IS GOD NECESSARY FOR MORALITY – Shelly Kagan and William Lane Craig Debate

Stephen’s Summary of Kagan’s Argument:

1. The basic moral law is: don’t hurt, do help.

2. This moral law is objective and can exist without God.

3. The deeper source of this moral law is reason itself (the hypothetical bargaining situation).

4. If accepted that moral requirements require a requirer, the requirer is all the rest of us members of the society. 

Kagan’s Presentation:

Outline: (1:26, 4:47)
1) Sketch a plausible account of morality.

2) Anticipate and answer objections against it.
Preliminary Remarks:

· I’ll be trying to anticipate Craig’s arguments and that might be unfair. (1:10)
· This view is “Atheistic” in that it doesn’t make use of God, but isn’t limited to only atheists. Theists are welcome to it as well. (1:39)
Beginning issues:

· First, I’ll put aside a few questions: 
· Could people act morally without God? Of course they can. Atheists and theists are equally capable of acting morally and immorally. (2:26)
· Do non-theists believe in morality? Of course we do. (4:00)
· The question is: could there really be morality without God. (3:23)
Sketch of morality:

· The sketch: “Right and wrong is a matter of whether or not your behavior hurts people or fails to help them.”(4:51)
· Explanation:

· Once that’s in place, the more normal rules for morality fall out from that. (5:16)
· There are details that would need to be worked out, that are unnecessary for this debate. (5:51)
· This is a bit of a simplification (e.g. self-defense) there are exceptions that would need to be worked out. (6:20)
“That’s the nutshell of the moral theory that I believe in, and clearly I didn’t say anything about God, so it seems to me I’m entitled to say that I believe in morality I’m entitled to believe in morality and the question I only want to ask at this point is ‘Why would anyone believe otherwise?’” (6:50)
Objections:
· “Are these things really wrong on the view I’ve just sketched or is it just a matter of opinion?” (7:10)

· Is there a “fact of the matter”?

· “I think it’s wrong to rape, it’s not just a matter of opinion.”… “rape is wrong. Full stop.” (8:03)
· On an atheist account I’m inclined to think, of course there can.

· “What makes it wrong?” (8:18)

· It’s wrong because it harms the victim. (8:20)
· “What do we mean in saying that it’s wrong to rape?” (8:22)

· This is controversial.

· To believe in morality is to believe there are reasons to be moral that are overriding. “they’re categorical reasons” (9:20)

· “It’s not up to me to make it so, it’s just so.”(9:23)

· “Is there a deeper account that can be offered about where these reasons come from or what makes them so? (9:32)

· secular atheists philosophers disagree. (9:46)
· Non-foundationailsts 

· We can state the rules and can boil them down to simpler rules, but there is nothing deeper to be said. It’s just an objective fact about reality. That’s how it is. (9:54)
· Foundationalists

· One such foundationalist account: Contractarianism (11:00)
· The moral rules are the ones we would agree to if we were perfectly rational.  (11:12)
· The reasoning must take place under a “veil of ignorance.”(11:46)
· This is a deeper story of where the rules come from.

· This seems to capture a notion of objectivity for ethics. There’s a “fact of the matter”. (12:28)

· Is the output of this bargaining session necessary?
· I believe yes. 

· The moral truth is necessary, but their truth is explained in a social contract and that in turn is explained in certain truths about reasoning. (13:34)

· Where there is a requirement there is a requirer, etc. Who is the requirer (law-giver)?(14:50)

· Some agree and say there are no moral requirements.

· I would say that there are requirements, but I would ask ‘Is it really true that requirements require a require?’(15:42)

· No. e.g. the laws of logic place requirements on reasoners and I don’t see the necessity of a cosmic logician. (16:14)

· “The logic of the word requirement does not actually entail the existence of a requirer.”… “Reason itself requires that you not contradict yourself.” (17:04)
· “There doesn’t actually have to be a person who laid down the law of non-contradiction.” (17:39)

· For those sympathetic to the suggestion that a law requires a law-giver… (19:15)

· Who is the law giver if not God?

· All of us. We the members of the moral community are the ones who are laying down these requirements, which fits well with the contractarian theory I was sketching. (19:35)

· These are rules we give to one-another. So if someone breaks the rules, we (the rest of us) can appropriately turn to the other person and demand that he behave a certain way. (21:00)

