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Moral argunments were the type of theistic argunent nost characteristic of the
ni neteenth and early twentieth centuries. Mre recently they have becone one of
phi | osophy' s abandoned farns. The fields are still fertile, but they have not
been cultivated systematically since the | atest nethods canme in. The ranbling
Vi ctorian farnmhouse has not been kept up as well as simlar structures, and
peopl e have not been stripping the sentinental gingerbread off the porches to
reveal the clean lines of argument. This paper is intended to contribute to the
remedy of this neglect. It will deal with quite a nunber of argunents, because
think we can understand them better if we place themin relation to each other.
This will not leave time to be as subtle, historically or philosophically, as I
would |ike to be, but | hope | will be able to prove sonething nore than nmy own
taste for Victoriana.

Let us begin with one of the nobst obvious, though perhaps never the nost

fashi onabl e, argunents on the farm an Argunment fromthe Nature of Ri ght and
Wong. W believe quite firmy that certain things are norally right and others
are norally wong (for exanple, that it is wong to torture another person to
death just for fun). Questions nay be raised about the nature of that which is
believed in these beliefs: what does the rightness or wongness of an act
consist in? | believe that the nost adequate answer is provided by a theory that
entails the existence of God--specifically, by the theory that noral rightness
and w ongness consi st in agreenent and di sagreenent, respectively, with the wll
or commands of a loving God. One of the nbst generally accepted reasons for
believing in the existence of anything is that its existence is inplied by the
theory that seens to account nobst adequately for sone subject nmatter. | take it,
therefore, that ny netaethical views provide me with a reason of sone wei ght for
believing in the existence of Cod.

Perhaps sonme will think it disreputably "tender-m nded" to accept such a reason
where the subject matter is noral. It nay be suggested that the epistenol ogical
status of noral beliefs is so far inferior to that of physical beliefs, for
exanpl e, that any noral belief found to entail the existence of an otherw se
unknown obj ect ought sinply to be abandoned. But in spite of the genera

uneasi ness about norality that pervades our culture, nost of us do hold nany
noral beliefs with al nost the highest degree of confidence. So | ong as we think
it reasonable to argue at all from grounds that are not absolutely certain,
there is no clear reason why such confident beliefs, in ethics as in other
fields, should not be accepted as prem ses in arguing for the existence of
anything that is required for the nost satisfactory theory of their subject
matter. 1



The divine command theory of the nature of right and wong conbi nes two

advant ages not jointly possessed by any of its nontheol ogi cal conpetitors. These
advant ages are sufficiently obvious that their nature can be indicated quite
briefly to persons familiar with the netaethical debate, though they are also so
controversial that it would take a book-length review of the contending theories
to defend nmy clains. The first advantage of divine command netaethics is that it
presents facts of noral rightness and wongness as objective, nonnatural facts-
objective in the sense that whether they obtain or not does not depend on

whet her any human being thinks they do, and nonnatural in the sense that they
cannot be stated entirely in the | anguage of physics, chem stry, biology, and
human or ani mal psychology. For it is an objective but not a natural fact that
God commands, permts, or forbids sonething. Intuitively this is an advantage.

If we are tenpted to say that there are only natural facts of right and wong,

or that there are no objective facts of right and wong at all, it is chiefly
because we have found so nuch obscurity in theories about objective, nonnatural
ethical facts. W seemnot to be acquainted with the sinple, nonnatural ethical
properties of the intuitionists, and we do not understand what a Pl atonic Form
of the Good or the Just would be. The second advantage of divine comrand
metaethics is that it is relatively intelligible. There are certainly
difficulties in the notion of a divine command, but at |least it provides us nore
clearly with matter for thought than the intuitionist and Pl atonic conceptions
do.

We need not discuss here to what extent these advantages of the divine conmand
theory may be possessed by ot her theol ogical netaethical theories--for exanple,
by views according to which noral principles do not depend on God's will for
their validity, but on his understanding for their ontol ogical status. Such
theories, if one is inclined to accept them can of course be made the basis of
an argunent for theism?2

What we cannot avoid discussing, and at greater |ength than the advantages, are
the all eged di sadvantages of divine command netaethics. The advantages may be
easi ly recogni zed, but the di sadvantages are generally thought to be decisive. |
have argued el sewhere, in sone detail, that they are not decisive.3 Here let us
concentrate on three objections that are particularly inportant for the present
argument .

(1) I'n accordance with the conception of netaethics as analysis of the neanings
of ternms, a divine command theory is often construed as claimng that 'right’
means commanded (or permtted) by God, and that 'wong' neans forbidden by God.
This gives rise to the objection that people who do not believe that there
exists a God to conmmand or forbid still use the terns '"right' and 'wong', and
are said (even by theists) to believe that certain actions are right and others
wong. Surely those atheists do not nmean by 'right' and 'wong' what the divine
command theory seens to say they nmust nean. Moreover, it may be objected that
any argument for the existence of God fromthe prem se that certain actions are
right and others wong will be viciously circular if that prem se neans that
certain actions are commanded or permtted by God and ot hers forbidden by God.
One mght reply that it is not obviously inpossible for soneone to disbelieve
sonmething that is analytically inplied by sonmething el se that he asserts. Nor is
it inpossible for the conclusion of a perfectly good, noncircular argunment to be
analytically inplied by its prem ses. But issues about the nature of conceptual
anal ysis, and of circularity in argunent, can be avoided here. For in the
present argunent, a divine conmand theory need not be construed as saying that



the existence of God is analytically inplied by ascriptions of rightness and
wrongness. It can be construed as proposing an answer to a question |left open by
the neaning of 'right' and "wong', rather than as a theory of the neani ng of

t hose terns.

The ordi nary nmeanings of many terns that signify properties, such as 'hot' and
"electrically charged', do not contain enough information to answer all
questions about the nature (or even in sone cases the identity) of the
properties signified. Analysis of the neaning of 'wong' mght show, for
exanpl e, that 'Nuclear deterrence is wong' ascribes to nuclear deterrence a
property about which the speaker may be certain of very little except that it
bel ongs, independently of his views, to many actions that he opposes, such as
torturing people just for fun. The anal ysis of neani ng need not conpletely
determine the identity of this property, but it may still be argued that a

di vine conmand theory identifies it nost adequately.

(2) The gravest objection to the nore extrene forns of divine conmand theory is
that they inply that if God conmmanded us, for exanple, to nmake it our chief end
inlife toinflict suffering on other human beings, for no other reason than
that he commanded it, it would be wong not to obey. Finding this concl usion
unacceptable, | prefer a less extrene, or nodified, divine command theory, which
identifies the ethical property of wongness with the property of being contrary
to the commands of a loving God. Since a God who commanded us to practice
cruelty for its own sake would not be a loving God, this nodified divine conmand
theory does not inply that it would be wong to di sobey such a command.

But the objector may continue his attack: "Suppose that God did not exist, or
that he existed but did not |ove us. Even the nodified divine conmand theory
inplies that in that case it would not be wong to be cruel to other people. But
surely it would be wong." The objector nmay have failed to distinguish sharply
two clains he may want to nmake: that sone acts would be wong even if God did
not exist, and that sonme acts are wong even if God does not exist. | grant the
|atter. Even if divine command netaethics is the best theory of the nature of
right and wong, there are other theories which are nore plausible than denying
that cruelty is wong. If God does not exist, ny theory is false, but presunably
the best alternative to it is true, and cruelty is still wong.

But suppose there is in fact a God-indeed a | oving God-and that the ethical
property of wongness is the property of being forbidden by a loving God. It
follows that no actions would be wong in a world in which no | oving God
existed, if '"wong' designates rigidly (that is, in every possible world) the
property that it actually designates.4 For no actions would have that property
in such a world. Even in a world without God, however, the best renaining
alternative to divine command netaethics mght be correct in the foll ow ng way.
In such a world there could be people very Iike us who would say truly,
"Kindness is right," and "Cruelty is wong." They woul d be speaki ng about

ki ndness and cruelty, but not about rightness and wongness. That is, they would
not be speaking about the properties that are rightness and w ongness, though
they m ght be speaki ng about properties (perhaps natural properties) that they
woul d be calling 'rightness' and 'wongness'. But they would be using the words
‘right' and 'wong' with the sanme neaning as we actually do. For the neaning of
the words, | assune, |eaves open sone questions about the identity of the
properties they designate.



Sone di vine command theorists could not consistently reply as | have suggested
to the present objection. Their theory is about the neaning of 'right' and
"wong', or they think all alternatives to it (except the conplete denial of
noral distinctions) are too absurd to play the role | have suggested for
alternative theories. But there is another reply that is open to them They can
say that although wongness is not a property that woul d be possessed by cruelty
in awrld wthout God, the possibility or idea of cruelty-in-a-world-wthout-
God does possess, in the actual world (with God), a property that is close kin
to wongness: the property of being frowned on, or viewed wth disfavor, by God.
The experience of responding enotionally to fiction should convince us that it
is possible to vieww th the strongest favor or disfavor events regarded as
taking place in a world that would not, or m ght not, include one's own

exi stence--and if possible for us, why not for God? If we are inclined to say
that cruelty in a world wi thout God would be wong, that is surely because of an
attitude of disfavor that we have in the actual world toward such a possibility.
And if our attitude corresponds to an objective, nonnatural noral fact, why
cannot that fact be one that obtains in the actual world, rather than in the
supposed world wi thout God?

(3) It my be objected that the advantages of the divine command theory can be
obt ai ned wi thout an entail ment of God's existence. For the rightness of an
action mght be said to consist in the fact that the action would agree with the
conmands of a loving God if one existed, or does so agree if a |loving God

exi sts. This nodification transforns the divine command theory into a
nonnaturalistic formof the ideal observer theory of the nature of right and
wong.5 It has the advantage of identifying rightness and wongness with
properties that actions could have even if God does not exist. And of course it
takes away the basis of ny netaethical argunent for theism

The flaw in this theory is that it is difficult to see what is supposed to be
the force of the counterfactual conditional that is centrally involved in it. If
there is no loving God, what nakes it the case if there were one, he would
command this rather than that? Wthout an answer to this question, the crucial
counterfactual |acks a clear sense (cf. chapter 6 in this volune). | can see
only two possible answers: either that what any possible | oving God woul d
command is logically determ ned by the concept of a loving God, or that it is
determ ned by a causal |aw. Neither answer seens likely to work w thout
depriving the theory of sone part of the advantages of divine conmmand

nmet aet hi cs.

No doubt some concl usi ons about what he woul d not conmand follow | ogically or
analytically fromthe concept of a |loving God. He would not conmand us to
practice cruelty for its owmn sake, for exanple. But in sonme cases, at least, in
whi ch we believe the act is wong, it seens only contingent that a | oving God
does or would frown on increasing the happi ness of other people by the painless
and undetected killing of a person who wants to live but wll alnost certainly
not live happily.6 Very diverse preferences about what things are to be treated
as personal rights seemconpatible with |ove and certainly with deity. O

course, you could explicitly build all your noral principles into the definition
of the kind of hypothetical divine conmands that you take to make facts of right
and wong. But then the fact that your principles would be endorsed by the
commands of such a God adds nothing to the principles thensel ves; whereas,

endor sement by an actual divine command woul d add sonet hing, which is one of the
advant ages of di vine conmand net aet hi cs.



Nor is it plausible to suppose that there are causal |aws that determ ne what
woul d be commanded by a loving God, if there is no God. Al causal |aws, at
bottom are about actual things. There are no causal |aws, though there could be
| egends, about the netabolismof chinmeras or the susceptibility of centaurs to
polio. There are physical |aws about frictionless notions which never occur, but
they are extrapolated fromfacts about actual notions. And we can hardly obtain
a causal |aw about the commands of a possible |oving God by extrapol ating from
causal | aws governing the behavior of nonkeys, chinpanzees, and human bei ngs, as
if every possible God would sinply be a very superior primate. Any such
extrapol ati on, noreover, would destroy the character of the theory of

hypot heti cal divine commands as a theory of nonnatatural facts.

Qur discussion of the Argunent fromthe Nature of R ght and Wong nay be
concluded wth sonme reflections on the nature of the God in whose existence it

gi ves us sone reason to believe. (1) The appeal of the argunent lies in the
provi sion of an explanation of noral facts of whose truth we are already
confident. It nust therefore be taken as an argunent for the existence of a God
whose conmands--and presumably, whose purposes and character as well--are in
accord with our nost confident judgnments of right and wong. | have suggested
that he nust be a loving God. (2) He nust be an intelligent being, so that it
makes sense to speak of his having a will and issuing comands. Maxi num adequacy
of a divine conmand theory surely requires that God be supposed to have enornous
know edge and understanding of ethically relevant facts, if not absolute
omi sci ence. He should be a God "unto whom all hearts are open, all desires
known, and from whom no secrets are hid." (3) The argunent does not seemto
imply very nmuch about God's power, however--certainly not that he is omnipotent.
(4) Nor is it obvious that the argunment supports belief in the unity or

uni queness of God. Maybe the netaethical place of divine commands could be taken
by the unani nous deliverances of a senate of deities, although that conception
rai ses troubl esone questions about the nature of the norality or quasi-norality
that nust govern the relations of the gods with each other.

The nost influential noral argunments for theistic belief have been a famly of
argunments that may be called Kantian. They have a common center in the idea of a
noral order of the universe and are argunents for belief in a God sufficiently
powerful to establish and maintain such an order. The Kantian famly has nenbers
on both sides of one of the nost fundanental distinctions in this area: the

di stinction between theoretical and practical argunents. By "a theoretical noral

argunment for theistic belief" I nmean an argunment having an ethical prem se and
purporting to prove the truth, or enhance the probability, of theism By "a
practical argunment for theistic belief” | nean an argunent purporting only to

give ethical or other practical reasons for believing that God exists. The
practical argunent may have no direct bearing at all on the truth or probability
of the belief whose practical advantage it extols. Argunments fromthe Nature of
Ri ght and Wong are clearly theoretical noral argunents for theistic belief.
Kant, w thout warning us of any such distinction, gives us sonetines a
theoretical and sonetinmes a practical argunent (in ny sense of "theoretical" and
"practical,"” not his). H's theoretical argunent goes roughly as foll ows:

(A) W ought (norally) to pronote the realization of the highest good.
(B) What we ought to do nust be possible for us to do.



(© It is not possible for us to pronote the realization of the highest good
unl ess there exists a God who nmakes the realization possible.
(D) Therefore, there exists such a God.

Kant was not clear about the theoretical character of this argunent, and stated
as its conclusion that "it is norally necessary to assune the existence of
God.,,7 Its prem ses, however; plainly inply the nore theoretical conclusion
that God exists. (C) needs explanation. Kant conceived of the highest good as
conposed of two elenents. The first elenent, noral virtue, depends on the

wills of noral agents and does not require divine intervention for its
possibility. But the second el enent, the happiness of noral agents in strict
proportion to their virtue, will not be realized unless there is a noral order
of the universe. Such an order, Kant argues, cannot be expected of the | aws of
nature, w thout God.

Doubts may be rai sed whether Kant's conception of the highest good is ethically
correct and whether there m ght not be sone nontheistic basis for a perfect
proportionnment of happiness to virtue. But a nore decisive objection has often
been made to (A): In any reasonable norality we will be obligated to pronote
only the best attainable approxi mtion of the highest good. For this reason
Kant's theoretical noral argunent for theismdoes not seemvery promsing to
me. 8

El sewhere Kant argues quite differently. He even denies that a command to
pronote the highest good is contained in, or analytically derivable from the
noral law. He clains rather that we will be "hindered" from doing what the noral
| aw commands us to do unless we can regard our actions as contributing to the
realization of "a final end of all things" which we can also make a "final end
for all our actions and abstentions.” He argues that only the highest good can
serve norally as such a final end and that we therefore have a conpelling nora
need to believe in the possibility of its realization.9 This yields only a
practical argunent for theistic belief. Stripped of sone of its nore

di stinctively Kantian dress, it can be stated in terns of "denoralization," by
which | nean a weakening or deterioration of noral notivation.

(E) I't would be denoralizing not to believe there is a noral order of the

uni verse, for then we would have to regard it as very likely that the history of
the universe will not be good on the whole, no matter what we do.

(F) Denoralization is norally undesirable.

(G Therefore, there is noral advantage in believing that there is a noral order
of the universe.

(H Theism provides the nost adequate theory of a noral order of the universe.
(J) Therefore, there is a noral advantage in accepting theism

What is a noral order of the universe? |I shall not fornulate any necessary
condition. But let us say that the followng is logically sufficient for the
uni verse's having a noral order: (1) A good world-history requires sonething
besi des human virtue (it mght, as Kant thought, require the happiness of the
virtuous); but (2) the universe is such that norally good actions will probably
contribute to a good world-history. (I use '"world as a convenient synonym for
‘universe'.)

Thei sm has several secular conpetitors as a theory of a noral order of the
universe in this sense. The idea of scientific and cultural progress has



provi ded |iberal thinkers, and Marxi sm has provided socialists, with hopes of a
good worl d-history without God. It would be rash to attenpt to adjudicate this
conpetition here. | shall therefore not comment further on the truth of (H) but
concentrate on the argunent from (E) and (F) to (G. It is, after all, of great
interest in itself, religiously and in other ways, if norality gives us a reason
to believe in a noral order of the universe.

Is (E) true? Wuld it indeed be denoralizing not to believe there is a noral
order of the universe? The issue is in |large part enpirical. It is for
soci ol ogi sts and psychol ogi sts to investigate scientifically what are the
effects of various beliefs on human notivation. And the notivational effects of
religious belief formone of the central thenes of the classics of specul ative
soci ol ogy. 10 But | have the inpression there has not yet been very nuch "hard"
enpirical research casting light directly on the question whether (E) is true.

It may be particularly difficult to develop enpirical research techni ques subtle
enough phil osophically to produce results relevant to our present argunent. One
woul d have to specify which phenonena count as a weakening or deterioration of

noral notivation. One would al so have to distinguish the effects of belief in a
noral world order fromthe effects of other religious beliefs, for (E) could be
true even if, as sone have held, the effects of actual religious beliefs have

been predom nantly bad froma noral point of view The bad consequences m ght be
due to doctrines which are separable fromfaith in anoral order of the universe.

Lacking scientifically established answers to the enpirical aspects of our
guestion, we nmay say, provisionally; what seens plausible to us. And (E) does
seem quite plausible to nme. Seeing our lives as contributing to a valued | arger
whol e is one of the things that gives thema point in our own eyes. The norally
good person cares about the goodness of what happens in the world and not just
about the goodness of his own actions. If a right action can be seen as
contributing to sone great good, that increases the inportance it has for him
Conversely, if he thinks that things will turn out badly no matter what he does,
and especially if he thinks that (as often appears to be the case) the |ong-
range effects of right action are about as likely to be bad as good, |l that
will dimnish the enptional attraction that duty exerts on him12 Having to
regard it as very likely that the history of the universe will not be good on
the whole, no matter what one does, seens apt to induce a cynical sense of
futility about the noral life, underm ning one's noral resolve and one's
interest in noral considerations. My judgnment on this issue is subject to two
qual i fi cations, however.

(1) We cannot plausibly ascribe nore than a denoralizing tendency to disbelief
in a noral order of the universe. There are certainly people who do not believe
in such an order, but show no signs of denoralization.

(2) I't may be doubted how nuch nost people are affected by beliefs or
expectations about the history of the universe as a whole. Perhaps nost of us
could sustain with conparative equanimty the bl eakest of pessim sm about the
twenty-third century if only we held brighter hopes for the nearer future of our
own culture, country, or famly, or even (God forgive us!) our own phil osophy
departnment. The belief that we can acconplish sonething significant and good for
our own imedi ate collectivities may be quite enough to keep us going norally.
On the other hand, belief in a larger-scale noral order of the universe m ght be
an inportant bulwark agai nst denoralization if all or nost of one's nore



i mredi at e hopes were being dashed. | doubt that there has ever been a tinme when
noralists could afford to ignore questions about the notivational resources
avai l abl e in such desperate situations. Certainly it would be uninmginative to
suppose that we live in such a tine.

Some will object that those with the finest noral notivation can find all the
inspiration they need in a tragic beauty of the noral life itself, even if they
despair about the course of history. The nobst persuasive argunent for this view
is a presentation that succeeds in evoking noral enption in connection with the
t hought of tragedy: Bertrand Russell's early essay "A Free Man's Wrship” is an
el oquent exanple. But | remain sonmewhat skeptical. Regarded aesthetically, from
the outside, tragedy may be sublinely beautiful; lived fromthe inside, over a

| ong period of time, | fear it is only too likely to end in discouragenent and
bi tterness, though no doubt there have been shining exceptions.

But the main objection to the present argunent is an objection to all practical
argunents. It is clainmed that none of themgive justifying reasons for believing
anything at all. If there are any practical advantages that are worthy to sway
us in accepting or rejecting a belief, the advantage of not being denoralized is
surely one of them But can it be right, and intellectually honest, to believe
sonmething, or try to believe it, for the sake of any practical advantage,

however nobl e?

| believe it can. This favorable verdict on practical argunents for theoretical
conclusions is particularly plausible in "cases where faith creates its own
verification," as WlliamJanes puts it,14 or where your wish is at |east nore
likely to cone true if you believe it will. Suppose you are running for Congress
and an unexpected m sfortune has nmade it doubtful whether you still have a good
chance of winning. Probably it will at |east be clear that you are nore likely
towinif you continue to believe that your chances are good. Believing wll
keep up your spirits and your al ertness, boost the norale of your canpaign

wor kers, and nmake ot her people nore likely to take you seriously. In this case
it seenms to nme emnently reasonable for you to cling, for the sake of practical
advantage, to the belief that you have a good chance of w nning.

Anot her type of belief for which practical argunments can seemparticularly
conpelling is trust in a person. Suppose a close friend of mne is accused of a
serious crinme. | know himwell and can hardly believe he would do such a thing.
He insists he is innocent. But the evidence against him though not concl usive,
is very strong. So far as | can judge the total evidence (including ny know edge
of his character) in a cool, detached way, | would have to say it is quite
evenly balanced. | want to believe in his innocence, and there is reason to
think that | ought, norally, to believe init if | can. For he may well be
innocent. If he is, he will have a deep psychol ogical need for sonmeone to
believe him If no one believes him he will suffer unjustly a |oneliness

per haps greater than the loneliness of guilt. And who will believe himif his
close friends do not? Wio will believe himif | do not? O course | could try to
pretend to believe him If |I do that I will certainly be | ess honest with him
and | doubt that I will be nore honest with nyself, than if | really cling to
the belief that he is innocent. Mreover, the pretense is unlikely to satisfy
his need to be believed. If he knows nme well and sees ne often, ny insincerity
wi Il probably betray itself to himin sone spontaneous reaction.



The legitimacy of practical arguments nust obviously be subject to sone
restrictions. Two inportant restrictions were suggested by WIliam Janes. (1)
Practical argunments should be enployed only on questions that "cannot. be
decided on intellectual grounds."” 15 There should be a plurality of alternatives
that one finds intellectually plausible. (The option should be "living," as
James would put it.) Faith ought not to be "believing what you know ain't so."
It al so ought not to short-circuit rational inquiry; we ought not to try to
settle by practical argunent an issue that we could settle by further

i nvestigation of evidence in the tinme available for settling it. (2) The
guestion to be decided by practical argunment should be urgent and of practical

i mportance ("forced" and "nonentous,” Janes would say). If it can wait or is
pragmatically inconsequential, we can afford to suspend judgnent about it and it
Is healthier to do so.

To these | would add a third inportant restriction: It would be irrational to
accept a belief on the ground that it gives you a reason for doing sonething
that you want to do. To the extent that your belief is based on a desire to do
X, it cannot add to your reasons for doing x. There will be a vicious practi cal
circle in a practical argunment for any belief unless it is judged that the
beli ef woul d be advantageous even if it were no nore probable than it seens to
be in advance of the practical argunent. It nmay be rational to be swayed by a
practical argunent, on the other hand, if one is not inventing a reason for
doi ng sonething, but trying to sustain in oneself the enotional conditions for
doi ng sonet hi ng one al ready has enough reason to want to do.

Suppose again that you are a congressional candidate trying, for practica
reasons, to maintain in yourself the belief that you have a good chance to w n.
This is irrational if your aimis to get yourself to do things that you think it
woul d be unreasonable to do if you were less confident. But it is not irrational
if your primary aimis to foster in yourself the right spirit to do nost
effectively things you think it reasonable to do anyway. The rationality of your
trying, for practical reasons, to believe depends in this case on the strength
of your antecedent commtnent to going all out to win the election.

Simlarly I think that the rationality of trying for noral reasons to believe in
a noral order of the universe depends in |arge neasure on the antecedent
strength of one's commitnent to norality. If one is strongly conmtted, so that
one wi shes to be noral even if the world is not, and if one seeks, not reasons
to be noral, but enotional undergirding for the noral life, then it my well be
rational to be swayed by the practical argunent for the belief. It can al so be
intellectually honest, provided that one acknow edges to oneself the partly

vol untary character and practical basis of one's belief. In speaking of honesty
here, what | have in mnd is that there is no self-deception going on, and that
one is formng one's belief in accordance with principles that one approves and
woul d conmend in other cases. But there are other intellectual virtues besides
honesty. 16 It is an intellectual virtue to proportion the strength of one's
belief to the strength of the evidence, in nost cases. 17 On the other hand, it
seens to be an intellectual virtue, and is surely not a vice, to think
charitably of other people. And what is it to think charitably of others? It is,
in part, to require less evidence to think well of themthan to think ill of
them and thus, in sonme cases, not to proportion the strength of one's belief to
the strength of the evidence. Yet thinking charitably of others is not a species
of intellectual dishonesty. Neither is it invariably an intellectual vice to be
swayed by practical argunents.



Both Kantian and Christian theisminply that true self-interest is in harnony
with norality. Kant believed that in the long run one's happiness wll be
strictly proportioned to one's virtue. And if that would be denied by many
Christian theol ogians for the sake of the doctrine of grace, they would at | east
mai ntai n that no one can enjoy the greatest happiness wthout a deep noral
comm tment and that every good person will be very happy in the Iong run. They
believe that the nost inportant parts of a good person's self-interest are
eternally safe, no matter how nmuch his virtue or saintliness may lead himto
sacrifice here below The truth of these beliefs is surely another logically
sufficient condition of the universe's having a noral order. (I assune that
virtue is not sorichly its owmn reward as to be sufficient in itself for

happi ness.)

There are both theoretical and practical argunents for theistic belief which are
first of all argunents for faith in a noral world order that harnonizes self-
interest wwth norality. As such, they belong to the Kantian type. For obvi ous
reasons, let us call them"individualistic," by contrast wwth Kant's own, nore
"universalistic," argunents.

The practical argunments of this individualistic Kantian type depend on the claim
that it would be denoralizing not to believe in a harnony of self-interest with
virtue. Many religious and social thinkers, fromGeek antiquity to Freud, 18
have ascribed to the gods the function of invisible policenen, reinforcing noral
notivation with self-concern, through belief in supernatural rewards and

puni shnents. Disbelief in this cosmc constabulary has been widely feared as a
breach in the di ke that hol ds back our baser desires. It is doubtful, however,
that the gods have been effective policenen. One of the few relatively "hard"
enpirical data in this area is that crimnal behavior is not negatively
correlated with assent to religious doctrines. 19

For this reason | think we are likely to obtain a nore plausible argunent for
the noral advantage of belief in a harnony of self-interest wwth virtue if we
focus not on gross but on subtle denoralization-not on the avoi dance of crine
but on the higher reaches of the noral |ife. 20 The conviction that every good
person will be very happy in the long run has often contributed, in religious
believers, to a cheerful ness and singl e-heartedness of noral devotion that they
probably woul d not have had without it. This integration of notives may be
regarded as norally advantageous even if its |oss does not lead to crimnality.

| anticipate the objection that self-interest has no place in the highest

ethical notives, and that belief in the harnony of self-interest with norality
therefore debases rather than el evates one's notivation. \What could be nobl er
than the virtuous sacrifice of what one regards as one's only chance for great
happi ness? Yet such sacrifice is rendered inpossible by faith in the sure reward
of virtue. | have two replies:

(1) Self-interest remains a powerful notive in the best of us; a life of which
that was not true would hardly be recogni zable as human. It is not obvious that
a hard-won victory over even the nost enlightened self-interest is norally
preferable to the integration of notives resulting fromthe belief that it wll
be well wth the righteous in the long run. Those who hold that belief stil



have plenty of victories to win over shorter-sighted desires. And it is

pl ausi bl e to suppose--though I do not know that anyone has proved it--that we
are nore likely to attain to the goodness that is possible through an
integration of notives, than to win a death struggle with our own deepest self-
interest, since the latter is so hard.

(2) It is not only in our own case that we have to be concerned about the

rel ati on between self-interest and virtue. We influence the actions of other
peopl e and particularly of people we |ove. Mrally, no doubt, we ought to

i nfluence themin the direction of always doing right (so far as it is
appropriate to influence themdeliberately at all). But as we care about their
self-interest too, our encouragenent of virtue in themis apt to be nore

whol ehearted and therefore nore effective, if we believe that they will be happy
inthe long run if they do right. 21 It is hard to see any ground for a charge
of selfishness in this aspect of faith in the sure reward of virtue. It is not
unambi guously noble (though it mght be right) to encourage sonmeone el se-even
sonmeone you | ove-to nmake a great and permanent sacrifice of his true self-
interest. W have no reason to regret the | oss of opportunities to influence
others so sadly. | amnore disturbed by another objection. | have said that it
is irrational to accept a belief on the ground that it gives you a reason for
doi ng sonet hi ng. Soneone nay, of course, seriously and reflectively want to |ive
al ways as he norally ought, even if doing so really costs himhis only chance at
happi ness. He may therefore already have reason enough to resist cowardice,
weakness of will, and any grudging attitude toward his duty. And he may
correctly judge that thinking of his happiness as assured in the long run (in a
life after death, if necessary) would provide enotional strength against such
tenptations. Only in such a case may one reasonably be swayed by a practi cal
argunment for faith in a harnony of self-interest with virtue. But this faith--
much nore than faith in the possibility of a good worl d-history--seens
perilously likely to be regarded as noral ly advantageous chiefly on the
fraudul ent ground that it gives one a reason for living virtuously, or perhaps
takes away reasons for not living virtuously. Indeed, where it is our

encour agenent of other people's virtue that is at issue, it seens doubtful that
we ought to seek confort or fortitude in anything but reasons. There is no
particular virtue in ny feeling better about the sacrifices | encourage you to
make.

This interest in reasons for being noral, which threatens to vitiate a practical
argunment, forms the basis of an interesting theoretical noral argunent for a
harnmony of self-interest with norality. 22 It is widely thought that nora

j udgnment s have an action- and preference-guiding force that they could not have
unl ess everyone had reason to follow themin his actions and preferences. But
there has al so been w despread dissatisfaction with argunents purporting to show
that everyone does have reason always to be noral. It has even been suggested
that this dissatisfaction ought to |lead us to noderate the clains we have been
accustonmed to make for the force of the noral "ought.”23

It is plausibly assuned, however, that virtually everyone has a deep and strong
desire for his own happiness. So if happiness wll in the long run be strictly
proportioned to noral goodness, that explains how virtually everyone does have
an inportant reason to want to be good. W may fairly count this as a
theoretical advantage of Kantian theism if we are intuitively inclined to
bel i eve that noral judgnents have a force that inplies that virtually everyone
has reason to foll ow them



Thi s advantage of Kantian theism may be shared by other, perhaps nore Christian
t heol ogies in which the connection between happi ness and virtue is less strict,
provided they inply (as I would expect themto) that everyone woul d be very
happy, and nore satisfied with his |life, in the long run, if he lived al ways as
he norally and religiously ought. The advantage is certainly shared by sone
nont hei stic theories. The Buddhi st doctrine of Karma is instanced by Sidgw ck as
a theory of "rewards inseparably attaching to right conduct. . . by the natural
operation of an inpersonal Law. ,,24 | think it is plausible, however, to
suppose that if we are to have such a harnony of self-interest with duty, we
nmust have recourse to the supernatural and presumably to an enornously powerful
and know edgeabl e virtuous agent.

| doubt that this line of argunment can provide a really strong support for any
sort of theism For on the basis of intuitive appeal, the prem se that noral
judgnments have a force that inplies that virtually everyone has reason to foll ow
themw ||l not bear nearly as nuch weight as the conviction that sone acts are
noral ly right and others wong, which served as a premse in ny Argunent from

the Nature of Ri ght and Wong. | have focused, as nost phil osophical discussion
of the noral argunments has, on the connections of theismwth the nature of
right and wong and with the idea of a noral order of the universe. | amkeenly

aware that they formonly part of the total noral case for theistic belief.

Thei stic conceptions of guilt and forgiveness, 25 for exanple, or of God as a
friend who wi tnesses, judges, appreciates, and can renenber all of our actions,
choi ces, and enotions, may well have theoretical and practical noral advantages
at | east as conpelling as any that we have di scussed.

| V

Per haps noral argunents establish, at nost, subsidiary advantages of belief in
God' s exi stence. They are nore crucial to the case for his goodness. Causal
argunments fromthe exi stence and qualities of the world may have sone force to
persuade us that there is a God, but they plainly have nmuch | ess support to
offer the proposition, (K) If there is a God, he is norally very good.

(Here | define '"a God' as a creator and governor of the whol e universe, suprene
i n understandi ng and know edge as well as in power, so that (K) is not a

t aut ol ogy.)

There is a powerful noral argunent for (K). Belief in the existence of an evil

or anoral God would be norally intolerable. In view of his power, such belief
woul d be apt to carry with it all the disadvantages, theoretical and practical,
of disbelief in a noral order of the universe. But | ameven nore concerned
about the consequences it would have in view of his know edge and under st andi ng.
We are to think of a being who understands human |ife nuch better than we do--
understands it well enough to create and control it. Anong other things, he nust
surely understand our noral ideas and feelings. He understands everyone's poi nt
of view, and has a nore objective, or at |least a nore conplete and bal anced vi ew
of human rel ationshi ps than any of us can have. He has whatever self-control,
stability, and integration of purpose are inplied in his having produced a world
as constant in its causal order as our own. And now we are to suppose that that
bei ng does not care to support with his will the noral principles that we
believe are true. W are to suppose that he either opposes sone of them or does
not care enough about sone of themto act on them | submt that if we really
believed there is a God |ike that, who understands so nuch and yet disregards



some or all of our noral principles, it would be extrenely difficult for us to
continue to regard those principles with the respect that we believe is due
them Since we believe that we ought to pay themthat respect, this is a great
noral di sadvantage of the belief that there is an evil or anpral God. | think

t he same di sadvantage attends even the belief that there is a norally slack God,
since noral slackness involves sone disregard of noral principles. There m ght
seemto be | ess danger in the belief that there is a norally weak CGod: perhaps
one who can't resist the inpulse to toy with us immorally, but who feels guilty
about it. At |east he would be seen as caring enough about noral principles to
feel guilty. But he would not be seen as caring enough about themto control a
childish inmpulse. And | think that our respect for the noral law w |l be
underm ned by any belief which inplies that our noral sensibilities were
created, and are thoroughly understood, by a being who does not find an
absolutely controlling inportance in the ends and principles of true norality.

I shall not offer here a definitive answer to the question, whether this noral
argunent for belief in God' s goodness is theoretical or practical. There may be
nmet aet hi cal vi ews-perhaps sone ideal observer theory which inply that nothing
could be a true noral principle if there is a God who does not fully accept it.
Such views, together with the thesis that there are true noral principles, would
inmply the truth of (K) and not nerely the desirability of believing (K). That
woul d produce a theoretical argunent.

On the other hand, it mght be clainmed that noral principles would still be
true, and the respect that is due themundi mnished, if there were an evil or
anoral God, but that it would be psychologically difficult or inpossible for us
to respect themas we ought if we believed themto be disregarded or lightly
regarded by an all-knowing Creator. This claiminplies that there is a norally

i mportant advantage in believing that if there is a God he is norally very good.
I think that this practical argunment for believing (K) is sound, if the
theoretical argument is not.

In closing, | shall permt nyself an argunment ad hom nem The hypothesis that
there is an anoral God is not open to the best known objection to theism the
argunment fromevil. Whatever nay be said against the design argunent for theism

it is at least far fromobvious that the world was not designed. Yet hardly any
phi | osopher takes seriously the hypothesis that it was designed by an anoral or
evil being. Are there any good grounds for rejecting that hypothesis? Only noral
grounds. One ought to reflect on that before asserting that noral argunents are
out of place in these matters.
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