Moral Argument
Kant
Kant’s Moral Argument for the existence of God doesn’t prove God exists, it only points to the probability that God exists. Kant did not think it was possible for human intellect to prove the existence of something totally beyond anything we have experienced. Instead he turned to the ‘moral law within us’ for evidence.
· Categorical imperative involves making a moral decision from a sense of duty without any consideration of the outcome.
· Summum bonum is the state of the supreme good when virtue and happiness come together.
· Postulate is something which is an assumption; it is probable but not provable.
· Kant uses the word postulate to mean something which is thought of and put forward (postulated) as a way of solving a problem.

· Kant claims that human beings are rational, autonomous, moral decision-makers.
· Morality is a matter of doing one’s moral duty. However:
· Kant rejects the idea that God’s will or commands are the basis of morality, because he emphasises that reason is the basis of morality.

· Kant argued that because God’s existence, or not, was a matter beyond human knowledge, attempts at such as the cosmological argument or design arguments cannot succeed in demonstrating God’s existence. However, he goes on to argue that “it is morally necessary to assume the existence of God”
· God as a postulate of pure reason: Kant meant that through rational moral reasoning we end up having to put forward the idea that God exists as part of our explanation of morality. Kant would say that he is ‘morally certain’ that God exists; but this is not the same as a traditional argument to prove God exists.

· Kant emphasises the autonomy of morality: an action is only a matter of morality if this action is one that has been freely chosen. An action is a moral one if you choose to do it. We, as human beings, experience ourselves as autonomous decision-makers in daily life. Autonomy also leads Kant to reject the idea that God is a divine lawgiver who orders people to follow his rules out of fear of punishment.
· If we are autonomous what is morally right behaviour? The only intrinsically good reason for moral action is the ‘good will’. Acting according to the good will means you do an action because it is good to do, not because of any consequences. Kant gave the example of a shopkeeper.  Kant concludes that the act which is in accordance with the ‘good will’ is doing an action because it is the right thing to do and it achieves the Summum Bonum (the highest good). Kant called this idea the categorical imperative. And so, for Kant, duty is something you should do- philosophically something you ‘ought to do’. It is important to note that consequences do not matter.
· What is meant by the Summum Bonum? The achievement of moral goodness (virtue) and happiness together. The moral action is the one that is right to do (your duty) and also that because the action is virtuous it should lead to happiness and fulfilment.
· How do you work out what is your duty? Moral duties are the same universally. Your duty is something which you work out through reason and consequently it is something which applies universally- an action that is truly the right thing to do does not depend on ant factors such as whether the action will harm you or benefit you, the action is good because it is good to do. This leads Kant to suggest that through reason we can work out what is the right thing to do because the right thing to do has to be applicable universally- everywhere. 
· What does Kant mean by God’s law? God’s moral law is followed by action according to reason alone. Kant rejects any idea that God makes law we have to obey because that stops people being autonomous. Instead, he suggests that we act according to the moral law by following reason.

· Kant said there is universal agreement that some actions are right and others are wrong. It doesn’t matter what culture, circumstances or period of history we are talking about. Actions like murder and rape, for example, are always bad. This shows the existence of an objective moral law that everybody is aware of.
· Not only are we aware of this moral law, but we feel an obligation to obey it because it is the rational thing to do. To discover the right action we must apply moral reason; this will reveal the moral law and gives us the categorical imperative which we should obey.
· Duty is doing a good action for no other reason than we know it is our duty. Duty is not a response to threats or rewards. Virtue can only be duty for duty’s sake.
· Humans are obliged to carry out virtuous actions from a sense of duty, not because they expect a reward. We know from experience that whilst we can carry out a virtuous action, there is no guarantee it will always lead to happiness. However, it is logical for a virtuous action to be rewarded by happiness eventually. 
· This state, when virtue and happiness do come together, is called the Summum bonum. Kant reasoned that because the Summum bonum is rarely achieved in one lifetime, then logically there must be an afterlife in which to achieve it.
· Kant considered his argument had three necessary parts, which he called three postulates.
· Freedom/Autonomy – Kant said an action is only a matter of morality if this action is one that has been freely chosen. An action is a moral one if you choose to do it. Human beings experience themselves as autonomous decision-makers in daily life.
· Immortality – Experience tells us that virtuous actions are not always rewarded by happiness. They may attract criticism or pain. Since perfect virtue ought to result in perfect happiness, then it must exist. Because it doesn’t happen in this life, it follows that God must provide it in the next life.
· God – For Kant it follows logically that if there is another life in which humans can achieve immortality, then this means God is the necessary connection between virtue and happiness which is implied by the Summum bonum.
· Conclusion: It is logical for perfect virtue to be rewarded by perfect happiness. Humans cannot achieve the Summum bonum without God and an afterlife. God must exist to prove the Summum bonum.
Summary for The Moral Argument: 
· Kant: human beings are rational, autonomous moral decision-makers
· Kant and morality: Moral duty is something you should do. The Summum Bonum is the achievement of moral goodness (virtue) and happiness together. Through reason we can work out what is the right thing to do because the right thing to do has be to applicable universally-everywhere
· The actual moral argument of Kant: Moral action is about doing one’s duty. The reason to do one’s duty is to achieve the Summum Bonum (the highest good). The highest good must be achievable; otherwise moral goodness is pointless. What could make the highest good achievable? Answer: God. Conclusion: we should postulate the existence of God. 

Weaknesses:
· Kant argues that we should aim to achieve the highest good, but that does not necessarily mean this is possible, or that some powerful being like God exists to ensure that we have the possibility of achieving the highest good. J.L Mackie stated: “the thesis that we ought to promote the highest good implies only that we can seek to promote it”- Kant cannot claim that if God exists as a ‘postulate of pure reason’ this is not a moral case for God’s existence
· Even if we accept that a being of sufficient power is required to ensure that good ultimately is rewarded and evil is punished, it does not mean that the being is God. Davies argued that we can accept that the amount of power and knowledge required to enable people to achieve the Summum Bonum is not necessarily the same as omnipotence and omniscience. He explain the point using the example of an angel: the power and knowledge required to ensure that the Summun Bonum is achievable is just greater than that which we have, but it does not make the angel ‘God’ or equivalent to.
· Just because you ought to aim at achieving the highest good (the Summum Bonum) it does not mean that the highest good can be achieved, or even that it has to be achievable. 
· Even if one accepts Kant’s claim that God is a postulate of pure reason, that does not help an individual solve a moral problem or dilemma. Whether God exists and guarantees that you ultimately achieve the Summum Bonum is not the issue.
· Kant links the final achievement of the Summum Bonum with the achievement of happiness. There are 2 problems with this: (1) Kant specifically says that the only appropriate attitude to the categorical imperative is to do it out of a sense of duty, not expecting it to lead to anything. (2) While people may like their actions to lead to happiness this is not necessarily the motive for action. E.g. a soldier going into battle may well be acting out of a sense of duty and be satisfied with doing his or her duty. This does not necessarily mean that the soldier’s actions have to lead to happiness.
· If you believe that consequences matter, then Kant’s arguments fail because what matters is the result of an action, not just whether the Summum Bonum is achievable. 
· Kant’s moral argument is not entirely clear, as he makes a range of points in his books which do not seem to fit very happily together. If we accept Kant’s argument, what does saying ‘God is a postulate of pure reason’ actually tell us about whether God exists? The argument that the Summum Bonum in achievable implies the idea of a divine reward for a good moral life. This undermines Kant’s key claim that our decisions must be autonomous to be moral
· Kant still suggests an argument that appears rather like other arguments for God’s existence, which he called ‘theoretical arguments’. This is a problem for Kant, as Kant specifically rejects ‘theoretical arguments’ for the existence of God.
Strengths:
· Categorical Imperatvie prohibits acts that would generally be considered to be moral. 
· Distinguishes between duty (selfless) and inclination (selfish)- being able to see clearly between selfish and selfless acts
· Gives people intrinsic worth- treats people as an ends in themselves, not means to an end- recognising human rationality/reason
· One moral code for all humans
Freud
· Freud introduced the idea that our behaviour is influenced by psychological causes and not by any divine intervention. – the subconscious and childhood experiences.
· The id is the part of the mind in which human instincts such as desire and appetite are based. These desires are often suppressed by our conscious mind, but they can surface through dreams.
· As a baby develops, it gradually gains a sense of self-awareness and its own identity, which Freud termed our ego. The ego is the conscious self, the personality that the outside world sees. It is the part of the mind which is shaped by what Freud called ‘external influences’ such as life experiences like traumas, bereavements, education and so forth.
· Freud accepted that we have a conscience but disagreed that it came from God. Our conscience is a product of our unconscious mind, which he called our superego. We use the superego to reason and make decisions. Parental influence and values mould the superego and leave their mark on it. The superego is like a blank sheet of paper which society writes the rules on. We have the freedom to choose whether we act on the information the superego provides. Acting in accordance with the superego makes us feel virtuous; going against it makes us feel guilty.
· Freud recognises what influences the superego, he does not explain where the superego comes from. 
· Neurosis: problem experiences in life, such as traumas and bereavements, which are not solved but instead are repressed by the mind. Freud argued that traumas which have been suppressed show themselves as ‘obsessive  neuroses’ in adulthood, by which he meant compulsive, repetitive and irrational behaviour. 
· Freud argued that religion is an ‘obsessional neurosis’. Religious people place faith in God because it answers their desires, such as that God exists and there is a life after death. The answers religion provides are appealing, for example the promise of reward for good behaviour after death. Freud would say that the Summum bonum being achievable is a very persuasive human desire, but this in no way makes it or God a reality.
· If Freud is correct – and there is considerable evidence from modern psychology to support Freud’s claim that experience and upbringing shape our moral ideas – Kant’s claim that morality is objective and can be discovered through reason is vulnerable. If Kant’s claim is false, his argument for God’s existence as a postulate of pure reason fails.
