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Moral Law 

 A moral standard has been prescribed on 
the minds of all human beings and 
points to a Moral Law Prescriber.  

 The Moral Law says: 

1. Every law has a law giver. 

2. There is a Moral Law. 

3. Therefore, there is a Moral Law Giver. 



Moral Law 

 When we say the Moral Law exists, we 
mean that all people are impressed with a 
fundamental sense of right and wrong.  

 An absolute moral obligation is something 
that is binding on all people, at all times, 
in all places.  

 An absolute Moral Law implies an absolute 
Moral Law Giver. 



How Do We Know the Moral Law Exists? 

1.   The Moral Law is undeniable.  

2.   Our reactions help us discover the Moral 
Law (right from wrong).  

 The Moral Law is not always the standard by 
which we treat others, but it is nearly always 
the standard by which we expect others to 
treat us.   

 It does not describe how we actually 
behave, but rather it prescribes how we 
ought to behave. 



How Do We Know the Moral Law Exists? 

3. Without the Moral Law, there would be 
no human rights.  

4. Without the Moral Law, we couldn’t know 
justice or injustice.  

 We can only detect injustice because there is 
an unchanging standard of justice written on 
our hearts.   

 Indeed, you can’t know what is evil unless 
you know what is good.  And you can’t know 
what is good unless there is an unchanging 
standard of good outside of yourself.  



How Do We Know the Moral Law Exists? 

5. Without the Moral Law, there would be 
no way to measure moral differences.  

6. Without the Moral Law, you couldn’t 
know what was right or wrong.  
 In order to know what is wrong, you must 

have some idea of what right is.  

7. Without the Moral Law, there are no 
moral grounds for political or social 
dissent.  
 For if there is no Moral Law, then no position 

on any moral issue is objectively right or 
wrong – including the positions taken by 
atheists.  

 

 



How Do We Know the Moral Law Exists? 

8. If there were no Moral Law, then we 
wouldn’t make excuses for violating it.  

 You don’t need to plead with people to 
tolerate good behavior, only bad.  

 We only make excuses when we act against 
the Moral Law.  



Absolute vs. Relative:  Why the Confusion? 

 Confusion #1 – Absolute Morals vs. 
Changing Behavior - confusing behavior 
with value.   

 They confuse what is with what ought to 
be.   

 What people do is subject to change, but 
what they ought to do is not.  



Absolute vs. Relative:  Why the Confusion? 

 Confusion #2 – Absolute Morals vs. Changing 
Perceptions of the Facts – confusion between 
the existence of an absolute moral value itself 
and the understanding of the facts used in 
applying that value.  

 The perception of a moral situation is relative 
(whether witches are really murderers), but the 
moral values involved in the situation are not 
(murder has always been and always will be 
wrong). 



Absolute vs. Relative:  Why the Confusion? 

 Confusion #3 – Absolute Morals vs. 
Applying Them to Particular Situations - 
An absolute Moral Law can exist even if 
people fail to know the right thing to do in 
a particular situation. 

 The fact that there are difficult problems 
in morality doesn’t disprove the existence 
of objective moral laws.   

 If just one moral obligation exists, then 
the Moral Law exists.  If the Moral Law 
exists, then so does the Moral Law Giver. 



Absolute vs. Relative:  Why the Confusion? 

 Confusion #4 – An Absolute Command 
(What) vs. a Relative Culture (How) – the 
difference between the absolute nature of 
the moral command and the relative way 
in which the command is manifested in 
different cultures. 

 What should be done is common to all 
cultures, but how it should be done 
differs.  

 The moral value is absolute, but how it is 
practiced is relative. 



Absolute vs. Relative:  Why the Confusion? 

 Confusion # 5 – Absolute Morals vs. Moral 
Disagreements - just because there are 
different opinions doesn’t mean morality is 
relative.  

 The controversy really is over which value 
applies or takes precedence. 

 This moral disagreement exists because 
some people are suppressing the Moral 
Law in order to justify what they want to 
do.  



Absolute vs. Relative:  Why the Confusion? 

 Confusion # 6 – Absolute Ends (Values) 
vs. Relative Means - confusing the end 
(the value itself) with the means to 
attaining that end.  

 Both sides may agree on the absolute 
end; they just disagree on the relative 
means to achieve it. 



The Moral Law:  What Do 

Darwinists Say? 

 Darwinist Edward O. Wilson claims that 
our sense of morality has evolved in the 
same way ourselves have evolved – by 
natural selection.  

 Morality is materially and genetically 
determined.  It is based on inherited 
feelings or instincts, not on an objective 
standard of right and wrong.  



The Moral Law:  What Do 

Darwinists Say? 

 Materials don’t have morality.  Physical 
properties are not responsible for morality. 

 Human thoughts and moral laws are not 
material things. 

 Morality cannot be merely an instinct 
because we have competing instincts and 
something else often tells us to ignore the 
stronger instinct in order to do something 
more noble.   



The Moral Law:  What Do 

Darwinists Say? 

 Wilson says that social morals have evolved 
because those “cooperative” morals helped 
humans survive together.   

 This assumes an end – survival – for evolution, 
when Darwinism, by definition, has no end 
because it is a non-intelligent process.   

 Even if survival is granted as the end, Darwinists 
cannot explain why people knowingly engage in 
self-destructive behavior or why people often 
subvert their own survival instincts to help 
others. 



The Moral Law:  What Do 

Darwinists Say? 
 Wilson and Darwinists assume that survival is a 

“good” thing, but there is no real good without 
the objective Moral Law. 

 Darwinists confuse how one comes to know the 
Moral Law with the existence of the Moral Law.   

 Even if we come to know some of our “moral 
sentiments” because of genetic and/or 
environmental factors, that doesn’t mean there 
is no objective Moral Law outside ourselves.   

 We can show how moral values are discovered, 
but it would not show that those values are 
invented.   

 Morality exists independently of how we come to 
know it.  



The Moral Law:  What Do 

Darwinists Say? 

 Darwinists cannot explain why anyone 
should obey any biologically derived 
“moral sentiment.”  



Ideas Have Consequences 

 If there is no God and humans have evolved 
from slime, then we have no higher moral status 
than slime because there is nothing beyond us 
to instill us with objective morality or dignity. 

 Examples: Adolf Hitler used Darwin’s theory as 
justification for the Holocaust, and because 
humans are considered no better than any other 
species, Peter Singer justifies killing babies up to 
28 days of age and James Rachels believes 
mentally retarded people may be used as lab 
experiments or food. 



Ideas Have Consequences 

 Nazi-like experiments cannot be 
condemned by Darwinists, because there 
is no objective standard in a Darwinian 
world.   

 Ideas have consequences.  


