notre Dame, ID: Notre Dame UniitgrBress, 1979) 7-27; “The
Reformed Objection to Natural Theologytoceedings of the American Catholic Philosophical
Associatiorb4 (1980): 49-62; “Reason and Belief in God”; “lRepto my Colleagues,” IAlvin Plantinga:
Profiles ed. Peter Van Inwagen & James Tomberlin (DordrdzhReidel Publishing Company, 1985),
313-69; “Coherentism and the Evidentialist Objattio Belief in God,” inRationality Religious Belief and
Moral Requiremented.Robert Audi & William Wainwright (Ithaca, NY: CortidJniversity Press, 1986),
109-38; “Is Theism Really a MiracleAVarranted Christian Belief“Rationality and Public Evidence: A
Reply to Swinburne,Religious Studie87(2001): 215-222.

% George Marsden has pointed out that the majofiynglo-American, evangelical apologists saw their
job as to offer evidence for the truth of the Cliais faith. George Marsden, “The Collapse of Amanic
Evangelical Academia” Ifraith and Rationalityed. Alvin Plantinga & Nicholas Wolterstorff (Netr
Dame, IN: Notre Dame University Press, 1983), 269-Evidentialism can be seen in the works of ugite
such as Benjamin B. Warfield, Josh McDowell, CIRiknock, John Warwick Montgomery, Norman
Geisler, John Porter Moreland and Richard Swinhurne

6 Edward Carnell, Gordon Clark, Abraham Kuyper, EisiSchaffer, Greg L. Bahnsen and perhaps, most
significantly, Cornelius Van Til. This movement hafsen been dubbed Presuppositional ApologeticsaFo
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best seen as a philosophical development of therReld theme. This theme has been
central to his apologetic work from his first woi&od and Other Mindsto his more
recent work ofWarranted Christian Beliefand Science and Religion: Conflict or
Concord Plantinga’s articles on this and related topansseveral volumes. Here, | will

focus on two lines of argument.

A. Counter-Examples

The first is that Evidentialism is subject to salarounter-examples. Consider my belief
that rape is wrong. Upon hearing about a womangbeaped, | feel deep disgust and
form the belief “that action is wrong”. Accordin@ tEvidentialism, this belief is
intellectually acceptable only if it is properlysia or can be inferred from properly-basic

beliefs via a valid argument.

It is unclear that these criteria are met. Firstignsider the fact that this belief is not
properly-basic. There are some people who do niéveethat rape is wrong. Moral
nihilists deny the existence of right and wrong. dénists think that moral claims are
cognitively meaningless. Some evolutionary thesrideny that rape is wrong; they
believe that rape being wrong is merely a kindlloion created in us by evolution to
advance the survival of our genes. Moreover, theree been cultures where rape has
been sanctioned as part of a courting ritual, witeiea legitimate method of betrothal.
Some cultures view rape as appropriate when thagsedrare female captives in war. The

belief that rape is wrong is not universal.

If the belief that rape is wrong is to be intelledty acceptable, a valid argument from
universally-accepted premises is necessary tolestaband the prospects for this appear
bleak. It is hard to find an argument for this das®on that will have premises that are
less controversial than the conclusion that raper@sg. In ethical theory today there are
numerous, different reasons or theories given ashy rape is wrong. The utilitarian

argues it is wrong because it fails to maximisepinagss; others deny both that this is the
correct criterion and that rape always meets ie Kantian argues that rape is wrong
because it disrespects a rational creature. Thesrlgased theorist argues it violates a

right to bodily autonomy. The virtue theorist sugigeit displays a vicious character, and

discussion of the differences between Presuppasitind Evidentialist approaches to Apologetics see
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so on. Each of these arguments will appeal to arétieal, moral premise that is

controversial and not universally agreed upon cepted as basic by all sane people.

Similar things can be said about introspectivediglilf | feel a pain in my left side, it is
difficult to see how | could offer an argument framiversally-accepted premises that |
am in pain and it is not clear that this belief dag properly-basic on the criteria

advanced. After all, access to my mental experergprivate.

Examples can be multiplied. Most philosophical #geef any significance are such that
one cannot establish their truth from argumentsealipg to premises accepted by all
sane individuals. The failure of theological progoss to meet these criteria is not

grounds for calling their epistemic credential®igtiestion.

B. The Incoherence of Evidentialism

Assume for the sake of argument that Evidentialsoorrect. It follows that any belief is
rational only if it is neutral or the person wholdwit is aware of a valid, non-circular
argument from neutral premises to its truth. NowdEmtialism itself is not universally
agreed upon. In Grigg or Martin’s sense, a persondisagree with it and not be mentally
insane and there are many alternatives, such agir®Ja’s Reformed Epistemology,
Rortian Pragmatism, Post-Modernism, Classical Fatiadalism or Coherentism.

Therefore, belief in Evidentialism is not propebgsic?’

Consequently, one is rational in accepting Evidgsistin only if one becomes aware of a
valid, non-circular argument that utilises only tral premises to the truth of
Evidentialism. However, as noted above, few phiitscal theses can be argued for in
such a manner and Evidentialism is not one of th&wonsequently, accepting

Evidentialism is irrational by Evidentialism’s oveniteria.

In a reply to criticisms made by William Alston,aRtinga points out that there is a real

irony in this situatiorf® Theists are castigated because they do not praviglenents for

Steve KumarChristian Apologetics: Think Why You Belig®eickland: Foundation for Life, 1990).

%" plantinga suggests this line of argument in higpiies to my Colleagues,” 391.

28 Plantinga’s reply to Alston. “There is a certmony in the fact that our evidentialist object®in just
the position with respect to (1) [his criteria ational belief] that he claims the theist is inlwiespect to
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theism yet Evidentialist objectors are in precidbly same situation. If one were to accept
the Evidentialist critique of theism then one wobklin the same irrational position that
one was trying to avoid. If lack of evidence isbi decisive against various, theological
beliefs then it must also be decisive against Etidésm. It would be irrational for a

theist to give up belief in theism based on thelEntialist challenge.

1. Philip Quinn’s Rejoinder

In a response tdReason and Beliehh God Philip Quinn suggested that a broadly-
inductive argument in favour of Evidentialism wassgible. In its original context
Quinn’s comments were aimed at Plantinga’s critigfieClassical Foundationalisf.
However, an analogous line of argument could bereéf defending the broader type of
Foundationalism suggested above. According to Qsimbjection, the Evidentialist
objector escapes incoherence by utilising an indeigirocedure. One gathers a set of
beliefs that are pragmatically properly-basic arsetof beliefs that are paradigmatically
not basic. One then infers via induction that &k toeliefs in one, the former, are
appropriately universal and none in the latter danape. Hence, it is probable via the
normal rules of inductive reasoning that only Hslithat are accepted by all people in

certain situations are properly-basic.

There are two problems with this response. If vaet stith a sample set of beliefs that are
recognised as paradigmatic cases of properly-lieiefs then in order to assemble it we
must first believe that each of these individuahpkes is itself a paradigm of a properly-
basic belief. The question arises as to whetherabiief about the status of the samples is
itself appropriately universal and it is obvious Wwould not be® Classical

Foundationalists would reject the claim that anyiebethat was not self-evident or

belief in God. The objector claims that the theatnot produce propositions that are [properlydhbgithe
criteria the evidentialist lies down] that suppititism, and on the basis of which he accepts théiem
then draws a conclusion: perhaps, that there piplaabn’t any such propositions, that the theist is
probably irrational; at any rate he concludes thattheist is in some kind of trouble. But he hitfjgaen,
is in precisely the same sort of trouble with respe (1) [his criteria of rational belief], the yeprinciple
he uses to reproach the theist. So suppose thepahare a theist. The objector proposes to gieay
reason for believing that belief in God is in soweey defective; the reason he proposes is thateis dot
conform to (1). But this will be a reason, for ydor, thinking theism is irrational only if you aque(1).
And belief in (1), if (1) is true, is defective just the way theism is, if (1) is true. Supposeyétiore you
are moved by the objector’s impassioned appeatgpacl), and give up theism. Even if (1) were tyei
would not have improved your noetic situation;fidratever reason there is, if (1) is true, for reéjer
theism, is a reason, if (1) is true, for reject{thyj’. Plantinga, “Replies to my Colleagues,” 387.

29 Phillip Quinn, “In Search of the Foundations ofefl8m,” Faith and Philosophy1985): 2:4.
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incorrigible could be a paradigm of proper bastgalsome Epistemologists would reject
the notion of proper basicality altogether. Conseqly, even these inductive arguments
would employ premises that are not appropriatelyvarsal and so would be, by

Evidentialism’s own standards, insufficient to oatlly justify Evidentialism.

The second problem is that those who propose ypis tf response to date have only
suggested it as a possibility. No one to my knog#etlas attempted an actual sampling
of paradigms and done the full, inductive work. Ewdentialist challenge maintains that
a belief is irrational unless an argument from amsal or neutral premises is, in fact,
available. It does not allow a belief to be ratiobacause a certain line of argument is
possible. If it did then the theist could easilyanthe Evidentialist challenge; the theist
could simply point out that a certain line of argamh in favour of theism might be

possible although no one has yet offered it. Nod&ntialist to my knowledge would

accept this line of response. Actual arguments, hygothetically possible ones, are

required.

2. The Response of Anthony Kenny
In a series of lectures published jointly \What is Faith?Anthony Kenny attempts to
develop a version of Evidentialism that escapes ittt®herence charge levelled by

Plantinga. Kenny proposes that to be properly-baskelief must be either:

(a) Self-evident.
(b) Fundamental.
(c) Evident to the senses or memory.

(d) Defensible by argumerit.

By a fundamental belief, Kenny means a belief tiregets two conditions. Firstly,
everyone who accepts it holds it as basic. Secordiyust be impossible to doubt such a

belief without calling into question a huge numbérbeliefs one holds that themselves

%0 This reply is modelled on Plantinga’s reply to @nin “The Foundations of Theism: a Reply,”298-303.
31 Anthony KennyWhat is Faitt? (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1992), 20-32.



129

are more certain and believed more strongly tharptiemises of any sceptical argument

that calls it into questioff.

The most interesting of Kenny’s criteria is (d).€f@ is some ambiguity here. When
Kenny says ‘defensible by argument’ does he meantkiere must be good arguments in
favour of the belief or only that one can rebut aall into question any serious
arguments or objections urged against it? It iarcteom Kenny’'s own discussion that he
means the former. Later ikVhat is Faitl? Kenny admits that he thinks both the
arguments for and against theism inconclusive dnsl fact leads him to embrace

agnosticisn>

Kenny contends that his version of Evidentialisntapgs the incoherence charge.
However, it is difficult to see how. Consider tHaim that a belief must meet these four
criteria to be properly-basic. This claim is noff-®¥ident, nor evident to the senses, nor
evident to memory, nor is it a fundamental bel@bnsequently, it is either non-basic or
basic because it is defensible by argument. Whehef these two alternatives are
adopted, Kenny’s criteria mean that it is irratiotmaccept his claim unless there is a
valid argument from premises that are themselvésesgiglent, evident to the senses or
fundamental.

Unfortunately, nowhere iWhat is Faitl? does Kenny offer such an argument. After
criticising Plantinga’s earlier papés Belief in God Rationaf? in Chapter One, Kenny
then articulates in Chapter Two the criteria ofg@obasicality he means to employ in the
rest of the discussion. The rest of the book arglasthe standard arguments for theism
fail. Nowhere, however, does he attempt to offeramgument from beliefs that are
fundamental, self-evident, evident to memory or $kases in favour of his criteria for
basicality. We see in Kenny not an escape from rhther an example of the very
problems Plantinga articulated. Pages are speintising theists for not proportioning
belief to evidence yet the very premises that nthlgcriticism possible are believed on

no evidence whatsoever.

32 bid., 21-23.
%3 bid., 43-45.
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3. The Response of Coherentism

A final response to the arguments made by Planis¢a note that they are levelled only
against forms of Foundationalism. William Alstonggests that Coherentist accounts of
knowledge provide a way whereby beliefs in theatafjipropositions are non-basic.

“[T]lake the various forms of coherence and contali$t epistemology. These serve
admirably for the purpose, since on these viewsetlae no properly-basic beliefs at
all”.® Similarly, Michael Martin suggests that Plantirgypbsition is problematic because
he has not offered rebuttals of coherentist theoné knowledge such as those put

forward by Laurence BonjodP.

Much could be said in response to this objectioareHit will suffice to note that, as
argued above, Evidentialism presupposes a formoohé&ationalism. The Evidentialist
challenger states that theism is irrational bec#iuses is no good argument in its favour.
This is a telling objection only if rationality reges that beliefs be based on argument.
Foundationalism requires that rational beliefs mustbased on good arguments or be
non-basic. Coherentism on the other hand requiegbar. On a Coherentist account of
knowledge, a belief must cohere with various oth&refs to be considered rational. If it
does it is rational, if it does not it is not ratad. Hence, if Coherentism is correct
Evidentialism is mistaken. The issue is not whettiere are good arguments for the
existence of God or divine commands, the quessowhether belief in such things is
coherent and best coheres with numerous other gshingperson believes. That is a
different questiori’ In the previous chapter, | argued that Voluntariiwes appear to be
coherent and arguments attempting to demonstratét fils incoherent fail.

3. The Reformed Epistemology Model
If Evidentialism is mistaken, the question arises@how belief in divine law can gain

warrant if not based on argument. One clear answitis question is provided by Alvin

% Plantinga, “Is Belief in God Rational?” 7-27.

3 william Alston, “Plantinga’s Epistemology of Reiays Experience,” Alvin Plantinga Profilesed.
Peter Van Inwagen & James Tomberlin (DordrechtkBidel Publishing Company, 1985), 296.

36 Martin, Atheism: 276-277. In fact, Plantinga offers a rebuttal ohpar inWarrant: The Current
Debate.Further, contrary to Martin, he address Coherentisf€oherentism and the Evidentialist
Obijection to Belief in God,” 109-38.

3" Moreover, even if it could be shown that beliesirch things did not cohere with other things ager
believed, it would not follow that these beliefsresenistaken. It merely follows that one is mistaken
holding these beliefs alongside various others.
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Plantinga’s reconstruction of Calvinist or Reformgakitions on faith and reason. In a
series of articles and monographs, Plantinga sksteh Calvinist or Reformed model
proposing how theological beliefs could gain watrand be basic. In the literature this

perspective has been dubbed Reformed Epistemology.

In The Reformed Objection to Natural Theold§yPlantinga notes that, historically,
numerous thinkers in the Reformed or Calvinistotbgical tradition repudiated natural
theology. Calvin is one such example.

There is within the human mind, and indeed by ratnstinct, an awareness of
divinity. This we take to be beyond controversy.prevent anyone from taking
refuge in the pretense of ignorance, God himsedf ingplanted in all men a
certain understanding of his divine majesty. . Since, therefore, men one and
all perceive that there is a God and that he i thaker, they are condemned
by their own testimony because they have faileldaimor him and to consecrate

their lives to his will.. . . there is, as the eminent pagan says, no nation so
barbarous, no people so savage, that they have aetp seated conviction that
there is a God. . . . . Therefore, since from tbgitming of the world there has

been no region, no city, in short, no householdt dould do without religion,
there lies in this a tacit confession of a sensdeitly inscribed in the hearts of
all [The “eminent pagan” is Cicerdy.

Plantinga notes that several other Calvinist thiskecluding Herman Bavinck concur.

We receive the impression that belief in the exiséeof God is based entirely
upon these proofs [the proofs of natural theolo&yit indeed that would be “a
wretched faith which before it invokes God, musdtfprove his existence”. The
contrary, however, is the truth. There is not algimobject the existence of
which we hesitate to accept until definite proafs furnished. Of the existence
of self, of the world around about us, of logicatlanoral laws, etc., we are so
deeply convinced because of the indelible impressiohich all these things
make upon our consciousness that we need no argsiroedemonstratior{?
[Emphasis addgd

Calvin and Bavinck affirm that people naturally baa belief in God. Moreover, this is
not a belief based on argument or evidence butheer, in the language of contemporary

epistemology, properly-basic. Plantinga, in his enogcent bookWarranted Christian

% plantinga, “The Reformed Objection to Natural Tlhey,” 49-62.

%9 John Calvin)nstitutes of the Christian Religios,|: iii 144.

40 H BavinckThe Doctrine of Godransl. by William Henderickson (Grand Rapids MérBmans, 1951),
78-79.
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Belief gives a more thorough analysis of this naturalvdedge of God that, following

Calvin, he labels theensus divinitatis

In clarifying this Plantinga notes that in certa@spects theensus divinitatigparallels
various other doxastic practices such as memorpetief in other minds. Suppose |
perceive a person with a particular facial expassind movements and form the belief
that that person is in pain. | do not infer thididfefrom the person’s behaviour via
deductive, adductive or inductive reasoning. Asliteeature on the so-called problem of
other minds demonstrates, such an inference woalth\alid. Similarly with memory,
when | remember something, | have a type of inlgghanomenology that inclines me to
think that | was at a lecture by Chris Marshall fermeneutics yesterday but | do not
infer this belief from the phenomena. As the Caateslemon or the modern-brain-in-the-
vat-hypothesis demonstrates, such an inference dwvbal invalid. In the same way,
Plantinga suggests that in certain circumstances fomds oneself forming various

theological beliefs.

Upon reading the Bible, one may be impressed witleep sense that God is
speaking to him. Upon doing what | know is cheapymng, or wicked, | may

feel guilty in God’s sight and form the beli€&od disapproves of what | have
done Upon confession and repentance | may feel forgiverming the belief

God forgives me for what | have dorfe person in grave danger may turn to
God asking him for help; and then of course hehertzas the belief that God is
indeed able to hear and to help if he se€¥ fit.

One does not infer the beliefs in question from elkestence of such conditions; rather;

these conditions occasion or trigger the beligfuastion.

There are several other significant parallelshim ¢ase above of the person | perceive to
be in pain, the beliefs produced are in fact spegfarticular beliefs that a person has
pain (a specific mental state) in his elbow (a #meplace). In these circumstances, one
does not form the general belief that other mindsteRather, this general belief is self-

evidentially entailed by beliefs about a specifgon in pain at a specific time and place.
Similarly, with thesensus divinitatisvhat is properly-basic is not the general belnett t

God exists but rather certain, specific beliefsuit@®od’s attributes and activitiés.

“! plantinga, “Reason and Belief in God,” 80.
2 |bid., 83.
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A third parallel is that while the beliefs that duwed sympathy or memory are basic and
hence rationally believed in the absence of evidetiey can not be considered properly-
basic. In fact, they can be shown to be not prggeakic if one can provide reasons for
thinking they are false. If | see John screwingface up in a particular way and grasping
his leg, | form the belief that John is in pain.vitver, later John tells me that he was not
in pain but rather rehearsing his death scenearcéiming dramatic play he is acting in.

Therefore, | take his word for it and believe heswet in pain. The initial belief was

properly-basic; however, because of what | latecalvered its rational status is defeated.

Properly-basic beliefs, then, are beliefs that isnetional in believing independently of
any argument for them in the absence of any goasbores for them. However, sometimes
there are reasons to the contrary. Sometimes we dtner beliefs that lead us to question
or deny these basic beliefs. Plantinga refers ¢gdltypes of beliefs atefeatersThere
are two types of defeaters, undercutting defeatedsrebutting defeaters. The former are
beliefs that cause you to question the grounds lmchwthe original belief was held. The
latter are beliefs that are inconsistent with thiginal belief so that accepting the defeater

means rejecting the original belf&f.

Hence, claiming that theological beliefs are badtes not make them immune to
argument or criticism. Consider the example mewetibby Plantinga whereby one comes
to believe that God disapproves of what one hag.dafter forming this belief, a person
in this situation could come across a good argurntithe conclusion that the action in
guestion was not objectionable but is, in fact,igg@&orthy. If the argument were

sufficiently strong and persuasive, then the odbbelief would be defeated.

Finally, Plantinga notes that Calvin and otherswed this natural knowledge through the
meta-narrative of creation, fall and redemption.ntdms have a natural disposition to
form properly-basic beliefs that self-evidentiadiytail the existence of God; however, the

noetic effects of sin affect this disposition. Tér@rance of sin into human society and its

3 For further elaboration of Plantinga’s understagdif defeaters see Alvin Plantinga, “Naturalism
Defeated” (1994). <http://philofreligion.homesteaaim/files/alspaper.htm>
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contagious effects upon society lead to the knogdedt produces being obscured,

suppressed and extinguished. Calvin wrote,

[T]hough experience testifies that the seed ofieti is divinely sown in all, it
is the case scarcely one in a hundred is found etleoishes it in his heart, and
not one in whom it grows to maturity, so far isfibm vyielding its fruit in
seasort’

Similarly, Paul in the book of Romans notes,

For although they knew God, they neither gloriffech as God nor gave thanks

to him, but their thinking became futile and thieiolish hearts were darkened.

Although they claimed to be wise, they became fawold exchanged the glory

of the immortal God for images made to look likertabman and birds and

animals and reptil€s
However, God through Christ acts in history to eesthumanity to its original image.
This is done thorough a kind of spiritual renewdiat is initiated and carried out via the
Holy Spirit. One aspect of this regeneration is retige; the Holy Spirit internally
persuades people of the truth of the gospel. Helantinga distinguishes a threefold
process; proclamation, internal persuasion andh.fihe message is proclaimed orally
through the church and verbally through the scrggu The Holy Spirit uses this
proclamation to draw people to God, to convict theemd persuade them of the truth of
this message. This process culminates in faithirra &ssurance of the truth of the

message and its personal application to oneself.

Like memory and thesensus divinitatisthis inner persuasion is a cognitive process
whereby one forms beliefs and the beliefs prodwaredbasic beliefs. One does not hear
the proclamation of the gospel by the church amdae from this fact - the fact that one
has heard such proclamation - to the truth of whad said. As | will argue later, few
beliefs that one believes on the authority anddgrso of others are like this. Rather, after
hearing this proclamation one comes to believe twhat is proclaimed is true.

Consequently, the beliefs in question will be basitiefs*®

44 Calvin, Institutes of the Christian ReligioGh 4 S 1.

**Rom. 1: 21-23 N.LV.

“® This basic status is limited only to what Plantinglls “Christian Belief”, the main lines of thegpel.
Plantinga does not claim that everything one bebeas a Christian is properly-basic. There are many
aspects of Christian teaching that are not propaabic. Is baptism for infants or only adults? be t
charismata persist after the apostolic age? Whaeigenre of Genesis 1? Any rational beliefs abiuege
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This process of faith stands in an interestingledi&cal relationship to thesensus
divinitatis. This can be seen via analogy with perception. Whanttioning reliably,
perception gives us various, properly-basic belafout the world around us. However,
in certain circumstances this faculty is subjeci@lfunction. People can have impaired
vision. However, people can have this malfunctiepaired by the use of glasses; an
artificial apparatus which when added to the eyespensates for perceptual malfunction

and enables the eyes to again perceive the wotld ately.

Similarly, the sensus divinitatiswhen functioning properly, produces properly-basi
beliefs about God. However, due to the noetic &ffed sin this faculty is subject to
malfunction and consequently humanity is spiritpdlind; it has an impaired, blurred or
obscured understanding of divinity. Calvin likehe beliefs produced by faith to glasses.
Just as glasses correct our focus, enabling ows ®ysee clearly, so faith corrects the
errors of thesensus divinitati&nd enables people to sense and perceive God wudtid
around them in a clearer manner. The implicatiadhas thesensus divinitatisan be used
to gain properly-basic beliefs about God providedsiused alongside and within the

parameters of information one knows by faith.

A. The Model Applied to Divine Commands

Plantinga intends to use his reconstruction of iBadg a way of defending belief in God
as well as what he, following Jonathan Edwarddsdlk great things of the gospel, as
the main lines of Christian belief that are comntonthe major creeds of the central
branches of Christendom. However, | think his laieargument applies with equal force
to beliefs about what the law of God prohibits. &al lines of Plantinga’s discussion

suggest this.

Firstly, when Plantinga gives examples of propédgic, theistic beliefs, he states the

following as a paradigm “Upon doing, what | knowciseap, or wrong, or wicked, | may

issues will be believed based on inductive, destacind adductive reasoning associated with Biblical
exegeses. (Though when the results are in, theopitoyn is believed on the basis of authority, tbet this
is an accurate account of what scripture sayssndtireasoned to from neutral premises). It iy tm
main outlines of Christian belief that are propdsasic.
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feel guilty in God'’s sight and form the beli€fod disapproves of what | have darfé
Plantinga suggests that natural knowledge of Goduares properly-basic beliefs about
whether a given action is contrary to God’s prgaore will, i.e. His commands or law.
Later in Warranted Christian BeliefPlantinga suggests that ttsensus divinitatis
produces beliefs not just about God but beliefsuabehat things are loveable and
contemptible’® | presume by ‘things’ Plantinga would include ans and the context of

this comment suggests this.

This is also suggested by a further comment Plgatinakes,

[W]e seem to have a moral sense: certain kindsb&biour and certain kinds

of character seem to be wrong, bad, to be avoiddwrs seem right, good,

fitting, to be promoted. It is obviously wrong (alse being equal) to hurt

young children or to refuse to care for your aggiagents; perhaps we see this

by way of a certain moral sen%e.
Secondly, the theological sources that Plantingavdlrupon make it difficult to resist this
claim. Consider the passage from Romans quotedeal@e important point that Paul is
making here is that human beings are without exdlesehey aranorally culpable They
perceive that they have certain duties to God it¢edeny or fail to fulfil them. In using
the sensus divinitatigpeople are aware not just of God but also of gedhligations that
they have towards Him. Moreover, moral knowledgeaiscentral theme in Paul's
argument. Here he proceeds to note that human deingdeparting from the true
knowledge of God, also exchange what they know d@oniorally right for various
perversions, although they know that God'’s rightedecree, i.e. His law, condemns such

activity.

A more obvious example is a quote from Herman Bakithat Plantinga appeals to in

Reason and Belief in Goth this citation Bavinck states,

There is not a single object the existence of whighhesitate to accept until
definite proofs are furnished. Of the existencsadf, of the world around about
us, of logical andnoral laws etc., we are so deeply convinced because of the

" plantingaWarranted Christian BelieB0.
*® |bid., 208.
“* Ibid., 148.
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indelible impressions which all these things mageruour consciousness that
we need no arguments or demonstra?f’c{rEmphasis addgd
Bavinck clearly includes knowledge of moral laws cmgst those beliefs considered

properly-basic.

Thirdly, Plantinga also suggests this when he disesl the noetic effects of sin. In

discussing how the natural knowledge of God isodiet by sin Plantinga states,

[W]e love and hate the wrong things. Instead oksmgfirst the kingdom of
God, | am inclined to seek first my own personabrification and
aggrandizement, bending all my efforts toward mgkmyself look good.
Instead of loving God above all and my neighbomgself, | am inclined to
love myself above all and, indeed, to hate Godrapdheighbor*

Similarly, he notes,

In this condition we know (in some way and to saitegree) what is to be loved
(what is objectively lovable), but we neverthelgssversely turn away from
what ought to be loved and instead love somethisg. €As the popular song
has it: “My heart has a mind of its own”.) We kndat some level) what is
right, but find ourselves drawn to what is wrong know that we should love
God and our neighbor, but we nonetheless prefetroot
Plantinga’s point is that just as people can pegecefarious attributes of God in the
natural world around them but through sin suppegskcorrupt this knowledge so people

can perceive that certain actions are contrarydd'$law.

Finally, Plantinga’s model of faith also appliestiwiequal cogency to knowledge of
God’s law. Similar things can be said about the @i the Holy Spirit in regeneration
with regard to divine commands as can be said vagard to the great things of the
gospel. One function the Holy Spirit performs irgeaeration is convicting potential
converts of their sins, i.e. transgression of GdéaWe However, this implies that the Holy
Spirit produces not just conviction of the truthadrtain theological doctrines but also
certain ethical or normative beliefs. In additias,is repeated numerous times throughout
the New Testament, in regenerating the believeSttigt writes the law of God upon the

believer's heart, suggesting that regenerationhay Spirit also produces at least some

*0 plantinga, “Reason and Belief in God,” 64.
*1 plantingaWarranted Christian BelieR08.
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form of cognitive awareness of God's I&WEarlier, | noted this involves a threefold
process; proclamation, internal persuasion and.faie law of God is proclaimed orally
through the church and in writing through the Hebesnd Greek scriptures. Secondly, the
Holy Spirit uses this proclamation to draw peomeQod, convict them and persuade
them of the Law’s rightness. This process culmimanefaith; a firm assurance that the

standard proclaimed is right as well as its persapplication to one’s own life.

The other features of the model apply as well. diadectical relationship between faith
and natural knowledge applies. When teensus divinitatisfunctions properly, it
produces properly-basic beliefs about what is @brigehaviour in certain particular
circumstances. However, due to the noetic effeétsim, this faculty is subject to
malfunction and consequently humanity is spiritpdllind and has an impaired, blurred
or obscured understanding of ethics. The faithemisrthe errors and enables one to sense
and perceive obligations more clearly. The implaatis that people can still gain
properly-basic beliefs about obligations. One’s ah@ense is an appropriate source of
information provided it is used alongside and withine parameters of God's law as
revealed through the scriptures. Further, givehfdith and thesensus divinitatigive us

knowledge of the same object, the two can cornedtcdarify each other.

4. Defending the Model
In his recent bookWarranted Christian Belieflantinga develops the fullest articulation
of this position. A couple of important clarificatis are necessary to understand his

argument.

Firstly, one needs to bear in mind a distincticat tAlantinga himself draws in “On being

Evidentially Challenged”. Plantinga distinguishesvieen:

*2 |bid.

53 John Murray notes, “Cf Rom 2:14 Jeremiah 31;3&llén man has the work of the law written upos hi
heart so that by nature he does the things ofatlvehow much more must this have been in true reaigi
integrity. And if the renewal of man after the ineagf God can be described in terms of writing tve bf
God upon the heart, surely creation of the divinade at the beginning must have carried with it
inscription of the law of God on the hearts of @itst parents. The image of God in which man iseated
cannot be principally different from that of whible was at first created.” John Murr&@yinciple of
Conduct(Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans Publishing Compan$,71.925-26.
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... an internal question and an external quesiitee. first question is whether |
am rational in holding my beliefs in the sense mal whether for all | can tell
from the inside, so to speak, my beliefs meet p@@priate internal standards
... whether | have properly taken account of othergs | know, whether | have
paid proper attention to objections and to whaecttsay>*
The internal question differs from the external sfien. The latter asks whether one’s
beliefs are warranted, whether they have the ptgptrat turns true belief into

knowledge. This goes beyond internal rationality.

Later in Warranted Christian BeliefPlantinga draws the same distinction; here he
distinguishes between being “internally rationatida“‘externally rational”. ‘Internally
rational’ refers to a person whose cognitive apparss appropriate, “downstream from
experience”. By experience he means not just “sgrescperience” but also what he calls
“doxastic experience”. Internal rationality invos/éorming beliefs correctly in response
to such experience. Plantinga suggests there aleasit three components to internal
rationality. Firstly, if | am internally rationall“will form beliefs appropriate to the
phenomenal imagery | enjoy”; for example, “when egmed to in the way that goes with
seeing a grey elephant, | will not form the belteht | am perceiving an orange
flamingo”. Secondly, internal rationality also inves coherence, such things as avoiding
contradictions and either accepting the logicallicapions of one’s beliefs or ceasing to
hold them. Thirdly, this involves drawing the catranferences from what is presented in
experience, avoiding fallacies and accepting thecdd consequences of one’s beliefs. An
internally rational person will have “carefully csidered the objections” they have
encountered, they will have “compared notes with tight people™ and “considered
how it fits with other beliefs they hold®.

By contrast, external rationality involves formirnlge appropriate experiences (those
experiences upon which various inferences are baseHte right cognitive environment
in the first place. For example, an externallyaasl person has the experience of seeing

a tree when a tree is in fact there and does na &aperience of seeing pink elephants in

% Alvin Plantinga, “On Being Evidentially Challeng&ih The Evidential Argument from Evéd. D
Howard-Snyder (Bloomington, IN: Indiana UniversRyess, 1996), 259.
:z PlantingaWarranted Christian BelieR55.

Ibid.
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an empty room. It is the latter sense which Plgatimssociates with what he calls

“warranted” beliefs.

It is important not to conflate these two sensegtibnality. It is possible, for example,
for someone to suffer from a coherent delusion,relne he or she rationally (in the first

sense) believes all sorts of things but yet iswarranted in doing so.

Rene Descartes notes that there are people “wlersballa are so troubled and

clouded by the violent vapours of black bile, ttiay...imagine that they have

an earthenware head or are nothing but pumpkinsaoie of glass”. That sort of

response igot (necessarily) precluded by internal rationaliteri®ps these

mad men are subjected to overwhelming doxasticreequee here. Perhaps the

proposition—that their heads are made of glassnsasdterly obvious to them,

as obvious as that 3+1=4. Then the problem lieh tiits seeming with their

having this kind of doxastic experiendgiven this doxastic experience, what

[rationality] requires (all else being equal) igrfong this belief; and that they

do. They display external irrationality, but not internal irrationality>’

[Emphasis origindl
The “all else being equal” here refers to suchghias the absence of defeaters, drawing
correct inferences from whatever beliefs are fornmetesponse to experience, having a
set of beliefs that is coherent, avoiding contragis and ceasing to believe things when
good defeaters are provided for them, as well asfully considering and responding to
counter-arguments, etc. Of course, mad men andlogibal people may lack these
features as well but then the problem is with lagkihese features, not believing what

one’s experience mistakenly suggests.

A second distinction Plantinga draws is betweentwie calls de facto objections to
Christian belief from de jure objections. De faaibjections are arguments for the
conclusion that Christian beliefs are false. Dee jobjections, on the other hand, are
“arguments or claims to the effect that Christi@hdd, whether or not true, is at any rate
justifiable. Or rationally unjustified, or irrati@h or not intellectually respectable”. They

are “not up to snuff from an intellectual pointéw”.®

Plantinga notes correctly that the Evidentialisieobon is a de jure objection. It argues
not that theism is false but that whether it isetor not that the believer is irrational in

" bid., 111-112.



141

some way in believing because he or she lackscseffi evidence. Construed as a de
facto objection the argument is clearly fallaciolisis a version of thed ignorantiam

fallacy, reasoning something is false becausesitiud been demonstrated as true.

Moreover, the Evidentialist objection is a critimisof the practice obelievers.It is
claimed thebelieveris doing something intellectually sub par by bahe, in the absence
of evidence. The idea is that a rational person bleved in God would, when made
aware of the lack of public evidence for this prsifion, cease to believé. Therefore,
any theist who continues to believe theistic prajmss without public evidence acts

irrationally. Plantinga takes the argument on W& derms.

Many - Christians or not - may have an inclinatiemen a powerful inclination
to Christian belief, but may also have been heawfjuenced by various
alleged de jure objections to it. For example, sacherson may think that
Christian belief can be justified, rational or waarted only if it can be shown to
be probable with respect to public evidence. Shg atso have serious doubts
as to whether it can be shown to be thus prob&sie result, she may feel that
to accept Christian belief is to violate an intefleal duty of some kind; she may
therefore reject it, or hold it in a half-hearteghologetic and unintegral way. It
can be useful for such people to see that thdittlésor no reason to accept the
sort of evidentialism that provokes these qualmsl, @hat Christian belief can
be rational, justified and warranted even if itnist probable with respect to
public evidencé&®

Plantinga here notes that he is refuting a degomgement aimed at believers. He aims to
show thata believerwho is aware of the lack of public evidence andticwes to believe
is not irrational by virtue of this fact. It is imgant to be clear on this. Plantinga is not
offering an argument to unbelievers for the truthegen intellectual acceptability of
Christian belief. His project is limited to rebuafigi an objection to the doxastic stance

taken by believers and to show that this particalgection lacks cogency.

A complete account of all the nuanced/érranted Christian Beliefs beyond the scope
of this chapter. However, a summary will sufficdarRinga essentially argues three
things; firstly, the believer typically does not Ithotheistic beliefs based on some

argument from public evidence. Rather he belienghé basic way. This means both that

58 |hi H
Ibid., ix.
%9 Note that this is a different question from the @fi whether an agnostic, who examines the evidande
discovers no public evidence exists, is ration&kifcontinues to withhold belief.
% plantinga, “Rationality and Public Evidence: A Refp Swinburne,” 252.
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he does not believe based on an argument and hbapdrson has some doxastic or
perceptual experience that makes it seem to treopehat the belief is true. Secondly, he
provides a possible, epistemic model of how sudieléef practice could be warranted.
Thirdly, he argues that if Christian belief is trien the believer is probably warranted in
believing in this fashion. It follows from this théhe believer’s stance is unwarranted

only if what he believes is in fact false.

| believe Plantinga means us to draw three infargricom these claims. The first is that
this de jure objection depends crucially upon tesuanption that Christian belief is false.

Only if one first assumes the falsity of Christiaglief from the outset does the argument
hold.

If the warrant enjoyed by belief in God is related in this waythetruth of that
belief, then the question of whether theistic betiaswarrant is not after all
independent of the question whether theistic bekefrue. So thede jure
guestion we have finally found is not, after a#éally independent of thde
facto question; to answer the former we must answer lgter. This is
important: what it shows is that a successful dtgoal objection will have to
be to the truth of theism, not to its rationality, justification, or intellectual
respectability, or rational justification, or whaée. The atheologian who wishes
to attack theistic belief will have to restrict kelf to objections like the
argument from evil, or the claim that theism isaherent, or the idea that in
some other way there is strong evidence againgitihdelief. She can’t any
longer adopt the following stance: “Well, | certgindon’t know whether
theistic belief istrue-who could know a thing like that?--but | do knowistht

is irrational, or unjustified, or not rationallystified ®*

This leads to the second claim. Now of course tbéever does not think his or her

beliefs are false. She or he believes them andtbees as true. Consequently, she or he

has no reason whatsoever for accepting the clatrthiey are irrational or unwarranted.

Moreover, to accept this claim would be internaiisational. The believer believes
somethingP; it seems to him or her to be true and correctiarttie light of Plantinga’s
argument he or she has reason for thinking thatilief is warranted. He or she is aware
of a true conditional, that iP, then P is warranted. Consequently, if the believer is
rational, he or she should affirm that the belefwarranted independently of public

evidence.

®1 plantingaWarranted Christian Belief, 191
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In the absence of any de facto argumentfarfalsehood, it would be whimsical, if not
arbitrary, to giveP up based on an Evidentialist objection. To do sala/ be to reject
something based on a belief one believed was fddseeover, it would mean one was
both committed to claiming th& is properly-basic and that one should give it apause
there is no evidence for it.

Plantinga’s conclusion is that unless the criticGifristian belief actually formulates a
viable de facto objection and thus provides belieweith reasons for thinking the
theological beliefs in question are false, the éhar is not (internally) irrational in
continuing to believe merely because he has notodstrated these beliefs from public

evidence. Moreover, if the beliefs are true theever is not externally irrational either.

A third conclusion Plantinga suggests is that themo neutral vantage point, one which
presupposes neither the truth or falsity of Charstbelief, from which the question of
whether theistic beliefs are properly-basic (in #wernal sense of rational) can be

answered.

What you take to be rational, at least in the semsgiestion, depends upon
your metaphysical and religious stance. It depempds your philosophical
anthropology. Your view as to what sort of creatareuman being is will
determine, in whole or in part, your views as taats rational or irrational
for human beings to believe; this view will detemeiwhat you take to be
natural, or normal, or healthy, with respect toidfelSo the dispute as to
who is rational and who is irrational here can’tdsgtled just by attending
to epistemological considerations; it is fundamiyntanot an
epistemological dispute, but an ontological or tbgal dispute....the
guestion whether it is rational to believe in Godhaut the evidential
support of other propositions is really a metaptsisior theological
dispute®?

| agree with Plantinga on each of these conclusiMweover, | think a similar line of

argument is available regarding belief in divinenooands.

%2 Alvin Plantinga, “Theism, Atheism and Rationalifffuth Journal3 (1991).
<http://www.leaderu.com/truth/3truth02.htmI>
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Firstly, | think it is true that most people wholibge in the existence of a divine
command forbidding homicide or sodomy or adulterysd based on scriptural testimony.
They read the scriptures, hear it preached andffiechselves convicted and convinced of

the truth of what is affirmed.

Secondly, | think, as | argued in the previous isactthe model Plantinga appropriates

and applies to Christian belief applies with eqregjency to divine commands.

Thirdly, if it is true that these divine commandgse then one is warranted in believing in
them in such a fashion. | argued earlier that darakfeature of the model proposed by
Reformed Epistemologists is faith. A person belgevarious propositions based on their
proclamation in the scriptures. This suggests thdlh is merely a species of a wider
practice frequently labelled testimony. Wolterstodkfines the paradigmatic case of
testimony as believing X based on the say-so ofesom else, ¥° The question is

whether one is warranted in accepting testimonyreviiee testimony is not merely from

some human being but God Himself mediating Hisalisse through human authors.

In defending an affirmative thesis, Plantinga dmke who follow a similar tack utilise a
highly-influential theory of knowledge known as Réllism. Reliabilism holds that a
belief is warranted if, and only if, the sourcepgnds or mechanism that produces the
belief, or that it is based on, is reliable, iikely to produce true beliefs on the topic in
guestion. Robert Nozick, Alan Goldman, John ArmsgroAlvin Plantinga and William

Alston have advanced versions of this theory.

The exact version of Reliabilism does not matter mouch but for clarity | will use
Alston’s version. Alston suggests that a beliefvsrranted if it is based on a reliable
ground or ground®® A person’s belief is warranted if the grounds dmich the belief is
held are reliable grounds for holding a belief loditt sort. He also adds that the person
who holds the belief must not have a reason farkihg that the belief is false nor a

reason for thinking that the belief is not reliabtie must therefore lack defeaters.

8 Nicholas Wolterstorff, “Evidence, Entitled Beliahd the GospelsZaith and Philosophy:4 (1989):
445,

%4 william Alston, “The Concept of Epistemic Justition,” in Epistemic Justification: Essays in the
Theory of Knowledgeed. William Alston (Ithaca, NY: Cornell UnivergiPress, 1989), 77.
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Suppose a person upon reading scripture and hetméngcriptures expounded through
preaching from the pulpit believes that God hasimited a certain class of actions. The
believer is aware of no conclusive argument eitfeer God’s existence or for the
affirmation of the command in question. Nor is meslbe aware of any cogent arguments
for the reliability of scripture. The believer onscerning that God affirms this in
scripture, takes it at its word and finds himselherself deeply convinced or persuaded

that the action is wrong.

Is the believer warranted in doing this? On a balist account such as Alston’s he or she
will be warranted if scripture is what Christiansrport it to be. If scripture is a medium
of divine discourse and hence accurately and fglimediates divine commands then the
beliefs will be warranted. Hence, whether belieflso# God and what He has
commanded, that are based solely on scripturairtesy, are warranted will depend on
the truth of the beliefs in question. If the bediedre true, if God does exist and has
mediated various commands through scripture thenvitarranted. On the other hand, if
God does not exist or if he has issued commandsaladdifferent from those recorded

in scripture or has issued no commands at all tireelief will be unwarranted.

Hence, it seems both that believers typically acbefief in divine commands in a basic
fashion and also that, if these beliefs are tredieers are warranted in doing so. In the
absence of any reason for thinking these belieis, tthere appears no reason for giving

up these beliefs.

A. Greg Dawes’s Objection: Circularity
In a recent lecture expounding Calvin's view oftliaiGreg Dawes criticises faith as

circular.

One can concede that it would be perfectly readenabbelieve something on
the authority of God, even if one had no other ena® for its truth (what could
be more reasonable than to believe something t@doynan omniscient and
morally perfect being). But on the face of it oneuld still need evidence in
support of one’s belief that (a) that these prapwss are revealed by God; and,



146

(b) that God is a reliable source of knowledge. W&ge in a moment how
believers have responded to this dem&nd.
Here Dawes claims that although it is true that isnwarranted in accepting things on a
reliable authority such as God, before one doemsmeeds evidence that the authority in
guestion is, in fact, reliable, that the testimayrom God and that that God is a reliable

testifier.

Dawes goes on however to argue that in the cafatbfin scriptural testimony, no non-
circular evidence is forthcoming. In questioningavimakes believers think God speaks

authoritatively through Scripture he states,

The more common response ... is to ‘bootstrapb#lever’s sense of certainty:
to base the certainty of his belief on the veryetation in which he believes. ...
Religious faith believes certain propositions oe tuthority of God on the
authority of God. (This is not a typographical eryd'he authority of God is
simultaneously that whichd quod and that by virtue of whichid quo one
believes.

The circularity in this position might seem to e tAchilles’ heel, not just of

the Protestant system, as David Friedrich Strausgested, but of this

traditional, ‘bootstrapping’ view of faith in whater form it is expressed.
Dawes’s argument rests on two assumptions. Firttht,the believer has no non-circular
reasons for thinking that the scripture is a medafrdivine discourse. Secondly, that the
believer must have such reasons if he or she lie towarranted in accepting anything on

these grounds. | think both assumptions are false.

1. Does the Believer Need Reasons for ThinkinGtisce Reliable?

| suspect Dawes conflates two separate questiortbeinsecond of his assumptions;
whether a given ground is, in fact, reliable ancethler one has grounds or reasons for
thinking it is reliable. These are not the samestjoa. It is possible for a ground to be
reliable without knowing or having any reason foinking it is. Likewise, the fact that a
person has no reason for thinking something isabédi does not entail that it is not

reliable.

® Greg Dawes, “Faith and Reason”, a paper prese¢atée University of Otago Theology and Religious
Studies Faculty. This is contained in DawBilosophy of Religion(so far unpublished) 46.
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On a reliabilist account, it is the former and tiw latter condition that must be met for a
belief to be warranted. Alston’s Reliabilism ergdihat a belief is warranted ifig based

on a reliable ground; it does not hold that it mostbased on what one has reason for
thinking is a reliable ground. The same can be &aidnost Externalism and Reliabilism
theories in general. Noting that a person has asar for thinking that something is
reliable does not show that this condition is neat mand hence, does not show that the

belief in question lacks warrant.

An obvious response to this line of argument wdaddo claim that there is some kind of
epistemological principle or requirement to avoeliéving something based on a given
ground or source until one has reasons for thinkiad such sources are reliable and that

the believer violates this requirement. Howeves gosition has at least two problems.

Firstly, it leads to absurd conclusions. If | canbelieve any thing on a given ground
until I have good reasons for thinking the groueliable, then | cannot believe anything
because | remember it happening. To do so | woakbirgood reasons for thinking my
memory is reliable. Clearly, such reasons are axthéoming as any argument | use to try
to demonstrate my memory would be circular. | coatidmpt to show that most of the
times | used my memory in the past it was corretttben | would need to remember
how | had used my memory in the past and rememibether or not it was accurate.
However, | am not permitted to utilise memory irstivay until | have reason for trusting
it and hence, any such argument could not get h##f ground. Similarly, | would be

unable to rationally rely on the deliverance ofsa After all, how can | show that a

reason is reliable? This can only be done by oftereasons.

The problems do not stop here because memoryestssto any given line of reasoning
one engages in. Reasoning is a temporal processbegins with the first premise and
follows an inference through to a conclusion. Oreesd not hold every step of an
argument in one’s mind at the same time. Rather mties on one’s memory to
remember the first steps while the second is asdesmsd then remembers this step while
the third is examined and so on. Hence, without orgnone cannot reason at all. This

creates an unsolvable sceptical situation. Oneatarust memory if one does not have a

% |bid.
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reason for thinking it is reliable but one cannet gny such reason unless one trusts one’s
own memory. Moreover, one cannot engage in reagaaiirall if one does not trust it.

This position leads to the destruction of all reaso

The second problem created by this kind of stasdkat it leads to an infinite regression.
To show that the source were reliable, | would h@vappeal to certain premises that are
based on some other source but then | would haghdw that this source was reliable
and so on. The claim that one needs reasons fukitigi a ground is reliable before one

can be warranted in believing anything on the bafsieat ground appears problematic.

A further rejoinder suggests that itilsgeneraltrue that | do not need to have reasons for
thinking a ground reliable before | am warrante@&otepting a given proposition on this
ground. However, | do need such reasons if thergtai my belief is testimony, that is,
the say-so of some other person. Dawes suggeststisio like this in his papéf.He
distinguishes beliefs based on testimony from bbasiefs. He states that basic beliefs are
such that one is warranted in believing them inddpatly of any argument for them,
whereas beliefs based on authority are warrantedirtjrect evidence”. By indirect
evidence, he means evidence that the testimony@stimpn is reliable. A person who
believes something based on testimony will, if theg rational, have “reasons to believe

the trustworthiness of the source” from which helee “gained the informatiort®

However, this view of testimony is mistaken. Coatdynmarises the problem. If one is
going to have grounds for the reliability of a givauthority or testimony then these
grounds will be either some other testimony or adty, in which case there is a problem
of circularity, or it will be based upon sourcesefrom testimony®® The problem with

this second horn of the dilemma is that if we edelwhat we know by way of testimony

we will have so little to go on that such groundl e almost impossible to come by.

To demonstrate this, consider an example Dawesdiiipovides, the belief that E=MC

Dawes writes,

*7pid., 38.
%8 |bid.
%9 C.A.J. CoadyTestimony: A Philosophical Stu@ew York: Oxford University Press, 1995).
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Very many of our beliefs are held on the basisestitmony. (In this context |
shall sometimes refer to these as beliefs heldhenbasis of authority.) Does
e=m¢ represent the rate at which matter can be tramsfdrinto energy? |
believe so, although | would not have the faintdesa how to demonstrate its
truth | have it on good authority that it is tru@f. course, there is a sense in
which | do believe this on the basis of evidence. | havearsso believe in the
trustworthiness of the sources from which | gaitredinformation’
Dawes suggests that a non-physicist can ratiomallieve e=m¢ because he or she has
reasons to believe that his or her sources aremouby. | believe this last comment is
incorrect. Consider, for example, what reasonscudcoffer for believing that the source
of his information was reliable. Presumably, it Wbbe because the author of the book in
which he read it or the person who told him it wagshysicist. Nevertheless, how does he
know this? He could have read the person’s quatificis off a faculty list, off the dust-
jacket of the book or been told them by the peisiamself but in each case he is relying
on testimony and so, in the absence of furtherorease cannot believe these sources.
Suppose, however, Dawes was to investigate thotlpuid locate the address of the
university where the degree in physics was awand@adder to check its original records.
Yet again, he will be relying on testimony in tleerh of an address list and records. He
would also have to have trusted the testimony ogbsrend road signs in getting to the

university in question.

Consider then what Dawes would have left to gofdreidid not use testimony. He could
not rely on any information which he himself didtrmabserve first-hand. This would
exclude any information about events prior to hismdifetime, any events in his own
lifetime that he did not remember witnessing flrand and any event that happened in a
place other than where he was at the time. Nothéagl in journals, books, heard in
lectures, taught to him by his parents or teacherdd be used. Nothing heard on the
news, read on the computer, told over the phoneeported on would be included.
Almost everything he had learnt through his engideication would be excluded because
nearly all of it is based on testimony. It seerhent that if Dawes were really to comply
with the epistemic standards he laid down, he cowitirationally believe in e=rficlt
appears he is mistaken in thinking that one needsave reasons for thinking a given

authority is reliable to be warranted in believingestimony.

0 Dawes, “Faith and Reason,” 34.
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| think this example shows that this is not isataté/hat we know by way of being told
by others accounts for a huge and pervasive ammiumhat we believe. Everything |
know about other places, other times, everythirgyne at school, university, from
parents, friends, books, newspapers, televisian,jgbased on testimony. If | were to try
to verify any of these beliefs without first relgiron some other piece of testimony, |

would be unable to.

2. Does the Believer have Non-Circular Reason®&#&ireving in Scripture

These observations also give us grounds for callmg question the first contention
Dawes makes in his criticism of believing in sanigatl testimony. Dawes assumes that the
believer has no non-circular grounds for thinkihgttscripture is a medium of divine

discours€?

Here his argument appears to be as follows. Davaggthat if scripture is a medium of
divine discourse then one is warranted in acceptieglogical beliefs in a basic wale

then notes that the only way one could get to tbeclusion that such beliefs are
warranted is by affirming the antecedent of thisdittonal and affirming that scripture is

in fact a medium of divine discourse.

However, he goes on to argue that this latter bedietypically believed based on

scriptural testimony and hence the argument isitarc

What is mistaken here is Dawes’s assumption thatgtactice involves some form of
argument in which the proposition that scriptura imedium of divine discourse serves as
a premise. On the above model a person believg®gitons affirmed in scripture not by
inferring them via argument but by simply takingigture’s word for it and hence
believes such propositions as basic. Consequehige propositions are not based on

any argument at all and cannot be based uponaarirargument as Dawes suggests.

Perhaps what Dawes is driving at is not that thasnc that scripture mediates divine

discourse is based on a circutagumentbut rather, it is circular in some other fashion.
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The distinction between logical and epistemic dadty is helpful here. Logical
circularity occurs when a person affirms in thenpise of the argument what he or she is
attempting to establish in the conclusion. Suclcutarity can then only apply to
arguments and not to basic beliefs. However, Willidlston has pointed out that there is
also such a thing as epistemic circularity. Thisuss when one in practice relies upon a
particular source or type of ground in order toablsh the reliability of the type of
ground in question. A person who relied on percapjudgements to argue for the
reliability of sense perception would be an examglbis approach is not logically
circular; the person need not argue from premiffi@snang the reliability of perception.

However, it is circular neverthele&s.

It is clear, | think, that the model is epistemigatircular. The real question is whether
there is anything wrong with such circularity. Thésborne out by another point Alston
stresses, that every, major, doxastic practicay emes that are paradigmatically rational,
are epistemically circulaf® | noted this with memory above; one can only disthtihat
memory is reliable by relying on the deliverancemadmory as premises in a deductive
argument. Similarly, with beliefs based upon a shudeductive argument. Such
arguments can be shown to be reliable only witrelotirguments and so on. Even an
omniscient being could not demonstrate that hisitvg faculties are reliable without
appealing to those faculties. Hence, if the practi believing in divine commands
because they are affirmed in scripture is probleamb¢cause one cannot believe the
reliability of scripture without engaging in episte circularity, then various paradigms
of rational belief are also problematic. In faettionality is impossible. This is, of course,

absurd.

B. Epistemic Permissiveness
Another objection raised against Reformed Epistegylis the charge that it entails
almost any belief a person strongly believes ibdgavarranted. Michael Martin asserts for

example, “Plantinga’s Foundationalism is radicadiativistic”.”

" bid., 9.

2 william Alston, “Epistemic Circularity,” irEpistemic Justification: Essays in the Theory obWiedge
ed. William Alston (Ithaca, NY: Cornell UniversiBress, 1989), 319-349.

3 By doxastic practice, | refer to the practice minfiing beliefs in response to certain grounds, twrethe
ground is argument, some form of experience oa#isertion of some authority.

4 Martin, Atheism 276.
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At first glance, this appears a non-sequitur. Pgat has sketched a model of how one
could have properly-basic, theological beliefs ahdve argued that if certain theological
beliefs are true then someone who did believe i;rttanner has no reason for rejecting
them. How does this entail that truth is non-olecor that what is true or false depends
on whether a person or community believe it? K thbjection is to be anything more than
just an assertion then we need to be shbew accepting these propositions logically
entails that these things are relative. We needlid,wnon-circular argument from these
claims to the conclusion that truth is relative.tiUsuch an argument is forthcoming, no

actual reasons have been offered for thinkingdhjection correct.

In Atheism: A Philosophical JustificatioMichael Martin offers several arguments that

he thinks demonstrate that the Reformed Episterggbogition is relativistic.

1. Does Reformed Epistemology make Argument laatev
One argument Martin suggests is more of a staterhntlaims that by making certain
theological beliefs basic one puts those beliefobe rational appraisaf.Once a belief

is declared basic one cannot rationally evaluate it

This objection is incorrect. As noted above, adie properly-basic only if no defeaters
are forthcoming for it. Consequently, the beliefnigt immune to argument. Sceptics
could offer rebutting defeaters of theological éfj give arguments to the claim that
theism is false or they could argue that the conoésod is incoherent or inconsistent.
They could offer arguments that certain actionsrarein fact wrong or not condemned
by God. Further, sceptics could offer undercuttiefeaters that the grounds that produce
theological beliefs are questionable. Alternatiyedgeptics could attempt to show that

accepting belief in God or divine law entails afids of absurdities.

There are further ways sceptics and believers ngage in dialogue. One could point out
inconsistencies or incoherence in a person’s bekef even if one does not accept the
beliefs in question. One can grant a propositiod by one’s opponents for the sake of

argument and then point out its implications, shibat these implications or the beliefs
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themselves entail things that the person themsebjests or considers absurd. Further,
one can show that the views one person holds fditom beliefs his opponent holds and

so his opponent has good reasons for accepting tiedefs, and so on.

Moreover, as Plantinga has suggested in severeggfaone can reason “conditionally”,
one can reason thdtone accepts certain premises or propositions sis beliefs, then
certain other positions, hypotheses and theoreslaly and people from all sides of the

dispute can assess and debate whether the reasonimgent. Plantinga notes,

The conclusions of theistic science may noabeeptedoy non-theists, but the
method - trying to see how best to explain thevai phenomena from a
theistic perspective - is indeed open to’all.
What is precluded by accepting certain, theologioeliefs as basic are Evidentialist
objections to these beliefs, arguments which sughey are irrational because they are
not inferred via an argument from some set of plyelgreed-upon premises. However,

the fact that one type of argument or reasonimgdsluded does not mean that all are.

2. Does anything go?
Another objection Martin suggests is that acceptoggtain, theological beliefs as
properly-basic entails or implies that any beliahde properly-basic. Alvin Plantinga

anticipates this objection Reason and Belief in God.

If belief in God is properly basic, why canrjost anybelief be properly basic?
Could we not say the same for any bizarre aberratie think of? What about
voodoo or astrology? What about the belief that @reat Pumpkin returns
every Halloween? Could | properly takteat as basic? Suppose | believe that if
| flap my arms with sufficient vigour, | can také and fly around the room,;
could | defend myself against the charge of irraldy by claiming this belief
is basic? If we say belief in God is properly basidl we not be committed to

" bid.

8 See Alvin Plantinga, “Creation and Evolution: A 8st Proposal,” iDarwinism Design and Public
Education ed. John Angus Campbell & Stephen C. Meyer (Eassing: Michigan State University Press,
2004), 521-232. Also, “Reason and Scripture Sckhlpr” in Behind the Text: History and Biblical
Interpretation ed. C. Bartholomew, C. Stephen. Evans, Mary H&aWurray Rae (Grand Rapids, MI:
Zondervan, 2003), 98-100.

" Alvin Plantinga, “On Rejecting The Theory of Commancestry: A Reply to HaskePerspectives on
Science and Christian Fai (December 1992): 258-263. <http://www.asa3.08fAlialogues/Faith-
reason/PSCF12-92Plantinga.html>
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holding that just anything, or nearly anything, dae properly taken as basic,
thus throwing wide the gates to irrationalism anpesstition?®
His response is to note correctly that this is a-sequitur. Suppose | do believe that
belief in God is properly-basic; why do | suddehgve to believe in Great Pumpkins and
astrology? Why does the objector think this foll@wihe mere fact that one type of belief
is properly-basic does not mean that all are, aoyenthan the mere fact that one person

with blue eyes caught stealing, means that all-blgexl people are thieves.

Realising this problem, Michael Martin attempts dffer a modified version of the

argument.

Plantinga’s claim that his proposal would not allmst any belief to become a
basic belief is misleading. It is true that it wdbulot allow just any belief to
become a basic belidfom the point of view of Reformed epistemologists
However it would seem to allow any belief at albicome basic from the point
of view of somecommunity. Although reformed epistemologists woulok
have to accept voodoo belief as rational, vooddlmers would be able to
claim that in so far as they are basic in the vaodmmmunity they are rational
and, moreover, that reformed thought was irratiaméhis community’®

Martin suggests,

(a) Reformed Epistemology entails that any belgf gitimately be rational and
basic from the point of view of some community.

(b) This implication is absurd or clearly false.

Unfortunately, Martin’s objection is obscured by @ambiguity. When he affirms that a
belief is basic from the point of view of some coamty he could mean either that the
belief is perceived to be properly-basic in thamoaunity, the people in the community
think it is or he could mean that because theyekelit is, it will in fact be properly-basic

in the community.

On either reading, Martin’s argument is mistaken. t@e first his conclusion is perhaps
true but of little significance. Perhaps Plantirsgaosition does entail a community of

Voodoo followers could believe that Voodoo was aib&elief. Why is this an objection

8 Plantinga, “Reason and Belief in God,” 74.



155

to his position? Surely, it is not absurd to thih&t a given community could think that a
given belief was properly-basic when it is notidtdifficult to perceive any objection
here.

| suspect Martin is suggesting that the secondimgad the case; that the arguments of
Reformed Epistemology are such that any commuiityccutilise them to argue that any
cherished belief they have is properly-basic anélgut is absurd to suggest that such
beliefs are properly-basic? Granted, it is not abor a community to incorrectly or

unwarrantedly hold a given belief as properly-bdsit the proposition that such beliefs

are, in fact, properly-basic is absurd.

| agree that Plantinga’s position is absurd ifasfthis implication, however, | maintain it
does not. Presumably, Martin means something hkefallowing. Just as one can argue
that if divine law exists and scripture reliabl\coeds the contents of this law then one is
warranted in believing in such a law on the basiscopture. A Voodoo could argue that
he has a book of sacred scriptures that is a basi@arious Voodoo beliefs he holds and
that if these Voodoo beliefs are true, his belefwiarranted and basic as testimonial

belief. Similarly, a Muslim could make the sameuasngnt via the Koran.

This argument fails to note an important featuréhef argument defended above, that a
person is warranted in accepting a belief as Hassed on authority only if the authority
was infact reliable and the beliefs in question waually true Once this is realised, it
is clear that Voodoo beliefs would be properly-bamily if they were in fact, true. The
point of Plantinga’s argument is not to establish truth of the basic beliefs but to defend

their rationality.

Martin then faces a dilemma; he grants eitherWwttdoo beliefs are true or he does not.
If he does, then Plantinga’s arguments do entail Yfoodoo beliefs are warranted. Of
course, in accepting these beliefs as true thidigatpn is no longer absurd. If Voodoo
beliefs were true and Voodoo communities had somst or oral traditions that were
reliable, then | maintain belief in them would bamanted and so Martin’s objection is

disarmed. On the other hand, Martin may wish toydbat Voodoo beliefs are true and

® Martin, Atheism: 272.
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that belief in them is absurd. However, an analoguPlantinga’s argument would not

entail that they are warranted and again his obojedils°

3. Dawes’ Version of the Pumpkin Objection
Greg Dawes suggests a variant on the Great Pumgiiiection. He notes Martin’'s

objection and quite correctly suggests that Mastimistaken.

One is tempted to conclude from this remark thatvisjue of Plantinga’s

arguments, all these incompatible sets of beliefsldvbe warranted, a fact (if it

were a fact) that would destroy his case. But akiheself points out, a set of

beliefs is warranted only if true and since thesenot all be true, they cannot

all be warrante*
| think this response is correct. According to Blaga’'s argument a person is warranted
in believing propositions about such things as GiReanpkins or Voodoo only if it is true
that the Great Pumpkin exists and it is obvioug tiwt any and every belief is true.
Moreover, it is doubtful that either Dawes, Martin any defender of theism would
believe that such beliefs are true. Hence, thetiflgan argument sketched above does
not provide reasons or grounds for anyone (exceptgps a person who already believes

in the Great Pumpkin) for thinking that this beliefvarranted.

Dawes advances his own version of this objection,

This is correct, but as a response it misses thet @d the Great Pumpkin
objection. The objection is not that any set ofahig beliefs could in fact be
warranted on the basis of Plantinga’s arguments. that the holders of such
beliefs couldclaim their beliefs to be warranted on the basis of titiga’s
arguments. They may of course be wrong. But thadtsthe point. It is the fact
that anyonecould claim warrant in this way, fany set of beliefs, that is
worrying®Emphasis origingl

Dawes’ argument is based on two premises:

8 |n fairness to Michael Martin, his argument wastten in response to an earlier position Plantitugsk

in “Reason and Belief in God” where he suggestexlaamstruct theories of proper basicality indudyive
from those beliefs one took to be basic. In therditure, however, Martin’s objection has come toised
against the arguments Warranted Christian BelieMoreover, | believe an analogue of the responseel g
applies with equal force against his objection lemBnga’s earlier argument.

8 Dawes, “Faith and Reason,” 129.

8 bid.
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(@) That a holder of “any set of bizarre beliefsjuld utilise analogues of
Plantinga’s argument in order to claim these beléat warranted.

(b) That it is worrying that anyone could claim veant in this way.

| believe that both premises are false and | vddrass each in turn.

(a) Can Anyone Utilise an Analogue of Plantingatgu#ment?
Consider first (a) where Dawes suggests, “anyongdcolaim warrant in this way, for
any set of beliefs’'on “the basis of Plantinga’s arguments”. | thinksths false.

Plantinga’s argument consists of three points.

(i) The believer does not typically hold theistieliefs on the basis of some
argument from public evidence. Rather, the befief basically-held belief.

(i) Plantinga provides an epistemically-possibledal of how such a practice
could be warranted.

(i) He argues that if Christian belief is trueeth the believer is probably

warranted in believing in this fashion.

It follows from this that the believer's stance uswarranted only if what he or she
believes is in fact false. In the absence of algiabason for thinking Christian belief
false, the believer is rational in continuing tdiéxe despite the lack of public evidence

available.

Now for it to be the case that “any set of bizdrediefs could in fact be warranted on the
basis of Plantinga’s arguments” one would needotd that analogues of (i), (i) and (iii)
could be pressed by “anyone” who held “any setip@roe beliefs”. | do not think it is

either clear or obvious that this is possible.

Take the first claim (i). For this to be true ofnY@ne” who held “any set of bizarre
beliefs”, it would need to be the case that anywhe held such beliefs did so in a basic
fashion and this is simply not the case. Not alielie are held this way. Many beliefs a
person holds are held because of an argument eremfe she or he has become

convinced of. Hence, it is false that (i) is trdeany belief a person holds.
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Here we need to remember that basic beliefs argnooindless; they are typically based
on experienceThe exception is perhaps beliefs based on testinwangre a person
believes on the basis of some authority. Hencerder for (i) to hold correct it is not
enough that a person believBswithout evidence. A person must have grounds for
affirming P, he or she must have an experience of some sodhwhakes it appear
compelling to him or her. Now it is not clear orvidus that people are constructed so
that any or every possible belief that occurs tenthwill elicit this kind of response.
Certain theological beliefs clearly do but | dotitwat belief in Great Pumpkins can. The
reason these examples are appealed to by the abigthat the objector assumes that all,

or most people, will intuitively perceive belief guch things as absurd.

| suspect there is incoherence in the objectorstipm. The objector wants an example
that is clearly and obviously absurd to anyone wbnosiders it. Yet for the example to
work an informed, educated person would need td $iach beliefs compelling, have a
coherent set of beliefs and have no defeatershimnt | am not convinced the objector

can have it both ways.

Of course, a person could deceptively claim thatdniher beliefs are believed in a basic
fashion when they are not, perhaps because théye deshold the belief in question and

are convinced that the grounds they actually hiolwhiare inadequate. The person could
then defend his or her position only by lying oceieing others. However, the fact that a
person can advance a spurious conclusion by Iyoegtaa crucial premise is not unheard

of and certainly not something that calls Plantisgagument into question.

Similarly, with analogues of (ii), it is not givehat any model proposed for an epistemic
practice is epistemically possible. Nor is it tthat an analogue of (iii) applies tarfy set

of bizarre beliefs”. It applies only if the beliegdse to be such that if they were true then it
is probable that one is warranted in believing therthe basic way. Not all beliefs stand

in this probabilistic relationship. There are sobediefs that if true they entail their own

irrationality.
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In the first two chapters dVarranted Christian BeligPlantinga argues that the theology
suggested by Gordon Kaufman entails its own falsgh&imilarly, he suggests certain
forms of religious pluralism are also such thathéy are true they entail their own

rejection.

In other works Plantinga argues that Classical Bationalisni® and Naturalisfif are
beliefs whose truths entail or make probable thein irrationality. | think various forms
of Relativism and Hinduism also do tffsPlantinga and | may be mistaken here but a
person would have targuethis question and it is not a given that the argoihwould be

successful. It is an open question to be determyetgument; it cannot just be claimed.

It should be stressed again that Plantinga’s caeranuis that the believer is rational in
continuing to believe despite the lack of publicdewnce available and in the absence of a
viable reason for thinking Christian belief fal$eis not the case that any or all sets of
belief are such that we have no viable defeaterthiEm. Many beliefs people profess to
hold can be defeated by argument. It can be shbanthe grounds on which they are
based are unreliable or that they are false. Famgie, one might claim that he or she
believes that the Tasman Sea is made of vanill&. rBiimply testing a sample of the
liquid that makes up the Tasman Sea or drinkirapitld defeat such a beli&f Nor is it
uncommon for people to irrationally ignore sucheaiijons, not give them due weight or
deal with them adequately. People often believeetsbimg P, which entails something
else Q, which they do not believe, sometimes théyma contradictory or incoherent
positions. The claim then that holders of “any sfebizarre beliefs” could successfully

utilise Plantinga’s argument is false.

At best then, analogues of Plantinga’s argumergsagplicable to only some beliefs;
those that a person finds himself or herself irecdino believe that seem to him or her to
be true independently of any argument, are suchthieae are no viable defeaters for

them, where there is an epistemically-possible rhegplaining how such beliefs could

8 plantinga “Reason and Belief in God,” 16-93.

8 plantinga “Naturalism Defeated”.

8 | think the case is well made in Robin Collinsafern Religions,” ilReason for the Hope Withiad.
Michael Murray(Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans Publishing Company9),9882-216.

% This example was suggested to me by Madeleinen&tam.
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have warrant in this way and are such that if #u@ytrue it is probable that the beliefs are

warranted. Only beliefs with a certain degree dfazence will meet these conditions.

(b) Is it worrying that anyone could Claim Warrantthis way?

The more crucial problem with Dawes’ argument is What does he mean by the phrase
“that anyonecould claim warrant in this way?” One way of readingstis to understand
“could” in a descriptive way; it is logically, meghysically or physically possible for a
person to claim that a set of bizarre beliefs hesloe holds is warranted. On this
interpretation, Dawes is suggesting that if Plagdims correct it is logically or physically
possible for a person with bizarre beliefs to clamy are warranted. If this is what

Dawes means then (b) is false.

There is nothing problematic about affirming fessibilityfor a person telaim warrant

for a given set of bizarre beliefs. In the real Mqyeople regularly do claim that bizarre
beliefs are in fact warranted: alien abductionspdtm, Elvis being alive, etc. If people
do make such claims, then it is possible for pedopldo so. Why Dawes believes that

admitting that someorm®uld make such claims is problematic is unclear.

(c) The Zeeoplean Believers
Perhaps Dawes has in mind a more normative readintgould”; that Plantinga’s
arguments might give rational status to bizarreef®l This is evident from his second

objection.

Then consider the following statement of my wareanZeeoplean faith. The
Zeeopleans are members of a highly-advanced aNdization, from a far-off
part of the universe. For some years now, one @f $pacecraft has been in
stationary earth orbit, directly above New Zealattd. presence cannot be
detected because, like the Zeeopleans themsedlvesgupies another dimension
of what we think of as space—time, one unknownadhty science. (This is
how the Zeeopleans have explained it to me, btalking about “dimensions,”
they are speaking metaphorically, to accommodagdrtith to the weakness of
my human intellect.) They are kindly disposed tagahumanity and have
chosen me to be their spokesman on earth. So yaudshisten carefully to me.
But | should warn you. If you don't listen to mbetZeeopleans have authorised
me to use violence against you. While they are lkintisposed, they are
prepared to allow some people to suffer, even tieishorribly, for the good of
humanity as a whole.
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How do | know this to be true? | have no argumeaitdeast no arguments that
you would see as convincing, in support of thisdielt simply came to me one
night as | was out walking, looking at tis¢ars, and | immediately formed a
conviction of its truth. So it is a basic belief.n& makes me think it is a
warranted basic belief? Well, one of the thingsZkeopleans have revealed to
me is that when | was three years old they abdunedor a time — my parents
thought | was lost in a shopping centre — and imigld in my brain a reliable
cognitive mechanism. (I think of it as teensus alienorum

| cannot see why my arguments in support of my BAkseam faith should be

considered different in kind from Plantinga’s argnts in support of his

Christian faith. If Plantinga’s argument grantsségmic entitlement to believers
in Christianity, then it grants epistemic entitlatheto believers in the

Zeeopleans. (I am assuming that both sets of le¥Beare sincere believers)... If
we would not be prepared to grant epistemic entithet to the Zeeoplean
believer, then neither should we grant it to theisian believef’

This is an argument from analogy and, as Dawesadealges, it appropriates a line of

argument suggested by Keith De Rose.

There are some possible wildly bizarre/weird aliemna of irrationalism such

that Plantinga’s defensive strategy against thegehaf irrationality would be

as successful in defence of them as it is in Rigats hands in defence of

Christian belief®
| think this argument is mistaken for two reasdnagill start by limiting myself to Dawes’
concrete example of Zeeoplean believers. Firdtly,argument rests on the claim that the
hypothetical argument of Zeeoplean believers islogoais to the one proposed by
Plantinga. It is not clear that this is the casaoted above that Plantinga argued three

things.

(i) The believer does not typically hold theistieliefs on the basis of some
argument from public evidence. Rather, the befief basically-held belief.

(i) Plantinga provides an epistemically-possibledal of how such a practice
could be warranted.

(i) He argues that if Christian belief is trueeth the believer is probably

warranted in believing in this fashion.

87 Dawes, “Faith and Reason,” 134.

8 Keith De Rose. “Voodoo Epistemology” (1999). <htjpantheon.yale.edu/%7Ekd47/voodoo.htm>
The difference is that De Rose suggests that anaogf Plantinga’s argument allow “Some bizarre

beliefs” to be rational, not, as Dawes suggestd,‘dmy” could be. As | argue above, | think De Bis
correct on this point; however, the remaining qtig, which | offer below, applies to both versions.
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It follows from this that the believer's stance uswarranted only if what he or she
believes is in fact false. Further, the believeiniernally rational in believing in the
absence of any cogent objections to Christian bhe® the other hand, Plantinga
acknowledges that one could demonstrate the fatgit@hristian belief if there were a
good, rebutting defeater. If such a defeater cdaddfound, then one would believe

irrationally and the belief would be unwarranted.

For the Zeeoplean believer’s position to be analsgdeeoplean believers would have to
be able to establish that analogues of (i), (ig &) apply with equal force to Zeeoplean

beliefs. Moreover, they would have to also rebul a@spond to potential defeaters of
Zeeoplean belief. Plantinga argues for these claitagprovides detailed monographs and
articles in favour of each premise. Dawes, on tlleerohand, merely states that a

Zeeoplean believer is in such a position and yahiply is not given that he or she is.

Dawes appears aware of this situation,

It might be argued that my Zeeoplean faith could wiahstand the various
defeaters that might be brought against it. Perfitaysuldn’t. Only a detailed
examination would reveal the answer. But bear indhthat | could deploy the
same strategy against potential defeaters as dtedinga. Whenever an
objector brought forward evidence against my vieavidence which made it
improbable, given everything else we know, that Zeeopleans exist- | could
simply reply that my belief in Zeeopleans is nosdxhon such evidence. It is a
basic belief, one which does not arise by inferédnm® my other beliefs. So the
fact that my beliefs render Zeeoplean faith “eviddly challenged” matters not
a whit, for the truth is that faith is evident teemindependently of any other
beliefs | hold. My suggestion is that such a sgpateould make my Zeeoplean
beliefs all but unassailabf@.

| will argue below that this line of argument is m@accurate assessment of Plantinga’s
position. However, even if it were accurate, it Yeouot follow that the hypothetical,
Zeeoplean-believer's argument was analogous totiRtgis. | noted above that, in
addition to responding to alleged defeaters of Kiam belief, Plantinga also argued that
(), (ii) and (iii) apply to Christian belief. Naugsh argument is even forthcoming from the

Zeeoplean believer except for a few, suggestivencents.

8 Dawes, “Faith and Reason,” 134-135.
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Secondly, this response betrays an inaccurate ngaafi Plantinga’s argument. Dawes
refers to Plantinga’s position that when belief‘ésidentially challenged” it does not
constitute a rational challenge to the belief. Tiia position Plantinga defends with some
detail in On Being Evidentially Challengednd, more briefly, inWarranted Christian
Belief However, Dawes equates being “evidentially cimgéel” with evidence against
one’s view “which made it improbable given everpthielse” that the belief in question
was true. However, it is clear from the articlesntianed that Plantinga means something

quite different by the phrase “evidentially chatied”.

P is evidentially challengedor a persorsif and only if S believesP and there
are proposition®) andR such thatS believesQ, R is incompatible withP, and
Q is much more probable with respectRohan with respect t& .°° [Emphasis
original]

According to Plantinga, a belief is evidentiallyaienged if its denial rendeme other

belief that a person has more probable than thefhislelf does.

Similarly, Dawes suggests that Plantinga’s strategysists of simply stating that his
belief is not based on the counter-evidence pralidéhis is clearly false; Plantinga
responds to the objection that theological statésnare meaningless because they are
unverifiable by arguing that Verificationism is $af* He responds to Rowe’s allegation
that evil provides good grounds for denying Godiistencé? by questioning a crucial
premise in Rowe’s argumefit. He responds to the objections from Pluralism by
suggesting Pluralism is self-referentially incolmteand so on. It is hard to resist the

claim that Dawes’ comments rest on a misinterpigiaif Plantinga’s arguments.

% plantinga, “On Being Evidentially Challenged,” 247

°1 plantingaGod and Other Mindsl56- 168.

92 william Rowe, “The Problem of Evil and Some Vaigstof Atheism,” inThe Evidential Argument from
Evil, ed. D. Howard-Snyder (Indiana, IN: Indiana Ungigr Press, 1996), 1-11.

% He refers to the infamous Noseeum premise andritigues of this premise by Stephen John Wykstra,
William Alston and Van Inwagen. See Chapter 13\arranted Christian BeliefSee also “Rowes
Noseeum Arguments from Evil.” lihe Evidential Argument from Eyvéd. Daniel Howard-Snyder
(Indianapolis, IN: Indiana University Press, 1998)6-50; William Alston, “Some Temporary Final
Thoughts on the Problem of Evil,” ifhe Evidential Argument from Eyvéd. Daniel Howard-Snyder
(Indianapolis, IN: Indiana University Press, 199%)1-32; Peter Van Inwagen “The Problem of EvileTh
Problem of Air and the Problem of Silence, The Evidential Argument from Eyéd. Daniel Howard-
Snyder (Bloomington, IN: Indiana University Pre$896), 151-74.

% Alvin Plantinga, “Defense of Religious Exclusivisrm God Matters: Readings in the Philosophy of
Religion ed. Raymond Martin (New York: Longman-Publicagp2003), 510-524. See aMarranted
Christian Belief Chapter 13.
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Finally, Dawes himself admits that his argumentrify a “suggestion” and that one needs
a “detailed examination” before one could determiteether Zeeoplean beliefs “could
not withstand the various defeaters” raised agdiven. This is tantamount to admitting
that one does not know whether the Zeeoplean apalolgs in the way Dawes suggests.
Merely suggestingthat one position might be analogous to anothdraiglly a strong

objection to that position. What is needed is aguarent showing them to actually be

analogous.

Suppose one puts these problems to one side agestaghat the Zeeoplean believer's
argument is analogous to Plantinga’s position. &heran even-deeper problem with
Dawes’ argument here. Dawes rejects the notion theeoplean believers are
“epistemically entitled” to Zeeoplean belief and blaims that Plantinga’s argument
commits one to this conclusion. However, this péardepistemically entitled” is

ambiguous. Plantinga distinguishes between inteamal external rationality and it is

unclear which of these senses Dawes has in mind.

| am inclined to think Dawes has external ratidgadr warrant in mind. This fits with the
rest of what he says in the same sectioPlnifosophy of ReligionHowever, if this is
what he means he misconstrues Plantinga’s argurAsnhoted above, what Plantinga
argues is thatf Christian belief is true, the believer is warrahte accepting Christian
beliefs even if there is no evidence for them. &ppropriate analogue for the Zeeoplean
believer then is not the claim that Zeeoplearesentitled to believe but the more-modest
claim thatif Zeeoplean belief@re true then the Zeeoplean believer wsarranted in

believing as he or she does.

Now, contrary to Dawes, | fail to see the absurdigre. It seems clear to me that
Zeeoplean beliefs were true then the ZeeopleapJseliwould be warranted in accepting
these beliefs in a basic fashion. Suppose thateans do exist and they did implant a
reliable, cognitive mechanism into the believertaib. Under such circumstances, the
Zeeoplean faith would be warranted, as one woule lreliable grounds for its truth. |

suggest that if Dawes did believe both conditioesenmet he would consider the beliefs
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in question to be warranted. It is because he doédelieve Zeeopleans exist that he

takes the claim to be absurd.

Perhaps Dawes then means internal rationality wienalks of Plantinga’s argument
granting “epistemic entitlement to believers”. Heoul be taking issue with the
conclusion that in the absence of a viathe factoobjection the believer is internally
rational in continuing to believe despite lack afbpc demonstration for his or her
beliefs.

If this is so, then the appropriate analogue foedfgean believers is not the obvious
absurdity that Zeeoplean believers are rationallisenses of the term rational. Rather, it
is the specific claim that they are internally eatl in continuing to believe in the
absence of public evidence. Of course, this is @iible with saying they are internally
irrational for some other reason and it is compatibith claiming they are externally
irrational. The fact that a person is not irrationeone aspect or sense does not entail that

he or she is not irrational in any sense.

Again, once the specific analogue is identifiedsinot at all clear that the conclusion
drawn is absurd. While | agree with Dawes thatehiersomething irrational and absurd
about the Zeeoplean’s stance, this irrationalityasdue to the fact that they lack internal
rationality in virtue of believing without publicvelence. If a person found Zeeoplean
beliefs highly plausible and had reasons for thiglsuch beliefs were reliable then, in the
absence of arguments to the contrary, it is redderta think that he or she would be

acting in an internally-rational fashion in contimg to believe.

This is not to say that the beliefs themselveshaterrational in some other way, perhaps
the result of some form of delusion or cognitivelfonaction but, given that a person was
subject to such a delusion and did not know hénervgas subject to it, then continuing to
believe in the absence of public evidence wouldheoirrational. Certainly, Dawes offers
no reason for thinking that it is the lack of pabkvidence that renders the belief
irrational as opposed to it being irrational fomeoother reason. He merely suggests that
in some sense the Zeeoplean believer lacks “epistentittement”. This is correct but it

does not show that this is by virtue of the belis/kack of argument for it.
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| think this response highlights the problem with \&ersions of the Great Pumpkin

objection. The objector claims:

(a) Plantinga argues that Christian belief is ralo

(b) Analogous arguments show that Great PumpkWomdoo is rational.
Therefore:

(c) Plantinga’s arguments entail that belief in @reat Pumpkin and Voodoo are

rational.

The problem is that this argument commits the €gllaf equivocation, slipping between
different senses of the term rational. When oneifipe exactly what Plantinga means by
rational, his argument either does not have thdioampon suggested in (c) or it only
applies rationality to these beliefs in some limigense and when this sense is specified it
is not at all obvious that Voodoo believers or Grieampkin followers are irrational in

this sense.

4. John Worrall's Version of the Pumpkin Objection
John Worrall states Plantinga’s position “seemse&i on the simple-minded relativism
that | have taken throughout to be eschewddlorrall assertsthat Plantinga’s view is

relativistic. What is the basis for this assertidd@rrall’s answer,

His response, for example, to the obvious questbmhy in that case one
couldn’t take belief in a flat earth (or come tathhe innate superiority of the
“Aryan” race) as “properly basic” seems to be siyrplat no Christian would in
fact take - or is under any obligation to take elsibeliefs as properly basic.
This, however, is plainly not the issue. The gquesis what such a Christian
would say to someone wihttid assert as “properly basic” (that is, on no basis a
all) a claim that she, the Christian, found abhatrre and assuming that she
would want to challenge that claim, how would skealdwith the tu quoque
objection. Long live Evidentialisrf.[Emphasis origing|

Worrall then suggests that the real problem is lao@hristian could challenge a person

who held a bizarre or irrational belief as a bdslef.

% John Worrall, “Science Discredits Religion,”@ontemporary Debates in Philosophy of Religiea,
L\élichael Peterson and Raymond J Van Arragon (Maltih, Blackwell Publishing, 2004), 71.
Ibid., 71-72.
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If the believer wanted to challenge a proponenthef flat-earth thesis she or he could
provide arguments or evidence against the propositiat the earth is flat. | will assume

that Worrall does not dispute such evidence exists.

Perhaps Worrall's concern is that Plantinga’s argot®m make some positions
unassailable. A person with a bizarre set of beleeiuld utilise it to claim that his or her
beliefs were basic and the Christian could not tans adequate arguments against this
belief.

It is not as easy for defenders of absurd bel@fiotthis as objectors appear to think. For
the sake of argument, let us suppose it is posbilevhy would this be of concern? It
needs to be remembered that Plantinga’s conclusiamly that thebeliever has no
reason to give up Christian belief despite the flaat she or he has no evidence (in terms
of positive argument) for it. He is not arguingtteaeptics or non-Christians have reasons
for accepting Christian beliefs or even that Chaistbeliefs are true. Hence, even if a
believer in a flat earth could offer a defensiblguanent that an analogue of (i), (ii) and
(i) applied to his or her beliefs and even if tieshe could deflect or rebut arguments
proposed against his or her position, it would exdtil that those who do not believe in a
flat earth had reasons for accepting Flat Earthiszn would it entail that Flat Earthism is
true. It would merely show we could not give beiessin a flat earth reasons for rejecting
Flat Earthism.

| think at the heart of this objection is the betieat any irrational or crazy belief must be
refutable. | do not think this is true. Considgreason who believed that he or she was a
brain in a vat or who seriously entertained thesithéhat the world, including all apparent
evidence to the contrary, came into existence spolds ago. If a person seriously
believed this, | doubt one could provide him or agth a reason for rejecting this. It
seems plausible to me that it is at least posdimiea person to have a delusion so
coherent that one could not refute it. Whether ihisommon or not is another question
but | see no reason for denying it and Worrall gius none. We are apparently to accept
it without evidence and embrace Evidentialism, \Wwhioould, of course, teach us not to

accept claims of this sort without evidence.
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It appears that the absence of any argument franraigpremises for the conclusion that
divine commands exist does not provide the believéh a rational reason to cease
believing in them. These beliefs are typically higlch basic fashion and if they are true
then one is warranted in holding them this way. ¢éenn the absence of any argument
showing they are false, they can be (internallyjorelly maintained. Moreover, the
guestion of whether one is warranted (or externadifional) in believing in such
commands cannot be answered independently of assm®jabout the truth or falsity of
propositions about such commands. If God did isgwe commands that scripture
attributes to Him then basic belief in them doeseap to be warranted. If He did not then
it is not. Consequently, in the absence of any mant against the existence of such
commands, those who believe in them do not facalalerdefeater in the Evidentialist

objection.
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IV. Excluding Divine Commands from Public Life
The final objection to divine commands | will examaiargues not that belief in such
commands is irrational or subject to conceptugblulosophical difficulty but that, even
if they are defensible, it is inappropriate to agdp® them in public debate on matters
such as the morality of feticide. It is widely heltht even if these contentions of truth
and rationality hold, it is problematic in a plustic society to appeal to such concepts in

any public debate or discussion on the moralitieti€ide. Nicholas Wolterstorff notes,

[llt is also definitive of liberalism, as | shalkltaking it, to embrace a certain
view as to the proper basis of public political &y and of political decision

making, in a society which incorporates a diversfyreligions- when that

society regards its normal adult members as frekemjual. The view is that

those members are neither to base their politiebate in the public square, nor
their political decisions, on their own particul@ligious convictions, nor on

such religious convictions that they might all shawhen it comes to such
activities, they are to allow their religious cottidns to idle. They are to base
their political debate in the public space, andrtpelitical decisions, on the

principles yielded by some sourdedependentof any and all the religious

perspectives to be found in the sociefgmphasis origingl

Richard Rorty expresses a similar view. He advacatdat he describes as the

‘Jeffersonian Compromise’ which the ‘Enlightenmesriched with religion.’

[This] consists in privatising religion keeping oaf what Carter calls ‘the
public square’, making it seem bad taste to brielggion into discussions of
public policy?
If this objection is correct then a person who hbht feticide is wrong because it violates
the sixth commandment can only act on this befigfrivate. He or she can never appeal
to it in public discourse or debate. This doesaait into question the belief itself but it

severely restricts its relevance or the scope iichvpeople can act.

This “Jeffersonian Compromise” is, on the face tofviery puzzling for two reasons.
Firstly, if it is the case that a sound argumentiie@ conclusion that feticide is unjustified
homicide has been constructed, then abortion igstifipble homicide. A sound argument

cannot have a false conclusion. However, the dbjeetbove suggests that even if this is

! Nicholas Wolterstorff, “Why we Should Reject whaberalism tells us about Speaking and Acting in
Public for Religious Reasons,” Religion and Contemporary Liberalismad. Paul. Weithman (Notre
Dame, IN: University of Notre Dame Press, 19975.16

2 Richard Rorty, “Religion as a Conversation-Stopggsmmon Knowledga:1 (1994): 2.
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the case and it is a fact that feticide is unjiedif one should ignore this conclusion if the
premises are theological. Why should this be tlse2&urely, if a conclusion is true and
it has relevance to an issue in public debate tiven should consider it. Normally, in

assessing any question, in either public or privatee should take into account all the

relevant evidence to date and not just some of it.

Secondly, this stance appears prima facie unfapetmple who have such beliefs. Such
people are asked to simultaneously believe thatengconclusion is true, to accept that
their reasons may be sound and coherent and ameasiteed to act in public as though
they were not, merely because the belief is thecédgThis is to counsel self-deceptive
behaviour and to discriminate against those wha Isich beliefs. Such people will
correctly note that secular ethicists are not sl such restraint and their beliefs are
not ignored in public debate. Why should theologjaspecially if, as has been conceded
for the sake of argument, their views are correesfrain themselves in this manner?
What reasons are there then for adopting such @egwe? In this chapter | will review

several of the reasons provided in the literatmcbaill argue that they fail.

1 Ad Hominem Arguments
One pervasive line of argument against theologmsdiefs being manifested in public
debate is advanced by portraying those who exphess as dangerous and threatening in

some manner.

A. Religious Terrorism

One version of this type of argument is to assediabse who appeal to divine law in the
debate over feticide with fanaticism or terrorisin. her highly-regarded bookThe
Abortion Myth,Leslie Cannold does just this in a chapter devatddtting readers know

why one should reject the arguments proposed bypygonents.

There, [in the United States] the anti-choice mosetrhas turned its attention
to eroding women'’s access to abortion servicesdbly practical and legislative
means. Having realized that it was unlikely to slee dream of prohibiting
abortion legally (either through the adoption bygess of the “Human Life”
amendment or the overthrowing of tR®e v. Wade&Supreme Court decision
legalizing abortion). The most prominent and mastcessful tactic of the
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erosion strategy has been the stalking and harassshabortion providers, the
fire-bombing of abortion clinics, and murder of aimn doctors?
As will be demonstrated, Cannold uses the termi-@rdice” to refer to theologically-
conservative movements that criticise abortiontmn drounds that it violates the law of
God. Cannold goes on to compile a list of “antiickd crimes that includes arsons,

attacks, bombings, murders, death threats, stalfmefpombing and kidnapping.

Several things can be said in response to thisdfr@ergument. Firstly, Cannold fails to
provide references or citations for any of the ntoue crimes she alleges opponents of
feticide have engaged in. This seems odd giverctipgous documentation she provides

for her numerous other empirical claims througttbatbook.

Despite this omission, which given the seriousnelsshe claims Cannold makes is
reprehensible, it must be conceded that there bae@ documented cases of incidents
such as those Cannold mentions. One prominent dgampaul Hill, who was a minister
in the Orthodox Presbyterian Church. Hill beganuarg that killing abortion doctors
constituted justifiable homicide under the law afdsLater he put this belief into practice
and shot two abortion doctors outside a clinic @m$acola, Florida. He was found guilty

of first-degree murder and was executed whilec¢hapter was being written.

Such events do occur. However, it needs to be nthtatd Cannold goes further than
simply reporting the occurrence of such events. &Hiberately gives the impression that
such tactics are the most prominent tactics of “drdi-choice movement”. She then
attributes them to a movement or group of peopla atole and, as noted, she provides

no evidence for this claim.

Her claim is untrue. Actions, such as those of R4illl have been met with almost
universal condemnation from even very theologicatinservative opponents of feticide.

In 1994, First Things, a religious, neo-conservative magazine publishesyraposium

% Leslie CannoldThe Abortion Myth: Feminism, Morality and the HaEtioices Women MakKelanover,
NH: University Press of New England, 2001),18.
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where some of the most prominent leaders within thdted States Right to Life

movement condemned such actiéns.

The orthodox Presbyterian Church in which Hill veaminister excommunicated him for
his teaching about justifiable homicide prior ts shooting of the abortion doctors and
even Gary North, a member of the Christian Recanstmist movement, condemned
Hill's actions? The insinuation that such tactics are part ofstiiategy of this movement,

as opposed to some individuals or sub-groups ofritige of it, is simply slander.

However, given that some opponents of feticide sl® such tactics, what follows from
this? It certainly does not follow that such oppuiseare mistaken in their belief that
feticide is unlawful homicide. Nor does it followét their arguments against feticide can

be ignored. A couple of examples bring out thisipoi

The first is the issue of slavery. Prior to the tddiStates Civil War, John Brown attacked
and killed five, pro-slavery settlers in Kansasoln was motivated by religious beliefs
that slavery was a violation of the law of God. ekftaking some slaves across the
Canadian border, Brown and his supporters took @rerarmoury in Harpers Ferry
intending to set up an independent state. Browrhachen then killed four other people,
including the mayor of the town, which led to a shout that cost twelve further lives.
Later, a Senate investigation revealed that Browd $stored arms and ammunition to
equip 1,500 men bought with donations from abalisb sympathisers. Brown was

hanged for murder and treason in 1859.

Here we have a documented case where a movemerihisincase the movement
committed to the abolition of slavery, funded angorted acts of violence. Are we to
conclude from this that slavery, as practised iae #mte-bellum South, was morally

permissible and that the abolitionists were wranggpose it in public discourse?

* Helen Alvare & Arkes Hadley, et al., “Killing Abtionists: A Symposium,First Things48 (1994): 24-
31. For a clear argument against Hill's actionsrfritie perspective that feticide is homicide sedsBhpher
Tollefsen, “Donagan, Abortion and Justifiable Rexn” Public Affairs Quarterlyl1:3 (1997), 303-312.
® Gary North, “Letter to Paul Hill” 29 September #99
<http://www.reformed.org/social/let_2_paul_hill.HtnBee also his bodkone Gunners for Jes$yler,
TX: Institute for Christian Economics, 1994).

® Dennis Teti, “John Brown Redusirst Things52 (1995): 13-19.
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A second example is apartheid in South Africas ivell documented that many of those
who opposed apartheid advocated and engaged iorisenr to advance their cause.
Whatever their tactics, these facts do not meah tthe arguments the ANC levelled
against apartheid were problematic. Such argunsatsl or fell on their own merits and

not on the actions of those who proposed them.

B. Hypocrisy

Another recurring argument asserts that those grompo appeal to divine law and
oppose feticide on this basis are made up of pespteare hypocrites, people who want
to tell others what to do but are unwilling to takeasures to rectify wrongdoing, either
in their own lives or in the world at large. An exgle of such argument comes from
Brody, whose otherwise excellent critique of almrtbegins with the almost apologetic

statement,

| regret the nature of some of the support, howeastvertently, a position like
mine is bound to attract. But that considerationnca still my argument. |
would like to point out, however, that if all theomal tenderness that rises in
some quarters, so self righteously against aboftemh been turned in decades
past to an alleviation of those conditions thatehduven so many individuals to
seek abortions, | think we should find the crugualgement we now must make
much easier. Any individual or group that opposely abortion is immediately
suspect.

Brody suggests that anyone who opposes abortiondaed not attempt to provide

alternatives (such as, perhaps, adoption) to tletiah is immediately suspect. He

appears to assume that many of those who oppasaiéetall into this category. This

suggests that he believes both:

(a) Many people who oppose feticide are unwilliagtovide viable alternatives.

(b) Until they do, their position is suspect.

Brody is an opponent of feticide. However, manyehatilised this line of reasoning as a

reason why theological premises are out of placpublic life. This line of argument

" Baruch BrodyAbortion and the Sanctity of Human Life: A Philosizal View(Cambridge, MA:
Massachusetts Institute of Technology Press, 1275),
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receives a telling critique by Frank Beckwith inshinonographPolitically Correct
Death® Beckwith notes that neither of these assumptioptaissible.

Regarding the first, this is an empirical claimtthtates that people who hold a particular
belief omit to perform a particular action. To barvanted, a claim of this nature cannot
simply be asserted. It needs to be backed up bgdarctive study whereby a correlation
between those with the beliefs in question andehelko failed to or were unwilling to
provide alternatives was discerned. To my knowledge such study has ever been
published. Moreover, those who make this claimagelg do not cite such a study. What
then is the basis of this assertion? An honest ensivthink, is that it is simply an
unwarranted accusation or generalisation abouttecpir group, a stereotype, as it were.

As such, it should not be taken seriously.

The second assumption, that those who fail to peviable alternatives are suspect is
also questionable. Imagine if a person said ‘I hiawe children. One is two months old,
the other fourteen months. | do not want them.Il kil them at midnight if you do not
provide me with an alternative to caring for thekéddren such as an offer to adopt them
yourself. If you do not personally provide an aitive to caring for the child then you

are morally suspect in opposing infanticide.’

Such a claim is absurd, yet it is precisely analsgim the one being made, except that it
is an infant and not a fetus that is being killBdhind the assertion then is the assumption
that feticide and infanticide are normatively invary different category. Infanticide,
unlike feticide, is treated as homicide. This, ofise, is the very assumption | call into

question in Part Three.

Beckwith goes on to offer numerous counter-examaesis line of reasoning. He asks
us to “think of all the unusual preceptSthat would result if this line or argument were

sound. ‘Unless | am willing to marry my neighboussfe | am morally suspect in

8 Francis BeckwithPolitically Correct Death: Answering the Argumefts Abortion Right{Grand
Rapids MI: Baker Books, 1993), 88.

% | am grateful to Frank Beckwith for this example.

10 Beckwith, Politically Correct Death88.
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opposing wife-beating’ or ‘unless | am willing tal@t my neighbour’s daughter | am

morally suspect if | oppose my neighbour abusing feSuch assertions are bizarre.

There are other problems that affect the argunfexita given person or group of persons
who appeal to the law of God are hypocrites. E¥erne were to grant that this claim
were true, it is difficult to discern what followH. would not entail that the thesis that
feticide is unlawful homicide is false or unwarraeht Nor would it follow that appeals to
the law of God are objectionable in some way. ltldasimply show that the people who
hold to this thesis have a particular moral flagttthey are hypocrites. That may be so
but it is beside the point. Strictly speaking, moghin the argument over feticide turns on
this. A hypocrite can hold numerous true, correct avarranted beliefs and have

unobjectionable grounds upon which to appeal.

There is an even-deeper problem here. Often ongheothings that makes hypocrisy
wrong, is that what the hypocrite believes is, anotf correct. If failure to live up to an
ideal or to practise what one preaches is a viteishusually because the idea or thing
preached is correct, it is what the person shoaldding. If what a person preached was
cruel, unjust or horrendous then failure to praciisvould not in fact be wrong but would
be a good thing for him or her to do. Consequerttygestablish that a person is a
hypocrite does not call into question the veraadtywarrant of his or her beliefs or
appeals; if anything, it presupposes their cogenicya person is a hypocrite, is not
practising what he or she preaches, then thatésason for him or her to start practising

what he or she preaches. It is not a reason topsegzhing”?

™ |bid.

2 A similar point is made by William Vallicella. i worth quoting his comments on hypocrisy at langt
Vallicella notes, “The main point that needs tontede is that a hypocrite cannot be defined assoper
who espouses high moral standards but fails toufvé them. For on that definition, all who espobggh
moral standards would be hypocrites. Since tostadirt is human, defining a hypocrite as one whis fai
live up to the high standards he espouses impiegsthe only way to avoid hypocrisy is to renouhiggh
moral standards, a course of action seemingly pardy many nowadays. No one can call you a hygocrit
if you have no standards, or standards that aily sasisfied.

No, a hypocrite is not one who espouses high stdedmd falls short of them: your humble corresporid
espouses high standards, falls short of them ailg lsasis, but is no hypocrite. A hypocrite is aneo
espouses high moral standards, but makes littte® @ttempt to live in accordance with them. Herie o
who pays ‘lip service’ to high ideals, by ‘talkitige talk,” but without ‘walking the walk.” Someomého
talks the talk, walks the walk, but stumbles ackninot be justly accused of hypocrisy. That's mymima
point.

A second point is that there is something worsa thygocrisy, namely, having no ideals. One who pays
‘lip service’ to ideals is at least recognizingitHegitimacy, their oughtness-to-be-realized. Sagterson
is morally superior to the one who avoids the aatias of hypocrisy by having no ideals.
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C. Celibate Males

Another reason often cited by feminist writersdasctaim that those who oppose feticide
are males. Beverly Harrison makes this type of ment specifically to discredit appeals
to divine or natural law against feticide. She ssjg that the theological tradition that
condemns feticide as a violation of the law of Geds developed, defended and

transmitted predominately by celibate méfés.

It is difficult to ascertain the relevance of thseciological fact. Why should the
acceptability of a certain type of argument depepon the gender and sexual experience

of the arguer? A couple of suggestions are appanearrison’s work.

One is moral: often such argument is based onskanaption that a person has no right
to an opinion or to express an opinion on a quedti® or she is unlikely or unable to
face. Men, being incapable of getting pregnant, uarable ever to be in a position to
choose whether to abort a fetus and hence shotiltiald or express an opinion on the

issue.

This assumption is false. A sterile woman may ndagein the position to have children
but it does not follow that she can have no opiroarthe morality of infanticide. Asian
women can never be members of the Ku Klux Klanibdbes not follow they can have
no opinion about the morality of joining such agamisation. Similarly, | can never be a
Jew in a concentration camp at Auschwitz yet | camment on the morality of what
occurred in such camps. Finally, no male is everaimposition to undergo female

circumcision or a coerced abortion yet they cansralild condemn such activities.

Moreover, this argument fails to provide any gragiridr thinking that the arguments

expressed by celibate men are problematic in aryy Wénat if a woman were to hold and

Perhaps we need four categorigaints espouse high ideals and never fail to live in adance with them.
Strivers espouse high ideals, make an honest effort taulpveo them, but are subject to lapdégpocrites
espouse high ideals, but make little or no atteimfive up to themScamps being bereft of moral sense,
do not even recognize high idealgEmphasis Origingl

See “Hypocrisy.” (2005). <http://maverickphilosoplp@werblogs.com/posts/1122572074.shtml>

13 Harrison,0Our Right to Choose135 alsaHarrison, “Theology and Morality of Procreative Cice,”
425.
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express the very same position a man was expressirtje subject? Would it make a
difference as to whether the argument was sourid premises correct or to the validity
of the inference? It is hard to see how the genfidre arguer makes any difference as to

whether the argument is sound or not.

Harrison suggests a second reasorAirmheology of Reproductive Choiclarrison
suggests that celibate men are situated so as ignbeant of certain facts or realities
about child-rearing. If they were aware, it woudadd them to different conclusions about
the questiort! However, this raises the question of what factgibtan is talking about. If
the argument is mistaken and there are facts éfatter it, surely it is incumbent on her to
point them out. Simply affirming that they existdagiting the gender and sexual choices

of the person offering the argument is not adequate

D. Intolerance and Bigotry

Another pervasive argument is that appeals to diVaw are an expression of bigotry.
The PocketOxford English Dictionandefines a bigot as someone who is obstinate in his
or her beliefs and is intolerant of others. Predulynahe objector claims that one who
appeals to the law of God to condemn feticide digplor expresses these features. Why
hold this? Why must a person who holds these Iselilef so in an obstinate manner?
Could they not have come to these beliefs as dtrelsaareful reflection? Alternatively,
could they hold to them because they are not ceedrhe counter-arguments are sound?

What is needed here is some argument to preclutecptions and none is forthcoming.

Perhaps what lingers behind this accusation is lhbkef that theologically-based

opposition to abortion is obviously mistaken anel tiase against it so compelling that no
rational, informed person could think otherwise.st, then this is not so much an
argument against such appeals but an assumptibthts®e who make them are mistaken
on other grounds. The objector should come cleantalhat these other grounds are and
put forward the compelling, unassailable arguméms everyone else should apparently

already know about.

 |bid.
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Moreover, the concern about intolerance implicithis objection is mistaken. Even if the
proponents of divine law were intolerant, this wbohly constitute an objection to their
behaviour if it were first assumed that people hawhity to refrain from intolerance and

this assumption is problematic.

In many contexts intolerance is appropriate andtae: Imagine a society that tolerated
rape, child molestation or infant sacrifice. Moregvif unqualified, the assertion that
people have a duty to be tolerant entails thatsimild tolerate intolerance, something
deeply paradoxical. For this charge to have angtsuge, the objector needs to specify
what sorts of action he or she thinks one shoulerate and which ones are such that
intolerance is inappropriate. He or she needs stifyuthis distinction and then provide
reasons for thinking that appeals to divine lavaisubject like feticide fall into the latter

category. Yet no argument of this sort has beethdoming.

If feticide is an action on a par with infanticidben intolerance towards it is justified. In
asserting that it is not, the objector implicitigsames that feticide is not homicide
without offering argument. | argue against thisuaggtion in Part Three and until some
actual argument is forthcoming demonstrating thsitfaof what has been defended,
objections based on the notion of tolerance merety the question and have no impact

on the thesis being advanced.

2. Pejorative Classifications
Another type of argument used against appeals\tm®iaw in discussions of feticide is
to claim, often without argument, that those whdenauch appeals belong to a certain
group. This group is then described and labellegejorative terms. Citing membership

of the group is supposed to be sufficient to rethéeproposed argument.

A. Fundamentalism
Perhaps the most common example of this rhetositategy is to dub such appeals to
divine law as ‘fundamentalist.’ However, it is diffilt to find any cogent objection

behind this strategy. Plantinga wittily notes,
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[W]e must first look into the use of this term ‘demmentalist’.On the most

common contemporary academic use of the term, & i®rm of abuse or

disapprobation, rather like ‘son of a bitch'...lIStihere is a bit more to the

meaning of ‘fundamentalist’ (in this widely curremse); it isn’t simply a term

of abuse. In addition to its emotive force, it dbeve some cognitive content,

and ordinarily denotes relatively conservative tbgiwal views'>
Plantinga goes on to note that the term ‘fundantistitdends to expand or contract
depending upon who uses it. Atheists such as Cada® tend to use the term
synonymously with theists. In the mouths of certdiaological revisionists, it denotes
anyone who accepts traditional Christianity as exyled by people like Calvin, Luther
or Aquinas. In evangelical colleges the term teidse reserved for strict inerrantists and
dispensationalists. When the term modifies the nddumslim, it appears to mean
‘terrorist’. Roman Catholic apologists often usee tterm to designate evangelicals.
Evangelicals use the term to designate dispensdistéei Sometimes the term is used to
describe Pentecostal groups like Destiny Churchathdr times it is used to designate
evangelicals with a strict adherence to scriptareantrast to the experiential theology

associated with Pentecostalism. In light of thsn@hga concludes,

[T]he term has a certain indexical element: itsnitige content is given by the
phrase ‘considerably to the right, theologicallyeaking, of me and my
enlightened friends.” The full meaning of the tetherefore (in this use), can be
given by something like ‘stupid sumbitch whose thgiral opinions are
considerably to the right of miné®.

The conclusion Plantinga draws is hard to resist.

It is therefore hard to take seriously the chatge the views | am expressing
are fundamentalist; more exactly, it is hard tcetékseriously as a charge. The
alleged charge means only that these views arerratiore conservative than
the objector’s, together with a certain distaste tfee views of those who
express them. But how is that an objection to a@ngthand why should it
warrant the contempt and contumely that goes viighterm. An argument of
some kind would be of interest but merely pointing that they differ from the
objector’s (even with the addition of that abuséveotive force) is not’

If, as Plantinga plausibly suggests, the allegatnfundamentalism is simply an
expression of distaste for views more conservatie® one’s own, then calling someone

‘fundamentalist’ has no rational force at all. Wisaheeded is:

15 plantingaWarranted Christian BelieR44-245.
16 |bid., 245.
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(@) Some definition of the term fundamentalist thst non-evaluative and
descriptive.

(b) An argument to show that opposition to feticidequestion falls under this
definition.

(c) An argument to show that whatever falls untes dlefinition is problematic.

However, almost no one bothers to do this. Yetl @oith a line of argument is proposed

it is hard to see what rational merit labellingasigion ‘fundamentalist’ has.

Harrison does provide an attempt. Harrison labpfgeals to God's law “Biblicist® and
characterises the theology behind such appeals aso-conservative” and
“fundamentalist®® a theology that she then critiques. However, hejuraent is

unsuccessful.

Firstly, Harrison fails to provide any consistemfidition of what “fundamentalism” is
and appears to equivocate on the meaning of the itekey points of her argument. At
the start of her discussion, Harrison defines fumelastalism as “the theological
conviction that ‘God’'s Word’ is unchanging and riyadidentifiable in specific
theological formulas® This definition entails either that to avoid bemgundamentalist
a person must believe that God’s word changesairhis word cannot be identified in
theological formulas such as creeds or confessibmis.is a very sweeping definition and
most theologians throughout history, such as Calguinas and Augustine, would fall
into this definition. Most branches of Christianligve creeds that they think accurately
summarise and identify the teaching of the wor@&otl. The Apostles Creed, The Nicene
Creed, The Westminster Confession all assume tloatsGwvord is, at least to some

extent, identifiable in a theological formula.

Moreover, Harrison’s disdain for a belief in an tinanging” word of God is puzzling.

Consider the belief that God’s word teaches thattbrld was created a finite period ago

7 bid., 245.

18 Harrison,“Theology and Morality of Procreative Choice423.
9 Harrison,0Our Right to Choose57-63.

2% pid., 57.
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or that it teaches that Christ rose from the d&dese appear to be beliefs that, if true,
cannot change. If it is a fact that God createdwbed and Christ rose from the dead
2000 years ago, then how in the future could thleses happening in the past become
false? It would be a metaphysical absurdity. Carsislich mundane, Biblical, moral
claims that ‘it is wrong to rape women’. Does Hson believe that God’s word on this
matter changes? Apparently, a fundamentalist isesom who believes in a Creed or

Confession and avoids metaphysical and ethicalrdliss.

However, Harrison almost immediately contradictsr hposition, stating that
fundamentalism “has little in common with orthodmxgenuinely traditional versions of
Christianity”.21 She goes on to attribute very specific, theoldgipasitions to
fundamentalists that are at odds with orthodoxye Sfates that mainstream Christianity
“affirms both the goodness of the created orded e capacity of human beings to
exercise responsible freedom in the world, notwsalamentalism?? One wonders how
exactly this relates to what she stated above. Dasison suppose that orthodox
Christianity denies the creeds or believes that’&aard changes? Does believing in a
confession and/or an unchanging word of God emiait the created order is evil and
human beings lack responsible freedom? How doesddardeduce the latter from the

former exactly?

Harrison’s critique of fundamentalism is unsound a&ontradicts her own definition of
the term. When Harrison proceeds to critique funel@aism she starts by attributing
very specific beliefs to it. For example, she ssgahat fundamentalists believe that
abortion must be abolished because it “militatesresg the God-given, patriarchal family
as the central institution in God's scheme of “paed salvation® She goes on to affirm
that those who share this theological world-viewcpive a threat to the family in
“nonconstraining divorce laws aradl legal protections against wife-battering andildh
abusé.?* [Emphasis addddShe suggests they oppose interracial marriageadogtion

and support segregation.

21 |bid., 58.
22 |bid.
2 bid., 60.
24 |bid.
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| find these comments puzzling given the way Harrigdefines fundamentalism above. It
is simply false that fundamentalists believe thésegs. Believing one can identify the
word of God in a theological formula or that God®rd does not change does not
commit one to believing that people have a righbéat their spouses or that interracial

marriage is wrong.

Further, Harrison provides no citation to suppbrs @assertion. She notes no theologian
representative of ‘fundamentalism’, as she defitesterm, who affirms any of these
things, leaving one with the impression that slande masquerading as theological

analysis in her monograph.

Moreover, an examination of the historical recorithwegard to an example such as
Calvinism shows the opposite. At least from thdesrth century, Puritan divines were
almost unanimous in denying that a husband hadha to beat his wife. Moreover, the
theological confessions of the Reformed traditi@véh detailed statements about what
types of marriage are and are not acceptable ane abthem mentions a prohibition on

interracial marriagé®

Harrison goes on to contend that fundamentalismtigeat to people’s civil liberties. She
contends that these groups use such freedomsessitim of speech” but in reality think
“ill of the First Amendment®’ She speaks of “a compact” between the politicgitrand
fundamentalism that inaugurates a zeal for a “@harisState unseen since the ratification
of the Bill of Rights”?® This is powerful and alarming rhetoric so whatuengnts does

Harrison provide for this conclusion? Surprisinfgyv.

Harrison provides one citation from a Roman Cathalithor, Gary Potter, who affirms
his opposition to pornography, gay rights and tkistence of a Church of Sat&hHow
exactly the citation of one Roman Catholic estéielés that Protestant fundamentalist
opposition to abortion entails an abolition of 8i# of Rights is unclear. Moreover, it is

dubious that any of these practices in fact conttadhe Bill of Rights. Even if they did,

25 i
Ibid.
%6 See for example the Westminster Confession anecBisms.
2" Harrison,0Our Right to Chooseg9.
%8 |bid.
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why does opposition of them by a Roman Catholicrddit fundamentalism as she
defines it?

B. Anti-Choice and The Religious Right

Leslie Cannold raises similar objections to uttiiza of divine law in debates on feticide.

In the United States, the feminist rejection of theral had a strong connection
to the anti-choice religious right's promotion ¢$elf as the “moral” voice of
the Republican movement. The agenda of the Chmisiidnt is, to put it rather
baldly, to make the Bible (rather than the secul& Constitution) the supreme
law of the land. The United States religious ridike most religious extremists,
believe their political beliefs are actually Goadl. ... [Feminism is opposed]
to one religious group’s imposition of its rathermw version of morality on a
pluralistic society. Unfortunately, the arrogantideof anti-choice supporters
that tgg:y have exclusive knowledge of the moratads limited to the United
States.

Like Harrison, Cannold perceives a threat to agresscivil liberties in appeals to divine
law being utilised in public debate on abortionwill examine some of her reasons

shortly. Here, however, | will note two other atmms to discredit such appeals by

pejorative labelling, dubbing such appeals “antyich” or “religious right”.

The first of these, Cannold argues, is simply atueate and neutral way of framing the
debate.

| find the term “pro-life” so offensive that | caoinuse it without feeling angry:
offensive because of its purposeful and highly coaate suggestion that those
on the opposite side of the argument are enthisisispporters of - or “pro”-
death. Throughout this book | use the terms “proka#i’ and “anti-choice,”
which | think are a fairer description of each &dgosition: either in favour of
or opposed to a woman'’s right to choose an abdrfibn

A couple of points are in order here. Firstly, Caldninterprets the label ‘pro-life’ to
entail that those who accept abortion are oppasdifietin general She then notes that,

understood this way, the term is both offensive ematcurate. The problem is that the

exact same thing can be said about the term ‘poiceh One could interpret the label

29 |bid.
%0 cannold,The Abortion Myth32.
! bid., XXV.
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pro-choice to entail that opponents of feticide @pposed to choice in general, this too is
both offensive and inaccurate.

When she uses the term ‘pro-choice’, however, Clannumediately notes that this refers
to choice only in a specific context; that is, ttieoice whether or not to procure an
abortion. However, if this is a sensible interptieta of the term ‘pro-choice’, then it is

equally sensible to limit the term ‘pro-life’ to gthe-life of the fetus and understand
denial of this as pro-the -death of the fetus. aikethis qualified sense it is accurate to

claim that opponents of feticide are pro-life, anod anti-choice.

Later in her monograph, Cannold draws a distinchetween terminating a pregnancy
and killing a fetus. She notes that the theoretozasibility of ectogenesis means it is
possible for a person to remove a fetus from tkeust thereby terminating the pregnancy
but placing the fetus alive in an artificial wombence, it is possible for a person to
support a woman’'s right to choose whether to teateina pregnancy and to

simultaneously oppose the Kkilling of a fetus. Tissibility disturbs Cannold and one of
the main theses of her book is that, even if tlusspbility were actualised, the woman

would have a right to kill her fetu¥

To suggest that she is merely pro-choice and rnoipath then is inaccurate. Cannold
believes not just in a right to terminate a pregydvut also in a right to kill the fetus. The
whole point of her study is to find a moral justdtion for killing a fetus in situations

where the woman’s choice to terminate her pregnamay been respected and yet

technology enabled the fetus to be preserved.

The same distinction shows that proponents of tgarmaent defended in this dissertation

are pro-life and not pro-choice. These argumenijesoblo abortion on the ground that it is

homicide. If an abortion were performed in such anmer that the fetus was not

destroyed, then these arguments would not appletkén a woman chooses to abort then
is strictly irrelevant from this perspective; whastters is whether the woman Kills her

fetus. If she does not then there is no objecticabiortion.
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Cannold’s use of this term involves a subtle eqeédimn. The phrase ‘pro-life’ is

inaccurate if it implies that proponents of abart{such as her) support killing in general;
however, it is accurate if it implies only that skgpports killing fetuses. On the other
hand, the phrase ‘anti-choice’ is inaccurate whiehevay it is used. It is inaccurate if it
refers to opposition to freedom in general and Byu@accurate if it is used to refer to

the choice to abort in isolation from the act didide.

This may appear pedantic; however, it is not. Bygighe term ‘anti-choice’ Cannold
exploits the very ambiguity that she objects to mkhe argues that the term is accurate.
She starts by arguing that ‘anti-choice’ refersydnlthe choice to abort and falsely states
that this is an accurate label. However, when placehe context of an argument such as
the one cited above, alongside allegations of abiblg constitutions, the term ‘anti-
choice’ has a connotation much broader than metedychoice to abort. The desired

conclusion is established by semantic sleight afilhaather than substantial argument.

The second pejorative label Cannold uses is thasghfreligious right”. This way of

characterising theological opposition is commonthe literature. | noted earlier that
Beverly Harrison uses similar terminology addinge tiphrase “masculinist neo-
conservative” and “fundamentalist”. Given that #nésrms are used so widely, it is useful

to unpack them somewhat, at least to expose thastppinvolved.

In order for these terms to have the pejorativection they express in such writings,
three things need to be defended. Firstly, the tegligious right’ needs some consistent
meaning or application. Secondly, it needs to leectise that the theological position falls
under this application. Finally, it needs to beablshed that there is, in fact, something
objectionable about any view that falls under thjgplication so that referring to a
movement as part of the ‘religious right' actuadlgnstitutes an objection, rather than

simply an evaluative, neutral description.

It is difficult to see how labelling a view ‘righting’ does this. In fact, it is difficult to see
how such pejorative labelling even gets over th&t bf these hurdles. The label ‘right’ is

ambiguous. The term ‘right’ as a political charaistion has its roots in the French

32 |bid., 2-9.
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Revolution; those who supported the revolution (gfgd were on the left of the political
spectrum, whereas defenders of the establishmentigsquo) were on the right. On this
understanding, ‘right wing’ means something likengervative. | think it is clear that on
this definition of ‘right’ the theological positio€annold refers to is not ‘right-wing’.
Abortion as a right is after all the current stamso. Hence, the argument in this
dissertation is an argument against the establigftesition, an argument for change.
Moreover, as Cannold portrays her opponents, ddar they are not supporters of the
status quo. She claims they want to get rid of th8. Constitution (which Cannold
believes is secular). This is a portrayal not obgle who wish to conserve the
establishment but to radically overturn it. If thigere an accurate portrayal of this
theological position, which | doubt, then the cotrdefinition of this group would be the
‘religious left'.

A second use of the term ‘religious right’ or ‘righing,” which is perhaps more common
in New Zealand, is to refer to where one standsemrms of the statist/individualist
spectrum. Those on the left support more stater@losnd intervention, particularly in the
economy, whereas those on the right support lesaaif intervention and control. On this
understanding, anarchists and libertarians wouldabeight and both communists and
fascists far left. Again, however, it is hard te $e®ow theological arguments of the sort
articulated in this dissertation are to be acclyadescribed as being ‘right-wing’. It is
not as if arguments against abortion or, as Cansof@fijests, the abolition of the U.S.
Constitution, constitute a form of libertarianisi.as Cannold suggests, such arguments
are anti-choice and committed to the destructioriaf liberties, it would appear that

they are opposed to individual freedom, not entdsi& supporters of it.

A third use of the term is associated with the [pesnm political situation in WWII. On
this understanding, Fascism is on the right and i@omsm on the left. To lean right is to
be closer to Fascism. | think this is perhaps v@ainold means; the picture she paints is
of a theological movement opposed to freedom andting to subvert a constitutional

republic.

If this is Cannold’s meaning then the question setm be asked; exactly why does

believing in and appealing to divine law commit aaepposing a constitutional republic
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and establishing a more fascist style of governfhémhy could not a person be
committed to a republic based on a belief in divens, as John Locke and the English
Puritans were in their critique of the divine rigitkings? What reasons are available for

these allegations?

3. Freedom and Pluralism
The best answer to this question is found in tls¢ o what Cannold writes. It is worth

citing her again.

The United States religious right, like most raligs extremists, believe their
political beliefs are actually God’s will. ... [Femsm is opposed] to one
religious groups imposition of its rather narrowrsien of morality on a
pluralistic society. Unfortunately, the arrogantiéfeof anti-choice supporters
that they have exclusive knowledge of the morahas limited to the United
States’
Here Cannold sums up several concerns raised byemowus other writers on the
relationship between theology and public life. Shggests that appeals to the will of God

are:

(a) Attempts to impose narrow views upon a plutialisociety.

(b) Arrogant claims that a certain moral standdeswill of God.

These concerns lead her, like many others, to adedhat appeals to the law of God are

contrary to the ideals and constitutional committaaf a liberal democracy.

A. Imposition of Narrow Beliefs on a Pluralistic Seiety
Cannold objects that any appeal to divine law & dBown in scripture constitutes an

unjust imposition of one’s view upon others.

The first point to be emphasised here is that tleen®thing objectionable about imposing
one’s moral beliefs or values upon others. Theetaro reasons for this. Firstly, the
contention that it is wrong to require others tanpdy with one’s moral principles is

subject to serious counter-examples. Secondly,self-referentially incoherent.

%3 bid., 32-33.
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Turning to the first, consider an act like rapesaast or infanticide. | believe each of these
practices is wrong. Further, | expect others toaraffrom doing them. | even support

their commission being considered a crime punighalglthe state. However, if it were

wrong to impose my moral beliefs upon others, msien on rape, assault or infanticide

would be unacceptable. | would have to leave otfreesto choose whether they wished
to rape or kill children and hold that my own qualabout these matters do not apply to
others. This would be absurd.

Secondly, the contention that it is wrong to reguthers to comply with one’s moral
principles is self-referentially incoherent. Thesdlear when one realises the contention
itself is a moral principle. Those who defend isexs that it iswrong to impose one’s
beliefs upon others, that one rnequired to refrain from such an imposition and any
attempts to do sehouldbe prevented. However, given that this contenérpresses a
moral principle then those who defend it have igbtrio expect that others will comply
with it, nor can they force people to do so. lisitwrong to require others to comply with
one’s own moral principles then those who rejetd hinciple, such as I, are free from

having to follow it since no one has the rightrtgobse it upon me.

In fact, this contention that imposing your morahpiples upon others is wrong has all
sorts of curious consequences. Paul Hill belietad it was morally permissible to shoot
abortionists. | think Paul Hill was wrong. Howevéir,this contention is correct it is
wrong for me to demand that Mr Hill comply with rbgliefs as that would be forcing my
beliefs on to him. Consequently, the laws that §lamoting abortionists are unjust as they
impose someone else’s morality on to another. Témesthing can be said about
‘rescuing® and clinic bombing. The alleged duty not to impose’s beliefs onto others
is a double-edged sword. Not only does it prosctiitgecriminalisation of abortion but it
also proscribes making laws against preventing llgedpm having abortions. It
simultaneously entails both that people shouldrbe fo have abortions and free to force

others not to have abortions. It is incoherent.

% ‘Rescuing’ is the term used for the practice afi+winlently blocking the entrance to an abortioimicl
Those who do this trespass on the abortionist’pgnty by getting large numbers of people to stanfddnt
of the entrance to the building.
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By itself, the observation that people are impodimgjr beliefs upon others is of little
consequence. However, Cannold does not object ¢db suposition in an unqualified
manner. Her objection is that it is inappropriate ilnpose certain kinds of moral

principles upon others in certain circumstances.

The types of principles Cannold wants to rejeca d&msis for public debate are those she
labels “narrow”. What is meant by this spatial npét@r is unclear; however, | presume
she means that this is the view of one segmentoofety. The circumstances she
mentions are those of a pluralistic society whargd numbers of other groups exist who

do not accept this view or reject it and are fredd so.

If this is Cannold’s position then her argumenta uncommon in the literature. Tooley,

for example, argues,

For it is surely true that it is inappropriate,l@ast in a pluralistic society, to
appeal to specific theological beliefs of a non ahasort... in support of
legislation that will be binding upon everyofte.

Dan Brock makes a similar argument in discussiegniiture of homicide. He notes that

the view he defends,

. it is not, of course, universally shared. Mgmgople’s moral views about
killing have their origins in religious views thlatiman life comes from God and
cannot be justifiably destroyed or taken away,egithy the person whose life it
is or by another. But in a pluralistic society likur own with a strong
commitment to freedom of religion, public policyasid not be grounded in
religious beliefs which many in that society rej&ct

Despite its pervasiveness, this argument is erseooley, Brock and Cannold exclude
appeals to divine law because not everyone actieptsuch a law exists. Any decisions

made based on such a law would be binding upor thesple in spite of the fact they do

not accept such theological doctrines.

3 Michael Tooley, “A Defense of Abortion and Infasitle,” in The Abortion Controversy: 25 Years after
Roe v Wade A Readerd. Francis Beckwith & Louis Pojman (Belmont, G&adsworth Publishing
Company, 1998), 220.

% Dan Brock Life and Death: Philosophical Essays in Biomedigtiics: Cambridge Studies in
Philosophy and Public PolicgCambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1993), 213
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The problem is that exactly the same thing candeé about numerous secular, non-

theological beliefs. Phillip Quinn articulates tpisint,

. if the fact that religious reasons can not bared by all in a religiously
pluralistic society suffices to warrant any exotusiof religious reasons for
advocating or supporting restrictive laws or p@g;ithen much else ought in
fairness also be excluded on the same grotinds.

Quinn notes correctly that secular moral theorigshsas Utilitarianism or Kantianism,
Intuitionism, Socialism, Libertarianism, can all becasonably rejected in a

philosophically-pluralistic society.

Indeed, it would seem that the appeal to any cohgmsive ethical theory,
including all known secular ethical theories, sldolle disallowed on the
grounds that every such theory can be reasonajelgteel by some citizens in a
pluralistic democracy. And if justification of reistive laws or policies can be
conducted only in terms of moral considerations aitizen of a pluralistic
democracy can reasonably reject, then in a plti@éemocracy such as ours
very few restrictive laws or policies would be mibrgustified, a conclusion
that would, | suspect, be welcome only to anarshist
Quinn is substantially correct here. There is sgegleading going on whereby
theological beliefs are rejected on certain groumdde secular ones are not, even though
the same grounds and reasons should lead to #jeation as well. This is evident most
clearly in Brock’s citation. Brock states, “publmolicy should not be grounded in
religious beliefs which many in that society rejett However, only a sentence earlier he
states that the perspective he is offering “is afotourse universally sharedhd notes
that many reject it on religious grourisif Brock were consistent, not only would
appeals to theological beliefs be excluded fromlipdife but also his own beliefs. This

would in essence make public discourse impossible.

It could be added that such arguments are frequémtbherent. After all, such beliefs
propose a moral viewpoint that many reject - trexwthat theological beliefs are not to
be appealed to in public. Given that many rejeist ¥few, it should not be appealed to in

public debate. Moreover, since this position is egally defended by appeals to

37 phillip Quinn, “Political Liberalism and their Ektsion of the Religious,” ifReligion and Contemporary
Liberalism ed. Paul Weithman (Notre Dame, IN: UniversityNaftre Dame Press, 1997), 144.
38 H
Ibid.
% Brock, Life and Death: 213.
% Ibid.
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normative principles about freedom or pluralismconceptions of equality that many
reject, many of the arguments for this conclusiboutd not be utilised in public debate
either.

Jim Peron, suggests a further reason appeals heddogical position not shared by all
people are unacceptable in public life.

To admit religion into that sphere requires admiftsome specific religion.
You can’'t admit them all equally and the advocatelringing religion into the
public arena don’'t mean equal access at all—thegnmazcess for their own
religion... The biggest problem for a free societyaiimitting religion to the
public arena is that there is no way to determihé&kreligion or which views
on religion to admit!

Peron goes on to give two examples; first, thehie@cof creationism in public schools

and, second, the issue of religious-based publiddns.

But why the Christian theory of creationism only?ey don’t lobby to include
Hindu views. We have lunatic sects who argue weeveeeated by aliens from
across the universe. The Christians don’t want tthexdry in the science course
as an acceptable version of creationism.

They appeal to “fairness” but in fact want otheithf& excluded. They must
since we can’t admit all faiths equally to the paldphere. We couldn’t have
laws respecting every religious holiday that anyand their sect might want to
practise. It would be endle¥s.
The question of the propriety of laws enforcingigielus holidays and teaching
creationism in public schools is beyond the scdpthie dissertation. What is significant
is Peron’s claim that it is unfair or unjust to atreligion into public life. This is because
one cannot allow all theological views to govermlpulife, what laws are made or what
is taught at school and hence, one will have tmsbmne set of theological values and

those who hold an alternative view will be excluded

Here again we see special pleading, as the sanraeisof numerous, if not all, non-
religious viewpoints as well. Just as there is \&ediity of religious understandings of

ethics, so there are numerous differing and cdirflic secular ones. By parity of

“1 Jim Peron, “Why we should Exclude Religion frora fublic Arena.Institute for Liberal Value$30
L\iovember 2004). <http:/lwww.liberalvalues.org.ndém.php?action=view_journal&journal_id=123>
Ibid.
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reasoning, it would be unfair to allow any secw#&w in the public sphere. This is
because we cannot base a given public policy oofatiem. If we select one, e.g., the
moral views of libertarianism, then those who disag e.g., socialists, will have it
imposed upon them, and so on. Again, if theologimliefs are to be excluded on this
basis then all beliefs should be excluded. Thiginthat no laws of any sort would be
justified. In fact, this argument can be used tolede from public life all beliefs; we

cannot include all beliefs that exist so it wouunfair to include any.

1. Rawls and Public Reason

One influential attempt to avoid these problemgrigposed by John Rawls Political
Liberalism?® Rawls defends the thesis that it is wrong to apjmeseligious or theological
beliefs in debates pertaining to “constitutionaderstials and questions of basic justitk”.
Rawls does this on the same grounds that Quinnsréteabove; such beliefs can be

“reasonably rejected by some citizens in a pluialdemocracy™> Rawls states:

Our exercise of political power is proper and hejustifiable only when it is

exercised in accordance with a constitution themsass of which all citizens

may reasonably be expected to endorse in light rofciples and ideals

acceptable to them as reasonable and ratfbnal
On the other hand, Rawls concedes Quinn’s poittyéuld seem that the appeal to any
comprehensive ethical theory, including all knowetidar ethical theories, should be
disallowed on the grounds that every such theory lma reasonably rejected by some
citizens in a pluralistic democracy”.Rawls acknowledges this and argues that it is not
just wrong to appeal to theological premises bsb,alno comprehensive doctrine
appropriate as a political conceptidfi”.[Emphasis adddd Rawls maintains that

contemporary society,

[l]s always marked by a diversity of opposing amdedoncilable religious,
philosophical, and moral doctrines. Some of thaeeparfectly reasonable, and
this diversity among reasonable doctrines politiitberalism sees as the

3 John RawlsPolitical Liberalism(New York: Columbia University Press, 1993).
“ Ibid., 214.

45 Quinn, “Political Liberalism and their Exclusiofthe Religious”, 144.

6 Rawls,Political Liberalism 217.

4" Quinn, “Political Liberalism and their Exclusiofthe Religious”, 144.

48 Rawls,Political Liberalism 135.
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inevitable long-run result of the powers of humaason at work within the

background of enduring free institutiofs.
In summary, Rawls states there is a plurality ompmehensive doctrines that are
irreconcilable with each other. Each doctrine iasmably held by some people and
reasonably rejected by others. Yet, respect fogrstforbids us to appeal to premises that
we can expect reasonable people to réfedt. follows, then, that in questions of
“constitutional essentials and questions of basstige” that no one should appeal to
premises that require the truth of a comprehendoarine that some people can and/or

do reasonably reject.

However, unlike Quinn, Rawls denies that this haarehistic implications. He rejects
Quinn’s claim, as cited above, that this ratiorat¢ails that “in a pluralistic democracy
such as ours very few restrictive laws or poliodsuld be morally justified”. Instead,
Rawls maintains that one can construct answersdpstitutional essentials and questions
of basic justice” by utilising what he calls “publreason”. Peter de Marneffe explains

this idea.

The central claim of Rawls’s idea of public reas®that, when the exercise of
political power is in question, citizens shoulddadnly those positions on the
scope of basic liberty (and other matters of bastce) that are supported by
someliberal political conception of justic& [Emphasis origingl

Public reason, then, involvespalitical andliberal conception of justice. Each of these
two ideas consists of three essential elementlifigal conception of justice is one that
is,

[Flramed to apply solely to the basic structuresotiety, its main political,

social and economic institutions as a unified saheimsocial co-operation; that

it is presented independently of any wider compmshe religious or

philosophical doctrine; and that it is elaboratederms of fundamental political
ideas viewed as implicit in the public politicalltire of a democratic society.

A liberal conception of justice,

9 Ibid., 3-4.

%0 Christopher J Eberle argues that Rawls's ratiomale is incoherent as it conflicts with the methiuat
purports to justify it. SeReligious Convictions in Liberal Politig€ambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 2002), 140-150.

®1 | am grateful to Glenn Peoples for helping medwealop this argument.

%2 peter de Marneffe, “Rawls’s Idea of Public Reas@acific Philosophical Quarterly75 (1994): 232.
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First, ... specifies certain basic rights, libesti@and opportunities (of the kind
familiar from constitutional democratic regimesgcend, it assigns a special
priority to these rights, liberties and opportussti especially with respect to
claims of the general good and of perfectionistugal and third, it affirms

measures assuring all citizens adequate all-punpesess to make effective use
of their basic liberties and opportuniti¥s.

If a person appeals to a liberal political conaaptf justice he or she will address basic
guestions of “constitutional essentials and quastmf basic justice” by appealing only to

ideas implicit in the shared political culture ocgety. Nicholas Wolterstorff calls this the

“consensus poptilP®> Rawls explains this process:

[B]ly looking to the public culture itself as the asbd fund of implicitly
recognized basic ideas and principles. We hopeotmidlate these ideas and
principles clearly enough to be combined into atjgal conception of justice
congenial to our most firmly held convictions. Wigeess this by saying that a
political conception of justice, to be acceptablaust accord with our
considered convictions, at all levels of generality in what | have called
elsewhere, ‘reflective equilibrium®

In addition to appealing to theonsensus populipublic reason can utilise “presently
accepted general beliefs and forms of reasoningd@u common sense, and the methods
and conclusions of science when these are notma@sial”>’ However, in using public
reason people, “are not to appeal to comprehensaligious and philosophical

doctrines™®

(a) Wolterstorff's Critique
There are numerous problems with Rawls's conteriteme. Wolterstorff sums some of

them up.

Suppose, then, that someone has followed thakegtrashe has analyzed our
political mentality into its constituent ideas amas elaborated these ideas into
principles of justice. | submit that no matter wilabse resultant principles of
justice may be, the reasonable thing for her teeekpsnot that all reasonable

53 Rawls,Political Liberalism 223.

** |bid.

%5 Nicholas Wolterstorff, “The Role of Religion in Bieion and Discussion of Political Issues,'Religion
in the Public Square; The Place of Religious Catimits in Political Debateed. Nicholas Wolterstorff &
Robert Audi (Lanham, Md: Rowman and Littlefield Habers Inc, 1997), 91.

%8 Rawls,Political Liberalism 8.

*" |bid., 224.

%8 |bid.
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people who use their common human reason will agrgreher results, but that
not all reasonable people will agree. It would be utterlyeasonabldor her to
expect anything else than disagreement. The cewlefsite of Rawls’ own
principles of justice is an illustrative case inmgoThere’s no more hope that all
those among us who are reasonable and rationahwille, in the way Rawls
recommends, at consensus on principles of justia that we will all in the
foreseeable future, agree on some comprehensitespphical or religious
doctrine® [Emphasis origingl
Here Wolterstorff emphasises two points. Firstly,quggests that the contents of public
reason are such that it is to be expected thabmade people will disagree over them.
Secondly, Wolterstorff hints that this renders R&svposition incoherent. Rawls rejects
appeals to comprehensive doctrines because peaplezasonably reject them and there
is a duty to not decide questions of basic justiig way®° If this is true then we should
reject appeals to public reason as well; in faet,have a duty to not follow public reason.
However, if we cannot follow public reason and wanmot follow comprehensive
doctrines, we are left with nothing; few restrietilaws or policies could be morally

justified. This is precisely the implication thati@n suggested.

Wolterstorff's argument depends on his claim th& reasonable to expect disagreement
over the contents of public reason. He cites Ravaa/n theory of justice in support of
this. In A Theory of JusticeRawls attempts to develop an account of basticpibased
on public reasofft However, there is widespread disagreement amoregstonable
people not only over the conclusions reached betntethods and implicit principles

themselves.

Of course, merely appealing to one case is unpgikgjait is possible this is a single
anomaly. However, in an earlier work Wolterstorifed other examples where public
reason appeared unable to be used in a mannexdoéd be agreed upon by reasonable
people®? In “The Role of Religion in Political Issues,” Welstorff cites the work of

Kent Greenawalt to illustrate that not only is pabfteason incapable of resolving

%9 Wolterstorff, “Why We Should Reject What LiberatfisTells Us,” 174.

%0 | am grateful to Glenn Peoples for helping medwealop this argument.

®1 John RawlsA Theory of Justic§Cambridge MA: Harvard University Press, 1971).
%2 Wolterstorff, “The Role of Religion in Politicas$ues,” 102-104.
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guestions of contentious political issues but atso® many issues it is “simply

irrelevant”®® public reason has “nothing to s&".

For example, Wolterstorff refers to the debate abwehbether the state has a duty to
provide social welfar® In this debate not only is there disagreement ®liba
conclusions but also debate about the very bagiciples or concepts involved. Both
supporters and opponents of state welfare appeauth things as ‘freedom’ and
‘equality’ but have radically different conceptioas to what freedom and equality are.
Also involved in this debate are different assuoni about whether there are property
rights and if there are, how such rights are wedgigainst social utility. It is unlikely that
the consensus populicommon sense and uncontroversial science proadsvers to

these questions that all reasonable people woualkepac

Wolterstorff is not alone in these observations.ris€bpher Eberle makes similar
observations about such things as abortion anddraeof religion®® De Marneffe argues
that on contentious moral and social issues pueison will fail to offer any substantive
answer’’ Jean Hampton suggests that public reason canoetdpran answer to the
question of abortiof® Quinn makes similar observatiotisThe point is, that if we
genuinely limit ourselves to principles upon whiuh reasonable person can be expected
to reject, what we are left with is inadequate tovjgle answers to many, if any,
substantive questions. Only if we supplement thegh premises drawn from some

comprehensive doctrine will answers be adequate.

The case of abortion that these authors refer fwaiicularly instructive. Wolterstorff
notes that central to our shared political culisréhe idea “all persons who come within
the jurisdiction of the state are to be grantedaéquotection under the law. But that does
not tell us who is a persori®.Reasonable people disagree about this questiorit asd

difficult to see how any answer is possible if aloes not appeal to some comprehensive

3 |bid., 102.

%4 |bid.

% |bid., 103-104.

% Eberle,Religious Conviction in Liberal Politic®17-222.

57 de Marneffe, “Rawls’s Idea Of Public Reason,” 2EB.

® Jean Hampton, “The Common Faith of Liberalis®etific Philosophical Quarterly75 (1994), 208-209.
%9 Quinn, “Liberalism and Their Exclusions of the ig&us,” 149-150.

O Wolterstorff, “The Role of Religion in Politicas$ues,” 104.
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doctrine about what human persons are. Rawls's @mwon this issue unwittingly

confirm this:

Suppose first that the society in question is wellered and that we are dealing
with the normal case of mature adult women. Itestlkio be clear about this
idealised case first; for once we are clear abipwteé have a guide that helps us
to think about other cases, which force us to amrsiexceptional
circumstances. Suppose further that we consideqtiestion in terms of these
three political values: the due respect for humfm the ordered reproduction
of political society over time, including the fagih some form, and finally the
equality of women as equal citizens. ... Now | &edi any reasonable balance of
these three values will give a woman a duly quedifiight to decide whether or
not to end her pregnancy during the first trimestdée reason for this is that at
this early stage of pregnancy the political valdehe equality of women is
overriding, and this right is required to give ithstance and force. Other
political values, if tallied in, would not, | thinkaffect this conclusion. A
reasonable balance may allow her such a right likylois, at least in certain
circumstances. However, | do not discuss the questi general here as |
simply want to illustrate the point of the text &gying that any comprehensive
doctrine that leads to a balance of political valegcluding that duly qualified
right in the first trimester is to that extent umsenable; and depending on the
details of its formulation, it may also be cruetlavppressive; for example if it
denied the right altogether except in the casajé mand incest. Thus, assuming
that this question is either a constitutional egakor a matter of basic justice,
we would go against the ideal of public reason i€ woted from a
comprehensive doctrine that denied this right. Hewe a comprehensive
doctrine is not as such unreasonable because dfs léa an unreasonable
concltljsion in one or even in several cases. It stiljpe reasonable most of the
time.

Here, Rawls simplyassertsthat reasonable people will agree that in theyestdges of

pregnancy the right to equality overrides our doacern for human life. However, he
seems to countenance the idea that reasonableepexay limit abortion in the second
trimester in certain circumstances. Now this, djeas not an obvious intuition shared by
all reasonable people - unless one wishes to stipuésteonableness’ to rule out anyone

who does not hold Rawls’s substantive normativa/sien abortion.

Moreover, it appears that one cannot adjudicatedispute between Rawls and a critic
on this issue without appealing to a comprehendoatrine. Suppose, for example, that a
fetus is a person in the first trimester of pregyathen Rawls’s suggestion that the value

of equality overrides in the first trimester butymmaot always in the second is false. Why
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would it be acceptable in the name of equality dowoman to kill a person in one
trimester and not the other in otherwise ident@atumstances? It seems that Rawls’s
intuition is justified only if one assumes thatisstf trimester fetus is not human. On the
other hand, if one assumes that a fetus is humahisapoint then Rawls’s position is

erroneous. Hence, only by addressing this issuesweam a debate be settled.

However, addressing this issue by appealing toipuéfson or common sense can hardly
provide an answer. As Quinn notes, “common send&ided on or simply perplexed on
the question of abortion™ Uncontroversial science can tell us facts of fdetelopment
but it cannot tell us the moral significance ofdddacts or what facts are important for
determining personhood. In addition, there is aomsensus populon this issue; the
political culture of many countries is divided dmst question. It seems impossible to
offer any argument one way or the other withoulisitig a premise drawn from some

comprehensive doctrine over which reasonable petipl®ot agree.

Similar points apply to Rawls's claim that a righabortion is necessary so as to give the
right to equality “substance and force”. This fel® only if one assumes a particular
understanding of equality yet neither thensensus populhor common sense will
produce this conclusion. In fact, it is arguablattimuch of the popular appeals to equality
are confused and ambiguoisMoreover, even if such a consensus on the natfire o
equality were available, it does not follow thatght to abortion is necessary for giving it
force unless one supplements this concept with ngtaiedings of sexuality and gender

drawn from some comprehensive perspective.

| do not think abortion is an isolated case. Theesavould apply to other substantive
guestions such as homosexual marriage, affirmaiti®n, capital punishment, welfare,
etc. Wolterstorff's contention that public reasonll wnot, un-supplemented with

comprehensive doctrines, provide information tHataional people can be reasonably

" Rawls,Political Liberalism,243-244.

2 Quinn, “Liberalism and Their Exclusions of the Raus,” 150.

3 See Louis Pojman, “Theories of Equality: A Critidaalysis,” Behavior and Philosophg3:2 (1995): 1-
27, and his “Equal Human Worth: A Critique of Canfgorary Egalitarianism.”
<http://72.14.209.104/search?g=cache:CvaEU_llwSWnouispojman.com/equalworth.pdf+Equal+Hum
an+Worth+Pojman&hl=en&gl=nz&ct=clnk&cd=8>

" see de Marneffe, “Rawls’s Idea of Public Reas@sa-235.
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expected to accept or even provide an adequatefdradeciding many substantive issues
appears justified. If this is so, the suggestiat Rawls’s position is incoherent or ad hoc

appears to follow.

(b) Audi’s Rejoinder

In a response to Wolterstorff, Robert Audi argugs tonclusion is mistaken. He argues
that Rawls’s position is more qualified than Waddterff appears to think. Audi points out
that Rawls is only “speaking above all about coeratate power in relation to matters of
basic justice, not abo@verypolitical issue. ... Moreover, the emphasis is otactual
agreement, ... but on its realisiossibilitygiven rationality””> [Emphasis originglAudi
suggests that concerning issues of constitutiosserials and questions of basic justice
there are “some very basic moral intuitions tha eommon to mature rational adults

who are conscientiously devoted to living togetihenarmony”’®

However, Wolterstorff has not just argued that pubéason is problematic because it
will not deliver actual agreement. His argument whaat such agreement was ret
realistic possibility. He said, “It would be uttgrunreasonablé for a person using
Rawls's method to “expe@nything else than disagreement”. Wolterstorff mkithat
agreement is not a realistic possibility becausdensome will agree, some will not.
“[T]he reasonable thing ... to expect net that all reasonable people who use their
common reason will agree with ... [the] resultst that not all reasonable people will

agree.”

Audi’s other points seem to be that Rawls limits position to “basic issues of justice”
and “constitutional essentials” and that on thesettens agreement is a realistic
possibility. However, | noted above that on manypstantive matters there is not a
realistic possibility of agreement. The questioarntmeeds to be asked, are these matters
of basic justice or constitutional essentialshéyt are, then Audi’s position appears false.
On these types of matters, it is simply not truat tinere are sufficient common sets of

intuitions for a reasonable hope of agreement tmioc

S Robert Audi, “Wolterstorff on Religion, Politicand the Liberal State,” iReligion in the Public Square;
The Place of Religious Convictions in Political @& ed. Nicholas Wolterstorff & Robert Audi (Lanham,
Md: Rowman and Littlefield Publishers Inc, 1997331134,

8 Ibid., 134.
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On the other hand, if these are not matters othastice or constitutional essentials then
Rawils's position lacks any bite. If, for examplee guestion of feticide is not a question
of basic justice or constitutional essentials tRawls’s position entails no objection to

appeals to divine law on this topic. It is only @onstitutional essentials and basic justice

that such appeals are wrong and this is not suétsas.

Note that if Audi is correct here, much of the gtia taken out of Rawls's position. One
cannot appeal to comprehensive doctrines in contebere there is widespread
agreement on basic issues; one can only appealidb doctrines where there is
widespread disagreement. Therefore, on deeply wobots issues like abortion,
euthanasia, homosexual rights, etc appeals to edilenv are perfectly appropriate.
Appeals to divine law are only wrong when therewislespread consensus amongst

rational people.

However, Wolterstorff does address this issue @ndtticle Audi refers to. In “The Role
of Religion in Political Issues” Wolterstorff stateif my using reasons that | know you
do not endorse really does constitute my not tngagou as equal, then it constitutes that
whether or not the issue is constitutional esslntiematters of basic justicé”.On this,

he seems correct. Consequently, if Rawls's claifmsuta why one should bracket
comprehensive beliefs on such matters are cogentwe should bracket them on other
matters as well. This would of course mean thatmamy questions of public debate, if
not most, no answers would be forthcoming. Morepwasr Wolterstorff himself points
out, it would mean one could not appeal to the eslof political liberalism either.
Liberalism presumably is a comprehensive doctrimeagain Rawls position would be

rendered incoherefi.

On the other hand, if Rawls’s reasons for bracketiomprehensive beliefs are incorrect
with regards to non-constitutional matters, if blede issues of coercive legislation one
can appeal to theological beliefs that are rejettgdational people yet not disrespect

them, then it is hard to see how they can becoreriiect just because the topic has

Z Wolterstorff, “The Role of Religion in Politicas$ues”, 106.
Ibid.
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changed. Hence, it is doubtful that Rawls can linit restriction in the way he wants to
and given this, all the problems of applying pubi@ason to non-constitutional issues

apply with full force.

These responses all assume Audi's contention thamatters of basic justice and
constitutional essentials, agreement between reht®mnpeople can be reasonably

expected. Audi bases this claim upon a rhetorigakton.

But is there not a strong consensus, at least ancdimgns of democratic
societies, that justice requires not only equatqution of the laws but also laws
that protect liberty, including political and rabgs liberty and freedom of
speech, up to a certain level? There are of caldissgreements on matters of
detail..”
The problem here is that each of these exampledvies appeal to an ambiguous and
vague notion. However, as soon as an attempt ienadill out these concepts with

substantive content the apparent consensus disappea

Consider the example of freedom of speech. Audisititat most people agree that there
should be freedom of speech, however, what doesitean? Free from what? From prior
restraint? From the initiation of force? From netraint upon content but not upon the
manner of expression? Is this a negative freedonthab it forbids merely coercive

attempts to prevent speaking? Is it a positivedoee so that the state has a duty to
provide public funds to subsidise expression? Re#de people can be expected to
disagree on the answers to these questions. Marabese are not just matters of detail,
they are disagreements over the very meaning ofteha ‘freedom’ in the phrase

‘freedom of speech’. It may be true that people tesame terms but the substantive

content and the meaning that they understand thest® denote differs widely.

Similar disagreement arises over what sort of dpeereferred to in the term ‘freedom of
speech’. Does it include a right to engage in Batech? Does it include speech denying
the Holocaust occurred? What about racist and tsepeech? Does it include speech that

is blasphemous or defamatory? Again, reasonabl@l@etdisagree; not only do they

" Audi, “Wolterstorff on Religion, Politics, and théberal State,” 132.
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disagree over the meaning of the term “freedomy thlso disagree over what types of

speech one is free to engagé&®in.

| think the same thing occurs concerning freedometi§ion. In his book-oreordained
Failure, Steven Smith demonstrates that there is no sualy #s a right to freedom of
religion. Instead there is a spectrum of views alreligious tolerance that comes in
degrees; no state tolerates all religious sectsvanyglfew states tolerate none. He notes
that Aquinas, Cromwell, Locke and Mill all advooaitand defended forms of religious
tolerance. However, each disagreed as to whichioek such tolerance should apply to

and the proper limits upon those they disagreed &kt

Smith argues further that these differing accowitéreedom of religion all depended
upon comprehensive views and one cannot adjudlmstiween them without appeal to
such views. Attempts to articulate a right to freredof religion from a neutral or public
stance are quite hopeléésSimilar things can be said about the idea of ‘étyiavithin

the term ‘equal protection of the laws’. Henceajipears that even on these issues of
basic justice and constitutional essentials putdason will not utilise principles that all
reasonable people can be expected to endorse,ilhone/be able to get very far without

utilising comprehensive doctrines of some sort.

*kk

It appears that Rawls’s position does not escapeptbblems alluded to by Quinn. If
anything, it provides a good illustration of thgs®blems. If one attempts to exclude
theological beliefs from public discourse becawessonable people can reject them, then
secular comprehensive beliefs must also be excluti#fds occurs, then there is precious

little to go on. One will have to appeal to somenpeehensive belief to answer the

8 |bid. Audi argues that in these types of situatione means substantially the same thing by the, ter
agrees on the paradigms of its application anaffet differing definitions. This is because “prding
definitions is a demanding task” and “many diffdrdafinitions can be applied to the same finitegenf
cases”. However, this misconstrues the situatiannéted it is not that these people use the teensame
way but that they use it and understand it in g aéfferent way. They disagree over the paradignd a
hold to a different range of finite cases evemdre is some overlap between them.
81 Steven SmithForeordained Failure: The Quest for a ConstitutibRainciple of Religious Freedom,
glz\lew York: Oxford University Press, 1995).

Ibid.
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guestions that one faces but a restriction uponpcehensive beliefs will render one’s

position incoherent.

2. Majoritarianism

A variant of the above argument suggests that whakes appeals to divine law
problematic is not merely that its existence igpdied but because the belief that feticide
is wrong because it violates the law of God is aarity view. Belief in the existence of
God’s law is not widely held in society or by thest majority of people. Hence, publicly-

accepted rules or laws based upon it would be tinjus

Implicit in this argument is the claim that a nesagy condition for any principle to be
utilised in public debate is that the majority guiseit as true. However, this is subject to
numerous counter-examples. Consider a culture witeee majority believes that a
husband has the right to beat his wife. Would ameate of majoritarianism contend that
in such a society criticism by a feminist minoriay this practice and the advocacy of
norms forbidding spousal abuse is an unacceptabjosition of a narrow, feminist
perspective in a pluralistic society? Would it beetthat in such a society public policy

could not be based on the moral principle that wiong for a man to beat his wife?

Consider an Islamic society where the majority éadi that conversion to a rival,
monotheistic religion is immoral and should be pitzd offence. Not to execute converts
to Judaism or Christianity in such a society woubg, this reasoning, be unjust. In
societies where a racial majority thinks a raciatanty is sub-human, it would be unjust

to grant equal human rights.

There is a further objection to this argument. Manymative positions that are currently
supported by the majority or a wide section of plogpulace were once minority views.
Over time, however, the minority has persuadedrsthed or converted them to its cause.
If “narrow” views are to be excluded, this type reform is not possible. A minority
would never be able to propose its ideas untilaswo longer a minority view. However,
it cannot cease to be a minority view unless jirigposed in the first place. Consequently,

this stance freezes societies in whatever popuugices currently exist. The reforming
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minority that critiques contemporary culture woldd effectively silenced if we were to

hold that only the views of the majority are thstjanes.

B. Arrogance
A final reason Cannold refers to is “the arrogagiidd of anti-choice supporters that they
have exclusive knowledge of the mor&l"The belief she refers to is the claim that a

particular stance on abortion accurately refleugswill of God®*

Cannold’s argument is a non-sequitur; if | clairatth particular act is contrary to the law
and will of God, it does not follow that | have é&xsive knowledge of the moral, nor does
it follow that | am claiming that | do. As | argue the discussion of ‘epistemic
asymmetry’ objection to Voluntarism in Chapter fl Bart Two (above), believing that
moral claims are expressions of God’'s law is coibfatwith attributing moral

knowledge to non-theists and Cannold certainly ples no reason for thinking

otherwise.

There is a second issue here in that, even if athénave exclusive knowledge of the
moral on a particular topic, it does not follow ttitiais is arrogant. This might be the case
if one believed that one possessed this knowledgause of one’s superiority over others

but that need not be the case.

This charge of arrogance is worth examining furtl@n conversing with people about
this topic it is not unusual to find a common beetieat affirming the rightness of one’s
position and claiming that those who disagree axeng is viewed as arrogant. Perhaps
something like this underlies Cannold’s complaiHowever, this common belief is
mistaken; in fact, it is incoherent. The person waffrms it is affirming that it is wrong
to hold that one’s own position is the correct @rel that those who think this are
mistaken. In making this claim, the asserter mdspathe very stance of affirmation and

negation that he or she claims to be inappropriate.

8 cannold,The Abortion Myth33.
# Ibid., 32.
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Perhaps part of what Cannold is driving at hegdsncern that believing that God shares
one’s moral opinions is itself arrogant. God, ati#ly is infallible, omniscient and good;
humans are not. Hence, to claim that one’s owniopgare the will of God on a matter

iS presumptuous.

However, this objection is mistaken too. Considher divine attributes mentioned in this
argument, God’s omniscience, infallibility and goeds. It follows from the fact that God
possesses these attributes that any action tihadrially right will be one that God wills.
Moreover, it follows that any belief that is trteone God affirms and any belief that is
false is one he denies. If it is presumptuous tonafthat one’s beliefs are God'’s beliefs
and that one’s moral stances reflect the law of Gadurately, it will also be
presumptuous to believe that one’s beliefs are anck that one’s normative stances are

correct.

This is an absurd conclusion. Surely, no ratioredspn holds a belief that he or she
believes not to be true or accepts a moral stdratehte or she does not believe is correct.
The very act of accepting such beliefs involvegmihg and accepting them. Moreover,

if merely thinking that you are right and otherg avrong constitutes arrogance, then
Cannold’s position is incoherent. Cannold is, afédk criticising the “anti-choice

movement”. She is suggesting they are wrong fandarrogant.

Another suggestion Cannold raises is that certaapie “believe their political beliefs are
actually God's will”® She seems to see this as extremist or fanattcal.unclear why
this follows. After all, if God is omniscient thénfollows that any view that | hold that is
correct is a view shared by God. Similarly, if Gedust then any cause | advocate that is
just will be the one God supports. From these psemit follows that one’s political
views are God’s will purely from the contention titi@ese views are correct. Presumably,
everyone thinks that the views he or she expourgle@rect. Rational people are not in
the habit of believing things they think are falsefact, to believe something is to think it
is true. The upshot of this is that any one whokkithat she or he holds a correct view on
a matter and believes God exists and is omnisstemld, if they are rational, believe that

she or he and God'’s thoughts coincide on the mat&@nnold appears committed to the
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view that any person who is both logically consistand a theist is a fanatic and an

extremist.

The oddity of Cannold’s claim can be seen by askihgt one would think of a devout
person who did not believe she or he were actingcoord with God’s will. Surely, it is
strange for a person to do something he or sheusaliwas not God’s will or who held to
and advocated a belief which he or she thought dissbreed with.

C. Immutability and Infallibility

Concern about the infallible nature of divine wil the basis for another criticism of

appeals to divine law. In correspondence, an aijeubted that in a democratic society
people have freedoms to question a law, to worlatd# getting it changed and to debate
its merits. However, with the law of God, whichimdallible and immutable, one cannot

change it or question its veracity. Audi suggestaething similar,

[Clonflicting secular ideas, even when firmly hetthn often be blended and
harmonized in the crucible of free discussion: hutlash of gods is like a
meeting of an irresistible force with an immovabhsect®®
This objection points to the immutable and infadimature of divine law as being
incompatible with human law as it is enacted iniberal, democratic society. Several

things need to be said in response.

Firstly, the fact that the law of God is infallibtives not entail that there is or cannot be
debate over what the law of God in fact is. Clagnihat God’s law is infallible is not to
claim that any human never errs in his or her disoent of what this law is, his or her
interpretation of it or his or her application bto particular cases. Claiming that there is
debate over the interpretation of divine law anlade over how to apply various precepts

of divine law to specific cases, is compatible vatfirming that divine law is infallible.

In this, the law of God is analogous to deductieasoning. By definition, a sound

argument can never have a false conclusion. lhpossible for the conclusion to be false

% |bid.
8 Robert Audi, “Separation of Church and State dedQ@bligations of Citizenshig?hilosophy and Public
Affairs 18 (1989): 296.
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if the argument is sound, hence sound argumentsmtaiible. It does not follow from
this that people never err in constructing argumehtat they mistakenly believe are
sound or that there is no debate over which argtsreme sound. Reason is authoritative;
however, human reasoners are not. It is hard tevbgehe infallibility of the law of God

means that appeals to this law are any more pratlenihan appeals to logic.

A similar response is available on the immutabititydivine law. The fact that God’s law
is immutable does not mean that any person’s utatetimg of this law cannot change.
He or she may find his or her particular beliefewthGod’s law were mistaken or that he

or she had applied it incorrectly.

In this respect, the law of God is analogous to enams things that it is unobjectionable
to appeal to. Consider an appeal to facts and meéisese too are immutable. If it is a fact
that the world was round at the time of Columbueantlthis is something we cannot
change. It cannot be true 100 years from now that world was not round when
Columbus sailed. Moreover, whether an argumenbusi@ is also immutable; we cannot
repeal the laws of logic. Therefore, both facts esabson are as immutable as God'’s law

is.

Moreover, consider a precept such as it is wrongiimre children for entertainment. Is
this mutable so that society could repeal it tomeft Is the claim that rape and genocide
of Jews is wrong something that is mutable, thahdmu beings can change and repeal
these things? Obviously not. Immutability is a teatof any serious, ethical viewpoint. If
you cannot base civil law on immutable things, tiiea cannot base it on facts, reason or

secular values.

4. Theological Beliefs as Dangerous
One pervasive reason for excluding theological et from public life is that to allow
it is ‘dangerous’. This idea has lurked behind mahyhe above arguments. It suggests
that either religious people or religious belidferhselves, unless kept private, are a threat
to concepts such as freedom, pluralism or safeiy frerrorism. Wolterstorff notes this

line of argument.
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One reason which liberals have offered ever siheeetmergence of liberalism
in the seventeenth century is that it's just toagiaous to let religious people
debate political issues outside of their own cositesal circles, and to act
politically, on the basis of their religious view§he only way to forestall
religious wars is to get people to stop invokingdGand to stop invoking
canonical scriptures when arguing and determinaiiigs.®’

Elsewhere he states,

One reason regularly cited, more in the past tlwam ffior insisting that citizens
not use religious reasons for their decisions andi#tates on political issues ...
is that it is simply too dangerous, in a situatadreligious pluralism, to allow
religion to intrude into politics in this way. Regilon stirs up too many passions.
The amity of society will be endangered and thetbleystability and endurance
of the staté&®
Similarly, Quinn notes, “Some people fear that gielis argument is apt to be
dangerously divisive®® Both Quinn and Wolterstorff observe that appealdivine law
of the sort defended in this thesis are widely naggd as dangerous in the way
mentioned. To assess this position we need to ewawarious arguments that attempt to

demonstrate that such beliefs are dangerous.

A. Argument from Abuse
One objection is that in the past people have dpgda divine commands to justify all

sorts of atrocities. Jim Peron recently propospdradigmatic example of such argument.

To admit religion into the “public arena” is “darges.” And long term the
results will be just as bloody and violent as thesre in the past. ... To put
religion into that sector is to ignore centuries fogtory and return to the
conflict-ridden, bloody world of the Dark AgéS.

Why does Peron believe that allowing religion inblw debate will have such

catastrophic consequences? The reason appearsb@sed on historical examples that

87 Wolterstorff, “Why we should Reject what Liberafigells us,” 167.

8 Wolterstorff, “The Role of Religion in Politicas$ues,” 78.

89 Quinn, “Political Liberalism and their Exclusiohthe Religious,” 143.

% peron, “Why we Should Exclude Religion from thebRuArena”. A similar argument is made by other
writers such as Jeffrey Stoltthics after Babel: The Language of Morals and ThéscontentgPrinceton,
NJ: Princeton University Press, 1988), 223. Intiangly Peron here appeals to the idea of a Dark &ftgy
the fall of Rome. Rodney Stark notes this idezols widely recognised as mistaken, seeHus the Glory
of God: How Monotheism Led to Reformations, ScigWiteh-Hunts, and the End of SlavéBrinceton

NJ: Princeton University Press, 2004).
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run along the lines of ‘when we admitted God irtie public arena or the realm of the

state, the result was bloody conflict’. He goegmholster this with several examples,

When Spain admitted religion into the public arérdecided that people had to
be good Christians to get the good things in lifglou were a Jew or Muslim

then you were excluded from much that was googolf "converted” to get the
equal rights denied you otherwise, but still prsedi your own faith, you were
hunted down and burned at the st3ke.

In particular, Peron singles out Calvinism, citidgfferson’s reference to Calvinism as
“‘demonism” and its doctrines as “blasphemy”. He<iwith approval Jefferson’s claim,
“The Presbyterian clergy are the loudest, the miotilerant of all sects; the most
tyrannical and ambitious, ready at the word ofl#ve-giver, if such a word could now be

obtained, to put their torch to the pif"He then goes on to give two examples of this,

In Calvin's Geneva the victims of faith in the "fiatarena” were other forms of
Christians. Servetus, who described the circulatibblood, was executed for
holding beliefs about the Trinity that were congrém those of Calvin. Calvin

wrote a friend that if Servetus ever appeared ing8a, "l shall never let him go
out alive if my authority has weight." Servetus malde mistake of attending a
sermon by Calvin, who recognised him and had hiresé&d. He was tried for
"heresy" along Calvinist lines and executed witlividé approval.

While many of the American colonies were seculaemgmises some of them
were started by Puritans, a brand of fundamentadikim to Calvinism. In those
areas the "public arena" required everyone to filned Puritan church and it
banned the practice of other faiths. Quakers waippsd and forced to run
through the streets while being whipped. Christipnsaching unacceptable
doctrines were executed. Many of them. The Baptigjer Williams was forced
into exile in Rhode Island, where he set up a gotbat excluded religion from
the public arend®

Peron’s argument then is,

(a) That in the past when religion was utiliseguilic debate it led to atrocities.

%1 |bid. It is worth noting that Peron’s comment, “@hSpain introduced religion into public life” is
historically dubious. Religion had guided publielin Spain for centuries before the introductiénhe
Inquisition, Spain had in fact been ruled by Mustinters who practiced a degree of religious toleean
prior to this time. Moreover, the picture he givéthe Spanish Inquisition is exaggerated. Seefample
Edward Peterdnquisition, (London: Collier Macmillan, 1981) for a documeidatof the history of
mythology and exaggeration about the Spanish litgpris see also Henry Kameiihe Spanish Inquisition:
A Revisionist HistoryNew Haven Conn : Yale University Press, 1998).
92 That the Puritans were the most intolerant ofssisctvigorously disputed by Leland Rykatorldly
%aints: The Puritans as They Wé@&rand Rapids, MI: Zondervan, 1990), 5.

Ibid.
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From this he argues (perhaps via induction),
(b) Theological beliefs being used in the publina®g are dangerous.

This argument is flawed. Two analogies of the abaxgument will demonstrate this.
Firstly, if his argument were sound, an equally-peiting argument could be constructed
for the conclusion that secular beliefs are dangewhen utilised in public debate. Peron
argues that because appeals to theology in puf#ianl the past have led to atrocities,
such appeals are dangerous. However, many appeascular, ethical theories and
norms have also been used to justify atrocities féign of terror during the French
Revolution appealed to liberty, equality, frateyréind the rights of ma#{.Millions have
been slaughtered by appeals to the greater goosbaety or the liberation of the
oppressed classes. If the fact that divine lawh®es used to justify atrocities is grounds
for rejecting such appeals, then presumably appealberty, equality, liberation and

societal good are all dubious, a conclusion thalsarly false.

The selective nature of Peron’s analysis is evidemtn he suggests that Europe “was

destroyed by centuries of religious conflicts aeliyious wars® but that,

Once religion was privatised, it was civilised asllwThe Inquisition stopped.

The witch burnings stopped. The persecution of [eefgr their faith, or lack

thereof, stoppetf
This is simply false; since religion was privatisetllions have lost their lives in Europe
in wars fought between secular ideologies such asr@unism and Fascism. Secular
wars have been far more brutal and total than mvass$ that occurred during the Middle
Ages. Moreover, the claim that witch trials endedliso mistaken, as millions have been
killed in socialist states in show-trials every &8 hysterical and rigged as any witch trials
were?’ The claim that privatisation of religion ended uisjtions is equally dubious. As

many writers point out, the Committee for Publide®a in revolutionary France was in

% A victim of the guillotine during the French Reutibn famously remarked, “Oh, Liberty, what crimes
are committed in your name”.
% peron, “Why we Should Exclude Religion from theblRuArena”.
96 i
Ibid.
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numerous respects much worse than the medievagami$h Inquisition. The multitudes
tortured and killed in Europe for refusing to renoe their faith under socialist regimes
demonstrate conclusively that secularising pulife does not end wars, inquisitions or

persecutions.

In fact, not only does this argument rule out afptavarious secular norms, it also rules
out appeals to scientific theories. Darwinism, dgample, has been used numerous times
to justify racism, colonialism and assimilation. iMdover, nearly every evil cause has
appealed to some scientific study or fact to baclpi Yet clearly, appeals to science are

not problematic in moral debate.

Secondly, an analogous argument can be construotetémonstrate that appeals to

theology in public life are not dangerous but pesgive. Peron cites several examples of
atrocities justified in the name of religion ancethargues that these show religion is
dangerous. However, one could just as well citesd\cases where divine law has been
used to justify progressive or beneficent measareshence infer from these cases that

such appeals are progressive.

Here it is evident that Peron’s argument is vergde/e in its examples. He ignores
entirely the numerous atrocities of secular stated the examples where religion in
public life has been progressive. Peron notes wariwars that were justified on
theological grounds yet he ignores the long hiswiryheological argument that led to
restrictions on warfare and even ignores the tlpodd arguments against various wars.
He notes the Servetus affair and apart from thetfat Calvin’s level of involvement in
Servetus’s execution is a matter of dispute andbea® greatly exaggeratéénd apart

from the fact that that such heresy prosecutionsewet typical in Genevi? Peron

ignores the numerous Calvinist writers who argugdlirest the state suppressing heresy

%7 In fact, the treatment of political dissidentssome secular, communist regimes is significantlysso
than anything that occurred in, for example, thiei®@awitch trials.

% See for example James Turner Johngteplogy, Reason and the Limitation of Wa875) andlust War
Tradition and the Restraint of W#lPrinceton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 1981).

% Alister McGrathA Life of John Calvin: A Study in the Shaping oW Culture (Cambridge, MA:
Blackwell, 1990),

199 |pid,
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and who contributed to the development of religimisrance’® In fact, Roger Williams,
who Peron himself cites, offered a theologicalificsttion for freedom of conscience. It
was not then a case of those who supported religitime public arena suppressing those
who did not but rather two different theologicajaments for different conclusions being

brought to bear on public issues.

These two analogies show that, as formulated, Perioference from (a) to (b) is
erroneous. It is not enough to note that sometitheslogy has been used to justify
atrocities in order to justify singling religiougliefs out for total exclusion from public
life because they are dangerous. Instead, one wmdd to show that theological beliefs
have overall had a negative effect on public lifiel #hat they have done so in a manner

significantly worse than secular beliefs have.

To the best of my knowledge such an inference lba$@en successfully made nor is it

clear that it could be. Peter Van Inwagen is sutiygs

The Enlightenment makes much of the suffering asatiu caused by the awful
things Christians have done--the Crusades andnipaidition seem to be the
standard examples,

But with whatever justification these things can dseribed to the Christian
religion, such episodes as the Terror of the 17@@sGreat Terror of the 1930s,
and Pol Pot's experiment in social engineeringhim 1970s can with the same
justification be ascribed to the Enlightenment. Ahdse caused thousands of
times as many deaths and incomparably greater rewgfehan all of the
pogroms and religious wars in the history of Europlee Crusades et al. were
quite ordinary episodes in the immemorial string afmes that mainly
composes what the world calls history and what &il Ralled ‘this present
darkness.” The French Revolution was, as Burke thes first to realize,
something new, a new kind of horror. The new kihtiaror did not, of course,
really hit its stride till about seventy years df.

Similarly, Greg Bahnsen notes,

Even as extreme an example as the witch trialsaln® (where, once, twenty
people died) would not be worthy to be comparethéoone and a half million

101 (John Owen or John Milton or the arguments of feeepch as Bayle and Locke) Joseph Lecler

Toleration and the Reformatiotrans. by TL Weslow (New York: Association Prek860), documents
nearly two millennia of theological arguments feligious tolerance within Christian moral theology.
192 peter Van Inwagen, “Quam Diletca,”@od and the Philosophersd. T Morris (New York: Oxford
University Press, 1994), 56.
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babies slaughtered by Western humanism every yeidwecsixty million (plus)
killed by Eastern communism in this century. Alhse of proportion is lost by

selecting a divine-command theory of social ethios expenditure ofad

hominencriticism %2

These are merely sketches but they illustrate ithet not at all clear that religion or
theological beliefs are more dangerous and conduoifv more atrocities than non-

theological or secular beliefs.

Bahnsen raises a further issue that any attemgartgpare the beneficent and malevolent
effects of religion will depend in part on what olgas or reforms one considers positive
and on what events or practices one considerdigastiThere are around 40 million
abortions a year internationally. If abortion isnficide, then this would constitute an
annual atrocity on a large scale. If it were a wommaight, this would be progress.
However, it is not unlikely that some secularigtsl éheologians may differ on the moral
status of feticide or numerous, other questions affect the conclusion. The argument

from abuse then appears to be another case obspézading.

B. Divisiveness
Quinn notes another argument “Some people fearrdi@tious argument is apt to be

dangerously divisive*® Peron proposes a similar line of argument,

The biggest problem for a free society in admittiatigion to the public arena
is that there is no way to determine which religgsrwhich views on religion to
admit. ... But if that debate is then opened equallfaith questions there is no
way to come to any reasonable conclusion. The @alysible result is an
aggrandisement of state power, the diminution ofl dociety and a bloody
mess for everyon¥®

Why does Peron believe religion has this tenderieys article, he appears to cite two

reasons.

103 Greg L. Bahnsen, “Should We Uphold Unchanging Métesolutes?”Journal of the Evangelical
Theological Societ?8:3 (1985). <http://www.cmfnow.com/articles/ped&g>

94 Quinn, “Political Liberalism and their Exclusiofithe Religious,” 143.

195 peron, “Why we Should Exclude Religion from thebluArena”.
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1. Disagreement amongst Theologians over the Coofddivine Commands
Firstly, Peron notes that there is a diversity eligious positions. He notes there is
disagreement among religious practitioners overclvhiext reliably reveals God’'s

commands.

The same is true for the Pentateuch of the Hebaswlshe New Testament for

Christians. The Latter-Day Saints would say theesén the Book of Mormon

but all other church groups would disagree. Catisdfiave the Apocrypha that

Protestants reject. Martin Luther was suspect attmulNew Testament book of

James.... Baptists say God wants adult believerseirsed in water upon

conversion. Other’s pour, some sprinkle. For somme infants not adults who

are baptised. All insist they are obeying theittfa?®
A couple of initial points here, Firstly, while ig correct that there is disagreement over
which texts are divinely inspired and mediate diviiscourse, it does not follow that this
disagreement entails that these texts are all iabtelor that there is disagreement over
the content of all divine commands; this point ften overlooked. Thenoral teachings
among Islam, Judaism, Mormonism, Lutheranism anthdliaism are very similar and
these traditions all attribute very similar commsnidgarding moral behaviour to God.
Hence, a Jew, for example, could hold that the Kasanot authored by a prophet but that
much of what Mohammed wrote is correct and the tekably articulates numerous,
divine commands. A Protestant could take a sinstance regarding the moral teaching

of the Roman Catholic MagisteriutfY.

Secondly, while it is true that there is disagreetreamong religious practitioners over
what God commands, such disagreement is commogcinas, ethical discourse as well.
Liberals disagree with conservatives who disagréth wocialists who disagree with
libertarians who disagree with anarchists. Theredigersity of opinion amongst
secularists on numerous issues of applied ethiosh s when abortion, affirmative
action, capital punishment, et al. are acceptdbléhis sense, theological argument is no

more divisive than secular argument.

106 |pa;
Ibid.
1971t is worth emphasising that the Reformation wamarily over issues of soteriology and not ethics.
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2. Impervious to Rational Debate
The second reason Peron cites is not just thae tledisagreement but that, unlike

disagreement among secular ethicists, this disagreecannot be rationally resolved.

When | argue that free enterprise is best | cantgoi physical evidence. | can
show the statistics for the various nations. Weaampare how one nation with
market policies compares to other nations. We eantise results. But how do
you argue with someone with a faith statement?

But a faith statement can’t be tested. If they cama&nd say “God says that this

is wrong” there is nothing testable. We can't s God to testify. And if we

turn to “His Word” we can't even get the God advesato agree as to which

“Word” that is or how it should be interpreted. \Af@ in a realm where rational

debate is exclude§®
This argument is mistaken. Firstly, Peron suggekts debates over whether free
enterprise is the best system can be resolved pgadp to empirical evidence. This is
incorrect. Peron here appears to commit the nadticafallacy. Appeals to physical
evidence only tell us the effects of free entegoris cannot tell us whether the effects are
good, bad, just or unjust. Determining this requinermative values that themselves are

not determined by empirical evidence.

Secondly, Peron appears to think that theologi@hs cannot be tested or rationally

assessed.

Religion is a series of faith statements which @ueside the realm of reason.
There is no real debating. If one says that theaKas God’s word that is a
statement of faith. No one can provet.

Elsewhere he writes,

Now what is religion or faith? It's a series of leés about “spiritual” things and
the supernatural. It is beyond reason. Faith israeaton. It's not a different
word for the same thing. It's impervious to invgation and outside the realm
of proof and logic. A person can have faith in adGwen if everything they
know tells them there is no such being. Faith canamd often is, contrary to
reason-™°

1% peron, “Why we Should Exclude Religion from thebluArena”.
109 [|h;

Ibid.
10 pid.
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There are multiple problems with this argumentstir religious beliefs are not just
about spiritual things; there are often moral climade. In addition, within religious
beliefs, there are frequently historical beliefs. ¢here was/is a town called Capernaum or
Jericho or beliefs made about the empirical world €hristianity teaches that the world
exists objectively and some forms of Hinduism hadighat the material world is an

illusion.

Secondly, Peron’s claim that religious beliefs awtside the realm of proof and logic,
and therefore, impervious to investigation is alalse. While it is correct that some
theological claims cannot be argued to and arech#stdoes not follow that they are

impervious to investigation.

Some religious claims can be shown to be incohgi¢atifman’s claim that God is
transcendent and that no properties can be atdbiat him is incoherent! Similarly, a
given, religious belief could be shown to entailaosurdity such as the claim by various
new-age sects that there is no truth. The beliets given religion could contradict each
other; for example, it is contended that the Perstiiat belief that contemporary prophets
exist contradicts their belief in a closed caffrSome beliefs can be decisively falsified
such as the belief of various cults that the wevttld end in 2000 or that if one of the
faithful is bitten by a poisonous snake one wilt die. Others, such as the claim that the

universe had a beginning, can be argued for witlogdphical and scientific evidenc&

Peron’s claim, “a person can have faith in a Gaghet everything they know tells them
there is no such being. Faith can be, and oftemdsfrary to reason:* is simply a

caricature of how faith is understood in traditipri@hristian circles and certainly contrary
to the conception of faith that | sketched in thevpus chapter, that explicitly allows for

the possibility of defeaters.

11 5ee the first two chapters of Plantinga, “ReasuhBelief in God”.

M2 This is because if a contemporary prophet writsprophecy down then one has written prophetic
literature which, being the word of God, is auttadive writing alongside scripture.

113 See Quentin Smith & William Lane Craifheism, Atheisnand Big Bang CosmologjNew York:
Oxford University Press, 1993) also William Laneai@ The Kalam Cosmological Argumefhtondon:
Macmillan, 1979).

4 peron, “Why we Should Exclude Religion from thebluArena”.
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Again, there appears to be nothing problematic abppeals to divine law in this way.
While it is true there is disagreement about whatd Gas commanded, there is also
disagreement about what is right and wrong in secethics as well. Further, the debates
in theology seem no more or less resolvable incppla than the debates in

contemporary, secular ethics. Robert Adams sursaufhi

[N]othing in the history of modern secular ethidaory gives reason to expect
that the general agreement on a single compreteersincal theory will ever be
achieved — or that, if achieved, it would long emdin a climate of free
inquiry... the development and advocacy of a religitheory, therefore, does
not destroy a realistic possibility of agreemeait tirould otherwise exist?®

115 Robert Adams, “Religious Ethics in a Pluralistiscfty,” in Prospects for a Common Moralitgd.
Gene Outka & John P. Reeder Jr. (Princeton: Pomcgniversity Press, 1993) 97.
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V. Conclusion to Part Two

From the outset of this work | articulated a thpgemise argument against feticide:

[1] Killing a human being without justification Vi@tes the law of God.
[2] A formed conceptus (i.e. a fetus) is a humaindpe
[3] In the case of feticide (at least in the mdjorf cases) insufficient or no

justification is forthcoming.

| have now examined three of the most influentlgkotions to [1]. These objections are
that there was something either philosophicallybfgmatic or irrational about divine
commands or that appeals to them were inappropimage pluralistic context. | have
argued why these objections fail. If, as | suspibetse objections are representative of the
reasons why it is widely suggested that divine camads have little or no place in ethical
theorising, then | think the appropriate concludimdraw is that this widely-held position
is mistaken. Theologians can and should unashamailiise divine commands in their

ethical theorising and appeal to them in argument.



