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Abstract

C. Stephen Layman has argued that (1) In every actual case one has most reason to
do what is morally required. (2) If there is no God and no life after death, then there
are cases in which morality requires that one make a great sacrifice that confers
relatively modest benefits. (3) If (2), then one does not have most reason to do what
is morally required. According to Layman, these three non—question-begging theses
about the moral order are defensible, and that they support theism over naturalism
(given that the naturalism accepts that morality is always overriding). In this paper,
the central claims of his argument are examined under the following two thesis (As
he himself has offered this division); the Reasons Thesis and the Conditional Thesis.
Layman does not seem to have much trouble defending the Reasons Thesis, but the
Conditional Thesis has problems that challenge the correctness of his argument.
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Introduction

One of the most famous contemporary versions of Kant's moral argument (Kant,
1788) is that of C. Stephen LLayman. According to him, if there is no God and life after
death, then there will be circumstances in which we have most reason not to do what
is morally required. Since being moral in those circumstances requires that one make
a great sacrifice that confers relatively modest benefits. If so, then the institution of
morality lacks rational authority. So if morality is to be a rational activity, God and life
after death must exist.

1. Layman's Argument
Layman's argument consists of three premises (Layman, 2002: 304):
1. In every actual case, one has most reason to do what is morally required.

2. If there is no God and no life after death, then there are cases in which
morality requires that one make a great sacrifice that confers relatively modest
benefits (or prevents relatively modest harms).

3. If in a given case one must make a great sacrifice in order to do what is
morally required, but the sacrifice confers relatively modest benefits (or
prevents relatively modest harms), then one does not have most reason to do
what is morally required.

Layman argues that these three theses regarding moral norms are defensible and,
without begging the question of God's existence, support theism over naturalism. If
there is no God and no life after death, then in some cases one does not have most
reason to do what is morally required. But, given 1-3, "There is no God and no life
after death" is false.

1.1 Clarifying Concepts

In this argument, “theism” means that God (almighty and wholly good being) exists.
By “naturalism” Layman means the view that whatever exists is material or dependent
(causally or by supervenience) on material things and material things are entirely
governed by natural laws. The term “moral duty” refers to ultima facie moral duties,
not merely prima facie moral duties. A person has "most reason" to do something,
when the weightiest or strongest reasons favor doing that thing. The term "sacrifice"
indicates an uncompensated giving-up of something that is in one's long-term best
interests. And finally, "the long term" also involves life after death.

1.2 Expanding the Argument

In support of premise 1, layman appeals to our pre-theoretical intuitions. Denying
premise 1 requires that there are some cases in which the moral agent does not have
the most reason for doing the moral act. then our allegiance to morality is irrational
in the sense that it involves acting on inferior reasons (Layman, 2002: 307). The cases
of Ms. Poore and Ms. Goodwin provide strong intuitive support for premise 2 and
premise 3. If there is no God and no life after death, then there are situations (like the
case of Ms. Poor and Ms. Goodwin) in which morality requires that one make a great
sacrifice that confers relatively modest benefits (premise 2). In this situation, one does
not have most reason to do what is morally required (premise 3).
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2. Objections to the Argument

To examine Layman's argument, it’s central claims may be boiled down to these
(Layman, 2006: 209):

The Reasons Thesis: The strongest reasons always favor doing what is morally
required.

The Conditional Thesis: If there is no God and no life after death, then the
Reasons Thesis is false.

2.1 The Reasons Thesis

The Reasons Thesis claims that moral reasons override all others. But it is important
to note that Thesis 1 must be contingently true. Otherwise, this statement would be
contrary to the argument. For if the claim that moral reasons necessarily override all
others are true, then premise 3 must be false. This is why Layman seriously challenges
the Kantian view that it is irrational to act on a maxim one cannot consistently will to
be universal law. Layman's defense of the doctrine of Moral Overridingness seems to
be correct.

2.2 The Conditional Thesis: The case of Ms. Poore

Layman faces a major problem in defending the Conditional Thesis. He cannot defend
the rationality of the immoral act if he does not reinforce the considerations that lead
Ms. Poore to do an immoral act. But on the other hand, reinforcing the considerations
that lead Ms. Poore to do an immoral act, makes his cases rare and extreme (Byrne,
2006: 203). In addition, it makes these considerations have moral value. In the first
situation, an atheist will also be able to accept the Conditional Thesis of his argument,
and the argument will no longer work against atheism. In the latter situation, he will
not be able to show the overridingness of prudential reasons over moral reasons (In
the absence of God and an afterlife).

3. Conclusion

As we have seen, Layman claims that we can argue in favor of theism against
naturalism by accepting premises 1-3, without begging the question of God's
existence. One of the most important criticisms of premise 1 (The Reasons Thesis) is
that this premise is either necessarily or contingently true. If the claim that moral
reasons override all others are necessarily true, then his argument will no longer work
against atheism. Because there can be no situation (like the case of Ms. Poor) in which
she lacks most reason to act morally; but 3 presupposes that such situations are
possible (Layman, 2002: 311). But if 1 is contingent, like any other contingent truth it
needs evidence, and Layman's own cases are evidence against it. Layman responds
that, these cases are hypothetical cases (In the absence of God and an afterlife), not
actual ones. But Layman seems to be more concerned with the Conditional Thesis of
his argument. He cannot defend the rationality of the immoral act if he does not
reinforce the prudential considerations, but reinforcing this considerations, makes his
cases rare and extreme. In addition, it makes these considerations have moral value.



@ C. Stephen Layman’s Moral Argument
Philosophical Investigations Vo). 15/ Issue: 34/ Spring 2021/ PP. 248-266

References

- Kant, L, (1788) Critique of Practical Reason, trans. Mary J. Gregor, in pp. 139-271.JAK 5:3-163]

- Layman, C. Stephen. (2002) “God and the Moral Order,” Faith and Philosophy, 19, 304-16.

- Layman, C. Stephen (2006) “God and the Moral Order: Replies to Objections,” Faith and
Philosophy: Journal of the Society of Christian Philosophers: Vol. 23, Issue 2.

- Byrne, P. (2006) 'God and the Moral Order: A Reply to Layman', Faith and Philosophy, Vol. 23,
No. 2, pp. 2001 - 2008.



@ C. Stephen Layman’s Moral Argument
Philosophical Investigations Vo). 15/ Issue: 34/ Spring 2021/ PP. 248-266

g BRI  dudd oy yitg tr ole dlore
Yoo 4w /Y€ o5lowi /Y0 Jw

ool o Sl 4 NS 3l

o3 yls ol 49
Ol oS e s0islg> oKl diundd 09,8 Ll
Bahramalizade@khu.ac.ir

LRV

b ST cal Jlayos 0 (ST adbg plonil (sl JY5 o ssb 5l pased (Bly acusde 3 =) fowl (oo (yodd it
@ Cawd ased &S Cal o] piliae Ll (3 3 (IUS] &S il anlgs dgvg olacusmbse Wils Spe (SN g
PSP A ¥ Ll )3 Y g .09 dino g (6 a8 g 5l S o o0l b el 3 &S (sgpu 4 Wi S slas 518
5 Slgls LB (B la)mia [ogad 1 o)l dw ol cunl (e e s )98 (MBI adlsg plosl e LY
15 53 o sy o Yo & (Camgl 395 51 (Sbpummnds () Consl oAb gy (o igol g > Gigal 9> D ol SVl Lol

S o Gl a0 1y gl SVl (s> oS Cang gy (o b Doy digel Jg Al il (ool JSiie b Sigel )

\WWAR/A/P sipmis 56 NAVAZAA A TY 3]



@ C. Stephen Layman’s Moral Argument
Philosophical Investigations Vo). 15/ Issue: 34/ Spring 2021/ PP. 248-266

.

LV R

Jie e Sla Vil 5 85 sl Y] 4503 53 & Vigasa (53508 g 2y L3Vl sz
)8 pod &t )3 —cilS 3¢5 S & pSCund— (B B 5 Bad oo wumds (Practical reason) les
(highest good) el p3 m 3M] cole suil B o ylusl &5 ol (Koo Sloj o390 (SMS] 3,5 o
(happiness)colaw byyio paic ¢ (Virtue)cduad byyiol paic 5| JSizo el p8 bl a8 o)1,
piY ol pais D)l dgng el p3 Giow K] delouls ol 4 Wled cluad &S Sls 50 g
M) (gl ] &S i) dlins Lol 13 03]y 1y el b &S a3 |y lSel o) ] 5 1y
~S e il o Olea g Wglas 292y SOl pleS @ gy cnl I bl ced Cas ol 4 Glex 5 Leg)
Cdgine (JVaul 5l 5,8 ol 0 ol e S 4l (necessary postulate)sygps o,
ool 51l 3l Sy 5555 il oo 5 plpad 223 S e i )} (sygblss
slazel 51 sl Jos Bdad cpl )05 dgvg Kglad LsF a8 oS S5 (Mg 4 Lb oS S5 SN
S ool (i IH5) Bl &y 55 2l Mol (g ] o] I ol oSy g it ol
Kant, 1788 & 1781-1787: )«... & piwd piolao SWS| blod 4y 13650 aSb [o] o 15
(A829/ B857

Sl §) Ko TS W) S ey ) okd gy 4 shes a3, L3 (63b5 polee bgulid
o SVj 9 18 ST e Jla 4 el (C. Stephen Layman) e oyl o) 5l a8l (¢ yiin Colgio
B Ladsy ) e oS 357 28155 (5 g 42 i3 5B S Cudld g3 39y ol 14815 S e
oy Ja5 5 S la gy 818 4 Cund etk oS cul o) piliae Lulps 155 g (BMST |5 el
Pl slp LY (5658 886 ased o) 5l Syn 6) 18 4 ()39 (ST &S izl slacusbge )
G213 329 4l Syo 5l g (S 5 Bl L3l Jsine b anlgs GUS] ST ey ] _SMS] disg
W (B gyl pl 15 eblion a4 35 (WS (opsbicanls 2 (slaudy Yol oyl sl
Cuoyd S ed JYaiul oS Jb o cul gl e =S g 5l g (S0 9 103 Gle o v o)lgen
2 ol YD g e SVl cunsa dlds (pl )3 cCunl zonge 90 cpl Ol o ZME] &8ss o oyl —ail
DS o )18 w3590 dlBls ] Glodde Ly g 00 by JY sl cledds I culos

JY sl by -

S 31 o S 550 o b oV o T g o 15 LSSt o ] o Yo
s(Layman, 2002: 304)sca bl 0,155 dw ol (59 2 L) cal plbalsl JVaul o6 4 b 3yl

aalsy pbol (gly (Most reason) Y cpyised | jasds (s8ly slacusdse > =) o)liS
3l ) plosl 4 pile BIS] (ased ST (ly (suadge 53 copum j03 & Canl 51305 0 (S
sl (SIS Jos 39w a0 hY3 (g (Lorpe JY5 den (8,5 I3 5 L)

5 09 ] 45 Cls s0lss spmy nasiyn 3L Kol e S5 5135 51 Y o5
asl b old )3 a5 coo6 @ wip Sy sla, 8108 4 cund s &S cul ol piltae gl
(399 (55208 sy pd Blo b) 295 Mao 00 (6568 lgd 5l A8 e



@ C. Stephen Layman’s Moral Argument
Philosophical Investigations Vo). 15/ Issue: 34/ Spring 2021/ PP. 248-266

b ol )3 g b Cad S by 18 @ jased wil o) (350 (S (sl ST -V o)liS
Slp BY> (2 5se 5l (29 (5 ye8 (slay o lo L) 095 disoype (55508 blgh 5 A8 e a0l
s )12y 5 (SW] adlog plo]

Ol |y Uglis 5954 &\d g Ml b pdy BME] glalxin yogad 30,5 dw pl Gl ode o

Ll Spe 5l iy (S8 9 ghs ST ielnil o (gpsbicanb pln )3 (5)gblis LS 4wl 4B S 0550

sy )5y (IMSN ayllg ploil (gl e LYo (3 5isB J p2y0 il 3 45 bl mlss 592y alaabon
1] oo Cawd d does ol ¥ g ¥ glao |35 calae 51 1A Loy

D255 86 s o sl salgs iy lasbipe L3 S ol g LS5 555 51 F ol

o )3 1y J> cp 098 o)lgem (39 (IME] (sl p3y0 a5 Cunl (IWB] adlog porde | i (pl Lol
sl 5 0,135 piie Y g ) slooylsS cibae Loy 515 (S cllasdla |

5539 115 b Ly sl OIS (o155 €015 3955 5 o 5l s (S5 9 115 45 055 o0l =D o)l
(9952 k) Syo jl oy S5 L3l

S L (P VQ)hogy Sl juw SU5L 0 ogg iy Lad 5155 sas ki Llod 4 Ll
290 Syo il o (SUj Ay (S &S 01 3939 0jlgen Jlaia] pl 1 .l jluon (D) €0)15 3959 105D 0,155
1S o JuoSTE 0,155 51 e L1y 395 SVl cyedd <oy oyl 5l bl il slazel wglas 4y 4Gl o il anily

e o] 3 M) et e iy gblio 4 13l Al 3gmg Syo 5l ey (S5 ST -5 o5
Dy 0439 108 ol Jleis! 4 24
S o o)Ll asS g0 4 & 5l gy >
(Sepsdlie caplil Ll cusl (Son lilate 2iglis 3529 sy Syo 3y (S 4K 3925 b s
Syo il o (SU5 4k G T e ool o e ) S el (S5 e e 0] gl 4 bl
ol dgdume jobauds (glp —glas ISl
Gl g pgbls fcwgs ol Gl (S0 She Sl g S5 e Gl bal e e
S35 Bl o 3 Tepblis 4 g ek &S Fuls Jre olba ks el b 4 (reincarnation)
M pllas 151> 5L 265 slede 3T gl LolBaus pl 1y i S Camaing wus Glslly Sy jl
bl 3939 9 (S ) lise opl &5 AST (58 san ol |y (cosmic moral order) sl
o JBe ) 4 S ) Sy il e sl ) el a ks s e (SAB 0y diadg 5 (B
ol 3 WS e pmte |y gl s (S5 Lulpd pased gatededd je (karma)le)lS 4l uls g 290
asdpd (W] ol oSl s (038 ol CueSl 3 Ll gl o5 Copd ML Ojge
Ol abasly 4 algn il odoey Hlaww 1L (IUS] iled ol Lol el J3S 51 ] 0 (impetsonal)
Ty cnl S pasetio Mto taLisey plai (san (S5 )3 o Cumdg 9 (LB (S5 50 gy 2 (S Ay
dod 1L yled cplcdua cpl gl oo g ol 039y J5y55 10 Codlauw I l5ue dx 5l g dtily Bles oy plas”



@ C. Stephen Layman’s Moral Argument
Philosophical Investigations Vo). 15/ Issue: 34/ Spring 2021/ PP. 248-266

2095 dlawls (S5 & Jole pl a8 Kb helae g uiS i |y (SIMB] ol slaclel g dolie ¢ les]
2 2k (Sazm ool &b ol sy Jla l8 (al & G 0l B o i il o0 Cund (gim (S5
WAJI)MAAL;,\W)IL,\)M&IW\M&J.\wb)udbsg\xusmlwb&w»
W) Gan S ot 3 a5 glodumy Jls plas 3 Cuns (brute fact)ygas 1815 iadly & oles o
2 31y () gm cd Jadl ogn 5 55 ol ) o ol J) 5 ool sinidgn gl oy siafls 3
355 on 8 ol el g o E) ol 05 3, o 428 o i ) 435 306 o o
WS (o ol S (6)gblaS dgw 4 suald

JY ! Olog e g pudlio V-Y

Slogyhe 5l (B ol p3Y ol 5 L Lol b anlgd oy Jeads 4 Yol Slosde 51 S5 pa sl j
ol o g8 ) glaie 39 g o] medlie (ytere Sl (B sline g ol SVl > 0nd 4B S IS
— Slio gl b gl 45 Casling oyl 4 By 6)gblis sl Sllao s g llan 2 gm0 Vil
Siz P RS o oS Cusl (2D (0B 95 a4 sk Sl e ) g2y —3llas 55 5 )08
Sl o MolS’ (0lo sl g sl (olo sludl 2 (g g B2l jlL Lo 929 &) (e b cwsl 0bo
b ailsg Mol (3)65 3929 Sy Sl (S5 9 gl «(5ysbanl b Billas W) it (onnb> (1lo5
©3;9 s {(prima facie) badl o3l b calby 5 s (ultima facie) ol caslbg 4 0)lsl BMS] o3l
5500 AW llasMo 5 0> 3939 (6950 Ad p (AW SllanMe oS Cans Lize opl 4 Byo il W
(all things considered)lylys aon 8,5 Lo 3 b 4 ol ol Holate 4l S alde Ll Wl o
5 423 1y 3y oyt 4 Wit Y5 5l A o BV g8 sl (BUSN iy Sy (9953 3l jep
4 Cosl )55 5 A Jos (gl BV (g9 ) Jol 250 S By ol s taizn o plonil g 4y
(prudential)al, sleodas (391 Jke i Jos o b lasye Y5 G gosma Jolos &5 Culine )
5 o0 5 A asd oS Culine opl a4 SVl ol 50 (6,818 Tl ol sl dgw 4 — 3l olo g
Jolis «sonil eMas! (Cuvgl Gde Ay 3Me oy yiape si &S by Cawod ) olaie odid s
ST 4T bl pased Jlto (sl g 25l5 Spo | ey ez ST g 09300 58 Spe | e S8
Sy 33z SIS Ko o) oy mty caod ] iyec oo dab iy | 358 ol 55 5
Sl 03l plool

c0 a0y e Bglas a8 ol ol (SO Ll et 3 5 (slorisnlsl clsgyhe JY sl oyl
1 g debuly I cla Jels el (60 Cunsg 4 Sde b D g BIMS] o] 3 &S ds ei ol
2929 J975 Byt (IW] (slacusly sl aitae &5 W] o SluS )5 4 Byo JVazal ol SOl ol
Sy s slacusbly b s yd 956 4 Ale od (BME] glacusdly oS Cunlize (pl 4 (6 L0 g0 050
b Bl o3 Cowl b JiB  IUS] 1S ¢ Jlio (gl g andliy (G (o8l b (nON-normative)
513 Aol |y 55 U] i 48 395 il S L5l dmsls b i litly, cnadly )



@ C. Stephen Layman’s Moral Argument
Philosophical Investigations Vo). 15/ Issue: 34/ Spring 2021/ PP. 248-266

Yl oo Y=Y

J e8> 3 o & mibpie LY & SVl o ad) I sl ograe 5 (BTl sline (ysly L 5]
S 9 g oo Jwgie bo SO )eilin lbggad 4 ) dodde gl (gl ol S o by LYl leside
BB S 1S 55 s Il 5] O 3 Lo gty ote ) g b ) dodia SIS &S
ST L b sl 1y o) 48 s ol 0 ol 395 3B iy plo] Jlo 5 il s 45 o
5 i sl lodiiS L agalye 3 Gl Gt 45 355 Ly o) 53 Lo St s o
548 sl by 13 Gl &S Cnline i) 4 39068 () IS sl 0397 05 IS oe ool (sl
iy Ll a8 e Joo (I b e )3 5 s Y055 (S Jos plsl sl LY (n s
Colgine bl Jloy05 5 (ES] Jas pll gl LY cupissd J ol o (B Jolb oS placsdse
S oo a9y G L 1) (ST (S5

ol sln 1y B Jas a8 5l Jlayos s (LYo 5l b oSl (95 55 (BT (555 o9 Jshee
G & 5 s (33 oty IS 51 i) 12l Bl g 4 B3 (0 5155 g
B 4 ganl glas 4 (5 pScusd) GBI 4 (ainl placudse a0 15 D9 mles Jsixel
S salgs B S Ly Mool Cuns (S ddlsg s 4 bYD (pyngh By .cowl (Inferlor) pu
S sy o Jsine MalS |y 5] & 395 (shinly LIMS] (gl Jole a8 Canl o 3 i) ded SIS Jae
BT all ST a8l (slacamdse )3 &5 mu e Bl o WS (o 30l |y (rinly ol Cdgine 5 Lo Clogeeds
S o aSiar NE) ot Sy 3 5 (lgeye Y5 dm (585 i 1) a5 ol & 3
JYal Y dssdo (il ol g ol y15)55 0 (BUST adlog plonil sl BV (0 5098 5 il oo ;03 4

L7 s pib o5 (Layman, 2002: 307)sb slis Jie 6 S5 olesoe 35 1) Y o ¥ 8,155 w )
oS Cans SIS 4 gl Cumdg anll il 03,87 (S5 lhcdide (6588 )3 (dlote ledlu sl oS WS gl
S el aglon 4 bl g 3> (o pod (S5 Oljg e 4 ki ol 2)105 o2 (295 (S5 Jg Slew S
258 128 Jb 9 gad Jols (gwguie juid (Jg WS o SN e g Cumdg dgu sl il ]
@ bulyd ey Globo g w368 (Sj 4 ey BB (sl <8 b dlgie o5 Wl iy of lp sdoe
25 5 4SS yeus Amd syl LdlS Jbcdiie Cundg 3 1y Bl 5855 1L 3l p 1y g 51 48 conl (glaseS
ol ) eline ypo a5 Conl diaSgy pail Dg o By ol 5 aST pasd Vgl il o 1 93 5l ogs 4
w35 93 ol b gl e ol 05 om0 ps QIS 0 3 Bl Jlainl L g i a3 <y
oo oS 4 HLeSME (Sui; aelol g (6350 5l 5am iy =Y i e SW5 A o) 5 (050 plol =) il aslge
el W me o) Jie plbcedye 3wl wils sy Sye I e (SW5 5 s S
iy Jalgss dgng GME! g3l 5| cuns (4l (OVerwhelming reason)

e e il deid )l aSST gl b 5 (S5 Sl ediundgd |y cduad w8 sl S 4l
XS oo ey~ bl ] )3 o (6355 ) g sl ezl oS L ol @ o gl 02005 5l it
S5 1) el o 950 & Cans B 081 ole 4 ldd o (oS 4 bl 3l kel (S



@ C. Stephen Layman’s Moral Argument
Philosophical Investigations Vo). 15/ Issue: 34/ Spring 2021/ PP. 248-266

005 Kad iyl (gl oledd 4 Cdoad o L =gl leS 4 a5 WS 6 )55 K0 (Jle el ST s
(Layman, 2002: 308)cws SE  S;

ol Bgai g Jlne |y ol bl jriy Jg 2 5M3) 4y (oolizel LS (Mr. Gladwin) gyl o]
Loy . L1)38 o Bgre (55 50 o pdb lalpsl b 1y (3l 555 plod 53350 a4y gl 5 160,880 g0 oyl
ol g asliS LS Golis saled o bl e (sl HSRLS o) &S Wloss asldie (iledlgils ) ded
2 55 (eSS 28T (58 (581 20 (29365 W 4 i (6500 Camdg 2230t 9SSBT po]
Jsr Mo Je (gl tamd plosl (31t (o) ol &S by ol 4 o S STy (29068 o5l 35500
S 1y S 3 o (55 5 105 51 o8 05 gban |y Jlgw gl i (pmd 55 B it sl
Ot o (e Sl a4y Sumd plodl ) (6355 Jos o G ol 029365 W el S et b e S
e plool bl cpl )0 Cunilyl o (pg065 Wb &S Cunl (5,8

Plign 8 o Cogii )T 5V sladosio & witan Shged (29395 W1 Jbe o g i o Jle
Cudly algd 3929 (9355 @l Cubge b i ()] Cunbge Jro plalusbge MBS Spa I (S5 g 105
b owld 0 oS coo6 a4 i Sy slagy 8108 4y s ases oS canl o) piliee o 3 (290 (S &S
ST iy (sl LY o issd 3l pased baulyd cnl 53 g (V) 95 Mooy (558 lgh ) S oo ]
G298 3o I ol (SUIS oz 9 092 B @)l 5B (55 cddd o ey ST (Y p) G 0,8
o2 o] s dedjy je L et a5 ey Ui Sl e loren e cpl 1N s lyg5
WS o Cugds 1) ¥ dodde 4SS o o)l ol 4 yedd YU sleJlie y 0gMe sl did )]

&8l &S cunl Jas pll 5 coxbias By s g 0,lgem» i(prudence) coduas Jool

Slise 4 S5 (108 g 090 o Jold 55 1) Sye jl o (SN €donidy 18 il S &S jghailen
Codian Juol b (1515 53 iy yoi ol Sy (658108 Lyl lpua oy (ased iy §Me il Jil;
(non-moral) 3Ms| e hYs 4 siejls SMS aalsg plol (gl Lased 45 s Lire oyl ol 4l ol
b wld ) amd o pbool coxbas wlol g (W31e LYo & |y Lilleel &8 S conl polcoxlas b
Lo dom )l )13 5ol e o SMS] Jlate 5l amd o pbsl M| LYD& Byo 1) illeel &5 S
Ood e pll At )> BMS) &8 L5 cpl 4 a5 |y lodlas] Wb wuil iasload dly (sline 4 aSST (6l
aS Al audly 293 Llgi o (Sew lCundy o P cpl Ghpd b o Gl daixe Ll ol o 1y oy
LofF g & B3 s 51 g ol (INS] By ) 1 )8 plosl 25 & Y5 mpsd ] 0
ol IMS] Jebb &S Cuns ol diane o iy algs 55 SMie angs ] pbul wil BB
S5 S L s Mol Sl 5 canl 3] Lol clgize diws i b A0S Jos Jum b 5Ylg LY
2,5



@ C. Stephen Layman’s Moral Argument
Philosophical Investigations Vo). 15/ Issue: 34/ Spring 2021/ PP. 248-266

ol 4L wiS Jee Malissleodias (glao 1S5 b Wb 340 4 205 o3 Al po»

S " 55 lncabge ) 5 Mol 3y oS 1S o il 4 elies

(Layman, 2002: 310)«..u8" S5

SMis L ash Cund (I L Sy (ST L 1y des "L Al ol wpe S5
W e oyl 5 4Ll Loyl SBle cpl Scal (IUS] (S5 Ol pikiae cuiMis LT n ool
6l bl cpl Mol SN us” (5,8 1) el Sleely codias Y5 5 (SME] LYD 065 coxias o
SaS (lp a8 A8 (55 piomen WS o g5y (ShwyS | S35 o 45 a8 (il asly 3,8 58 4
reatrlge 4235 90 b Ll &
Lol ST3)> Spo g 5065 a0 (9,55 S8 =) 48
o i aidy z8lie ial5 g 8068 4 (0,8 K8 -V 455
aab S1Y cdls o Lol sl simlgs  SUoy S po bl g ouS cos S8 din)S 8368 o ) s

gilio inls il (K8 g S athpo 395 paid dlie (5 5 b pedly sl | o] & Ko
sl 28ly Algr ol oSoua carsy (pl e Sl 4 andlicah wled o o1y b cne wly e
ot Ble Jolis 45— lo oily gdlio ol Syo 1 g (S5 5 15 3525 b 0ys sl gy o] Ui
BV on 5l cudly oo 392y (alpd iz ST Ll bl e S0l 500 4 SaS b 258 0 36 b S e ]
B> (n s lizmen (umdg (i )3 ) 38 (o e (V 4 5) Codae Y (V 4 5) (S
Gl iniie o yieS b & oS cul ()8 cosMie 1S o il 4 cyed asc] sl (I o 29w 4
s AiS o paal & e & Jalid w2 o 50 ol sy 8 ek sl swlS Al o)l Jels
Colex BUSL 1 LY (g8 conl itne o & Cusl (plaCuBye oz 5> cwVl Jlie I 503,
ol Cumdg &S Moo i o Jlo s 45 D9 gk ju8 (glas 1S 0 e STl (sly iS5
BV 386 o bl o] vy p3 b puSogas Sosdlie cusdly cpl 5l 55 apludl ST g g oy (IUS
g e (SHS] adlog ploxil 4l g,

JYaw!l w905 -Y

b glojoel g (V aoie) > ol 53 (slaws b o liS 93 B )3 ol lsice yedd Yl gy sl
22,8 doMs (¥ dodds)
oylgen LY 1y 5ieed i BMS JYs ol 040l L) (The Reason Thesis) s 45,8
Db (g0 gmie (SUS] adby oS Cunl ()5 g0 4
JIs 4 b 0l Spe 5l (SN g 89l S1:(The Conditional Thesis) b i ogel
(Layman, 20006: 209) 55 aalgs syl

VBT Y ey 590] U W ans 48 Y-

BV Byopa» 8)15 asly yl3)08 p Sl G &S A o0 )1 e SVl d9w 4 Sloj b o135



@ C. Stephen Layman’s Moral Argument
Philosophical Investigations Vo). 15/ Issue: 34/ Spring 2021/ PP. 248-266

oyl Glges S o oo ol s g Sl Canns yod Yl 3900 4 LS & €Uilp ]y 0 lgen  SWS
Ugps (SIS Y5 (gl jlwad cnl s )5 odaliie GBI 5l (18 s 3 g |y GBI (5595
Slns &y (IS8 Joo plonil (B jounds )3 85 G (o Ty 500 BV den iy plu L
2)5 Jo 5 (gloas 4y 1) o (385 (g 5 Jlajle 928 4 Gl el ol apuSTo bl os plos
Hosen Jolb &5 Copdy Hl oy Cunl Jginel dolol oo (ST & & (gopuSlo by Joo plosl (g2 5
el J13y53 52 (S Jos ool sl BV (059

«go il 53 125 1l o8 edd Sl S 2 BTl 5l (598 s (il 1 o)L &5 pglaslon Lo
SWI Jos plsl el BYs (s Sl ol 3 pased & wbl auih dgrg lulyd 0,0 (6l Koo
N (SIS oo 39 4y 0lgen JV5 55 a8l Sy Sl (S5 g Wghs ST > ail jl08
o515 13 4 1S IS oS el (S0 15 Sl s y3h ol 5 cyod IVl iy ] 43 S o
29 Sy jl o (SHj 9 19 Conl itas ol (o b algSS (Bly g Jadll oBon Ll cnl 5 yed
(9 Bgdoe Jadll g (Bly ol Lalpd cpl & Canl > 1S 0 o (JB b @ b 3 )0
FY» 5,155 oo &S Canl pl cyed e pl Jdd )l deng el s il el SG6] oS Cowd
ol Sl g IVl sl ] g 69y & ol Sl €Wl opmt S5 Yo b yolid 5> BV
2 () Camdg o = (Blg stz (ebse plyie ;00 ML Bolo B)gps JYatul V derde S
oty ) lailyd ot Sl Yzl ) &S o 5> digd @ly gamye (W LYo o] 3 4558 58
B> (n 55 5l (B adlsg plodl (gl gl & sl (S libate Cupmidg i (o Ll pd )5 o0 025
g )l3595 32

Log3l 8" Joo (JS' (sloacls e I conuaSle lg5 515" (1S 4028 ol (yodd &S g (et 5l an>
iyl e 1y (BUET LY oS LS gl jlai 4y iy oo drlpe (g2 lond 5 L) el Jgine it (o)
Slgd S &5 Lol canl dinjls amlgd 4y o3 & lai o Jio a5 WS o ol |) sl las il gl I
a3 oo ol 1y lede ool B 538 (45 Jle (yomen (alaJlie 4 5105 3529 4085 cpl 39w &y oyt
) g @l =Ml & iz jam s i 5 ol el ) S e Jes o il el 5 &S capnSe
@35 £yl sl 4 (SosS amsl Byl L g p25 diaig S S5l Jsy (o35 M ilsts jiiS 5l geas
Conl Atz (yo) TS IS (4958 @ Jias lgile 925 4 1) menSTe cl Wlgn Wl b ) 12 40,8 pales
03 51285 g2 0 228 gn o] 2,5 IS 45 00 meals 095 el 0 4 Sl ol Sl ST S
29530 paSle (ol il Y13 ol (S9i8 Laalp )3 (oS ST &S Cdpdy o0 by o 5 292 dieSg S il
S Jos (j55 30 Lulpd L €8y plosll)

Wi (6353 4 pile o) Cumbga )3 (1)K &S amlgsy il o0 s ST > 5 0SS 5y 09Me
S pSo CulS =)l &S Lol bulpd 4 de g Lm ) (Bg5 &5l Jlayes (698 Hlewn LY
6555 4 5 5,15 )15 o) 5iS Ll 3 oS sl s slo ] 45 Ltk e 395 b ol 1S Littsl €4S
ool sl cpl )y do 5l 4 g ol (S Jos plosil (Jaalpd (i )3 457355 o o Jgdne
Joe Gl 3 g)lfcwd 5 Job (o b j Lo Yleinl il Jodno Glimen L3L (SS1e ST o>
oS Cusl ae (BNl Jos o il ST ol et o0 206 ) Ll 3 ol Jes Clgine



@ C. Stephen Layman’s Moral Argument
Philosophical Investigations Vo). 15/ Issue: 34/ Spring 2021/ PP. 248-266

Joe pll sl i o 9 3,5 55,81y oy (s o S <ol plpenst ly o] auSle ol
o Y358 IV 5cssB ) eg) B

20 05 Jlo = e 365 (sl Jlio = MBI Y5 ey b g0 (lsime 398 (oS Ly 2 L
Sl (BT plidss 4l b HISGT (o)l )3 Lt ol b 5 sl (2,05 )3 = 29365 o315
Sitiad ol do 5 155k 1 3y 655n (255 5 b 5 sla o €Sl iug By o
oliwl yodl fyamye |y 263 Caa cpl 5l 5= 2)b dn g SN cpl & 093 e Sl Sadzes —Cul ZWS!
350 b 0 )Ll &S jalaslad |5 .l (B gB W8 &S WS 0 AST Jg —ib o (Eleonore Stump)
Gho & Gl ilate Sl I &S s (0558 Glacusdge Bro (o (sl 9355 W 5 0 )
3939 S po 3l o (SXj 9 Bghts a5 anl o Clus 4 ) dodio s p giall Jloj s o Jlie oyl . 2Bl
Gk ol 5l g 03,8 Ll Bly |y acaaBge ol (6y0blIs 4 Sisd b dnlgsy w8 (511U 05l anslys
Yl ped SVl &S puil aily bl 4 Cul sl Cgllas @ 0j0bae Hlad wiSs il 4 ) ) dosde
doo b 4] pouns bl ) desio b5l sl (093 e Llg5 o5 4il,5LLIS (clie g Canl (gygLIS dgu 4
53 3 o s (Y] o) ) dain ] £ (sl e ol g € ol s 5 i
Jleel 03l GO Y donde (51 ol (a5 & S piiy &S polatled 9> o dgus ) dodile | g (glp (6,500
oy 3808 51 plls (Copgm () 53 5 Bigdh o o O] Y3 icssh Y5 bamgs BVt
D)0 dgng Kl ibL dwds (B Closd dus)d & ewdime gl )l gud 4y pl > A dalgs SV
Srro oy p Cudl (hga it €Cul Gibl i ludd Bdb duye a5 & @S e
o 4l S o3 )8 el Yl dgu 4 s & Jgl a5 0 o)Ll s 9 €M s & g « SIS
ey sl lss BT L ol el ) e 4> o sanyisn 55 4 paine 55 sl o 05
o]
88 35 2,90 1oyl B0l Y-V
o el gy 005 €y ) ot yge iy 45— i 55 e o e (yad el o slalen
Sygo ol > dpdn )y Vsl (bbb 090l Slgn 55 59bLIS (5148 Canlors] G Lol Ll o 55 (Y donia)
g ged j1 P S8 ol 4 cdhe 08 8y lp g 1955 ()slbls A ed Yl S0
1S

s Codias llas Mo (ST codias llasMo g M CllsMo ol (5)las o»
el g2l G e il 2l oy (Bl 1) (gl 5 8l o
(Layman, 2002: 308)

sl 423 ) Lo Sy o) & 555 o S Vil 330 & o5 b 0 Slale i

Msﬁ oy Jlo )J) Sl il dgg (gl 8ly L3 g oud pbxl glad Jos I > )
(i 509 (g9 ol 023303

Jke )b) Do Sljlre g ,l8,5 0ld (ST po &S s dxs o bl &S 25l Jeizeol jlows =Y
(ool o sl i (5 il g (S Jloin] ¢yed



@ C. Stephen Layman’s Moral Argument
Philosophical Investigations Vo). 15/ Issue: 34/ Spring 2021/ PP. 248-266

Lol sl sl 1y L 5 5cs58 (391 Jas plol sl o 35 8 Canla Sis ol o b s
55 Jltn s ) S g Sy B 5 9 leiges 4 e 55 e o ad gl S cled e
ol Wlgs o 3 5obllus Lol s gy EMBT (oU 5 (ol,8l (cladyge o &S dad lis casl a8 Loled yu28
Slge 33 285 Sye 5l (SHj 9 8 SD &S 00 Wi 15 5ol (P 0> 4 dpda ) o
SV gl S as CB)F ams g e dsdie (pl I a8 Abl ddiee Lol Ky ply SME] bl 3l g b
e 85 ple (slamas (bl 3l b 3lge | g5 ces (P ;03 4 K galy BT 2B S pe Sl
(Byrne, 20006: 203)cus Jsize S o jl o (S35 9 103 355 50 g3 pllas 4l

aalgs a5 0 (SNl Joe 3 V3 2 5csd ol 405 B 5 omd) Jlio 9 oS
059 Bl codias Gllas Mo ¢ ppuw 500 & (il jbyes p do gl b Cuenl 5l Codas GllasMe &S g
Codhas Sl Moy Kot (59 »2 AT a5 Canloriy] dliuns bol ol aily SMET llas Mo 51 gy loams
SoS oo wrd 4 3l JoB JB ol Wgd (IUS] Cucal ) 355 Slas Mo ol &S 395 0 o
WS oo

P dw)S G805 SaS @ Wb e & s (S llasMe Lls el g

Gy olRish sl S el ;As} &Sl ot pop pow Gl sl ygiS

0136 glg)> LS oage ol a1 Pl el Iy o S ST el oS50 1) il

Jsidials cyo o SN dindg 5 Cal SN otns Sy (65 opaiz 45 ol SIS

> ol gased sy g b sl 4 by o] G5 g mingd (Budsd

S Zolsl &S sy a3 4y oL Ll o slome |, Lo Jpitials oyl 5 M) llasMe

SllasMe e )5 ) slaigad By 3l Ao S (S058 S8 @y 8y g IS

D5 |y g dany ood Hlas &y o301 YL dye )0 Lol il BMS] e cllas Mo o  SMS

Ol el o Gl @lie Joriels &5 amd e o 0 ]y oo ol oSl M

S Conl (pole jlme 4 dg b 4l Cun pad @le Hate I o MBI jee

283 el 1)K &5 Abyb o WS oo (e 1) aglus )8y (o y3b g ey

2133629 oldCudgiote dimd plml (obudl cusl piY 45" (glig)1d 50 yogas

09T i sl dibge (18 I Gl lon 4 b wltie Laulpd )3 bl den

F0ie S 1y S OllaxMe Sl o (B3I f0)l3 )18 IS g3k g >

ple glimo 4 &S 1> ¢ WS pe dgdme iy pai ) aJ- sy S e cllas Mo

(Byrne, 20006: 204).545 o0 liald SMS] llasMo oyl

&wd > yol gy jo a8 Gllas Mo jl Sy 5885 Jobi b &S sad oo lis sl Cuwyd 0 e opl S
Wyl 5 (IME] 55 5l 0,8 e 48 Codias cillas Mo
Sy o 3 o o b (gl 45 (S b canily (ol LB i ]y 508 o5 Ll pd @SSl 5 0Ms

GBg)ls o ol Sl (glp 2,5 oo el gl 205 G 3 el S g sl el gl 4 g
Heinz )sula dalyey (5 a5 cusl Bgyme Jlio oloa ol (Byrne, 2006: 205)u8 ¢ g5ls oS
Kohlberg, )355 0 ¢ ,kee (moral development) sMal 5,9y 4 by yo clalllas 45 4 (dilemma



@ C. Stephen Layman’s Moral Argument
Philosophical Investigations Vo). 15/ Issue: 34/ Spring 2021/ PP. 248-266

i Calio pae g IMSIpe palbay 4555 dgw 4 09 (SMB] LYs o8 a5 amd o ol ke ol (1981
J55,5 (Ml 5 BN 455 oo s Lalls i) (Slacgsbye 5 5 S92 (S pyyo 3lsh
3 Fale (6353 Jds el layob o (SUSN LY 5l 55 (SIS a5 398 0 (39 ydir Job b Jg ol
oo ol A s g WIEMS! s LYs ol sl S35 4 ol plisl 5 byl gl
S Nlg e o jale prewad 4] pdls lael, «wlbas o3 &5 (conventional rule) e
ol Bpod S o (universality)edS caisype ] opm Sl 3o (B Glas yol (a0 90
b glp (931 48 ol ) m jule Sl 0,8 S S Sl ]y ol len 45 S Jes LonnSo
S 2 olgie 9 P ) IS Gl @ pad i CubB €IS (003 Wil e 3> ©jgps (S0 (S
NoyS el o 5l 3MS] elaasl pllss

S dileordas jluleia ) Byo ol byl Salt jole Cundy Ailen 1) 8 (5 Cundy 1l |
Sy Sl (2l8gSls Sl a5 (6950 4y 00 e g Chund g (A9 30 ol ol Cuanydl i ( BMS] jlate 5l e
Slgs o (6355 (sly ol paounad bl cpl j0 ST (6350 Curdg cpl olpa gl )b 5l g cul edly Cuwd
Ty =) D B 43S 53 po o 0,8 ogs Sl o lgiee g 48k 4l (BUS) cusg e
Canito 45 (el SME] SlanMo 51 ans —F  Cal oS e 5 Cbleto 3,050 45 Byuo 4 (o313 )3 gl ;]
ot Ll S 0l 0,505 4 (Sas sl 095 (9955 SD im0 wanSle ) (g 3 ) ez
S bt CoblB il S Lo gm0 €l a2l p3Y ] S e & e il dlin i
Do oglia 5o €5 (6359 18 (53565 1 (S omeSle 53 10 3 ol 3508 o 1y 3,
il phe BB ojlil 4 llas Mo ol 4SSl 5 bgyudio 39 ot g8l (ogas )3

8 05 51 g o5 gl oLl 5 b 8 05 s 85 kg el JISH (il @ oy 3 il
Jalgs LYY s GLiS W5 5l clda 0 50 pdye 5 gyl Sl atil 0,8 (205> gl gy YD
Jlant sl ol (Sl Joo Camiio o p &S Jalpd IS ek (Layman, 2006: 209)cusls
35T Sl e s Joimol bl il ooy (sl o] 5l ol ol 9 03k 087 ] 51 26 il
2 5 el ol Sl JS 5 s 18 elailless | o (IS b s b 5 Jle Sl o S 0
Clym 3l (b ] g 05 Hlos Slile Jlesn] el 00 3350 Joy Cdyuw g ,LeSME S5 asldl e
295 (o Opodd Cunl (93,50 (6353 ) Bgine (hemdy (xiz ) ()5 (635 «xdas Jlate jlcul (ol sl
2o (gt o 2938l ol 4y Gl lgiiee bl andls 32 sz g iz Jle ol DS pogad 3 ]
M A gi s o5 a8 g bl gl glojll & bz o oS cuwl (pl sy Jlaias Wb e daore ealai
Slils L o ot 43 ol 45 0l (L5 (glisS 4y Lo |, i 5 0 o Jlie (gl Al als s (gl B
28 05 B 3 a5 Bigel clacuo b Sy s S lgice adly 0ad i 5l AL (Sh)S e b
345 3935 b o (5155 S 9 99 e 35 oglan Ji & copllaal Ji5 1 B amgpe 5
S 5,5 Lo 655l Olyiee b et dalgs 63V kS B ool bl (55 11 gl i 3
L3l (B sloys Gl ) el )il o 51 5ol sl (BB sl (59580 Sl 306 0
g 1 Pl 48 3l ool (g3 ya o Sy ISt by 0,15 pupis (clys omolio Dldass
58 T L5 T 51 plaSoen 45 gy e 1L Lo Slogsd ol 9038l 3 (o SUjks 5 (s s
Sy j) s S5 9105 3168 wims Sl b o bl S jlome SMS] blod &y |y iy o azil



@ C. Stephen Layman’s Moral Argument
Philosophical Investigations Vo). 15/ Issue: 34/ Spring 2021/ PP. 248-266

Ll > JSa o) & Gl sl md Ssse 55 4 Ll il Joinn lae b 5 Sy il
Cagh 10350 Sy St Jas ploc] 41y 8 05 85 Sasdlo 5l S sl 48,5 5 JSeu 3
pool a1y 128 5 a8 SlasMe Cogis )00 (sgm I Lol S glod SIM] e Jos Cdoins I Wlgs cad LSS
Sl awsly (M 5l

i o 6oy (35535 52 Jelb (Bl (i ccpmd IVl ity 2B 452 ol 0 5
OB A sy Jebb e o805 b il (Byrne, 2006: 207)cuns (58 k «oxhas ¢ (S
el hae Caleg 55 5 055 o (s Seilal |y Y s ym (5jg il 33 0 Y5 (2 csd oS
Yo 5 (BI) LY & s Jobb o cusl o] oo 50908 Gz 20 1) 035 st oS e
il ojlgen Jebb cus ply Kl Mol gyl o ot cpin &S Jbs o il Byb o g (28 Codias
Stite gl Sl Jblia | (a3035 bl S o (S 35 b dortse |y oo Y5 ol (st
BV Gjg jl SonSis codas LY ()55 45 3,5 oo dl owlel 4>y pd )l dalgs o
e 1ol st Cyso jd ol Ll Clatin adodilcodias b cul (S Sluil b ol Scwl BMS]
Iy g daled Codias LY I 5 0nSww SME] LY 59 coygo cpl 0 &5 0,5 0 lalo & (VS
3 ams cawd Iy ol BMS] il 395 o o (Jg LS o5 3)lg odd0 s 4 Sl Cawl gl B p ix s
«@Blgyd 2yl Sluslre )3 (63L (jg Cunl (pated Cadle p (e &S Cohas Gllas Mo ¢ IMS] jluil s
BYo (385 & cul jlulda b jlate S QL] gl (i8S CusBae (ol o Jeb (g0 (iSeiS

wesad 3 lae SO 4 G (Byb o 5l jelaie a5 ol ez JSWI ol )0 a8 Cawl ddize 4 e
Lol &Spujr (S L La» o aliis (pl ogad o dles jlog Bb o ol e (gl tudd o zun
Sl o355 i)y Coxbias 5 (IHST Y5 Ginis 5 058 s 526 & clyicee 35 Bulyd (5 >
o Yoo d9w (Wedgwood, 2004)s9e235 Cilly dasMe I caul Jgine s5laie iz w03 lis oSSl
I8 aslps 3 08 (5,8 ailidilcodhas & g cunl (BME] & &S 08 o o)Ll " L" 51 6,500 (lime &
Cand Yo g dubd plool [ Y Joe 1L dsdilcodhas Jlate 5l g X o b (SMS] bld & &5 slas
I, X (SW aalsg Lty (U395 5l Conl Jgiine MalS Jasl b (i )3 s pbxil |y Jos 93 yn
ol 3 3930 "L sl Jgne oy ol ST o (trivial) g5 «Sens plol 1) w3 plool b assl ub
il ped (slize & leis pedd JYaiwl 0yl (gyple (gylmim (slize &L flin Slcodias & 5 Cowl (BT &
e Jgine 55 4 &8 2l 5l (B)b o
Sger —€
Sgw 4 b gllas 4 0y3lae Hlod aSST o F-Y (clao)liS Jgub b lgs o ol Aiime yed «us3S oS 439501
sas b yolee Lawdid fle o JYamwl cpl dlaw clodde 5,8 JYaswl (gysbcanb ply 0 (g)5blas
b dosdo ol & casl ol (o 0356T) N o)]15 (ogad 50 i (oo 31 (S ol 00 d2lgo (6l
i 5o s i ismd e IVl S 4 23 3ol 09,80l ST 100KVl b sl 35l o5,



@ C. Stephen Layman’s Moral Argument
Philosophical Investigations Vo). 15/ Issue: 34/ Spring 2021/ PP. 248-266

5 Lsd aly zamye (SME! LYo o] )3 4508 (35 1) il (5 Cumdg o — dly b Az jam Liabge
§ 3 b 315 amls & 5o SISel s 5 s 30 e 355 85 o5 il ol ISV 5]
slaJlie a5 45 0yl (Ji! cpl 4 ol bl o Clus 4 ol 05 5 canlgd e 93 cla ke L
(sl a5 lodlze () ol Cungn &5 303,058 1 late (Sl 31 85 st (gl 8 (SlaCipn o o)
Ol ) dnde gyl cpl 5l g 00,8 Al HBlg Iy camdas pl (6)0blls 4 Siod b aalgn jobcaub
Gl 03,5 Collas 4 0j0ban £g 4 AiSH i)l

JYasl s )JJJuKA‘ codas LYo g uﬁ)/lz-l B e ald oy ,u‘f‘gdﬁ &S 48 O"..l e INS
s Job5 5 5 B155 (slyy (6115 s o gl 385 gl S e e s e b )
25 bl e g & Y5 Cand g 098 Jghne 25 4 loi o0 Sl (e

8j90] 1,5 yidn Wb ol 5 AilS dnlge (o3l JSiie b Y 0)l55 5l > )3 e 4 oy e Hlas 4 1Y
2 Il G845 WS 0 )8 (o 090l g ay loj e el (5 Jlze a3l 55 Yozl (o3
Culgine a8 Canl byl cpl )3 oS w09 ljlore Hlid )3 bl a8 bl Joiomol jlows 9 Al diislas D959 Jlo
G oo 8 ablie byl il 1) ed b Shg cpl p AST Lol gd 0 0 (SME] Joe p M8 Jos
S 35 o g5 b3l (sladiges 4 Jp o) (slaJlie 35m conm oS ol i) U 59 &
laej¥ aSST o s pde |y ozl s Blg e w6 Cas JB IS L) SClo 4 aS bl
Casgpio ghld OllasMe oyl &S 29d o o Codlias uU@M@ Cooty = bl gMS] ud &8l Zo> e
395 by 0jgel Cundlgs Anlgss gl g ol aalgss S 1) WS ue— S BB gs g (slaan 5« ygo
Mol (Sl illie Gldsa 53 Wlgh o ol atdl S L3Iy 25 oo zgn yo M il 103 (ST aS0) o
G133 35 Jos 33 = 393 Sy slyy IS S toan 806 1 o5 5L 5 588 o b S
Gl 04 @28l Zg>po M) «ygo (pl pd &S Sl Lolwl Cus polas Lol cand oo plodil |y Mol oy

2 et 2 8 ol ko s £ Sl 393 E55m JOIS sy S (gl ) g e ) e sian 3 )
3 ogr 4l g O G Pluwe o il 5l (So ol g G oo S S Bl 551y (0l 2356 40 98 LS
(Pasternack, 2020) :5 ogas opl 3 Slodde (ou sl .l dlis ol Gy oo

(Evans, 2018) 1S s)ly agng laylayy opl 5l 487 Ldliseo slacsld ogas o F

(personal Deity) aasws (glis 3509 4 3,3 959 Felis 5 olacdl S Jg cul plozes (55l b Guwls o las a)l ™
(Hasker and Taliaferro, 2019) : 6 .8 o Sl 1,

S 1 V3 & (3 (5 9 Mlgicsn Jeb g 5Somge 95 & 215 |y LY ol ol

(Swinburne, 1989: 9-33) 1S axslye gte ol & (Jlxsy dline g SIS 51 Ciliseo pulie b o °

2y " s "l ] e a5l 03,8 ookl Ms. Poote pb jl edl”

(Taylot, R. 1989) :cul guio ol 5l 48,35 aad islejl opl”



@ C. Stephen Layman’s Moral Argument
Philosophical Investigations Vo). 15/ Issue: 34/ Spring 2021/ PP. 248-266

Y5 el st |y Mol gl Wi an 55 g ol " e (slaosSil" L ulterior motives cyed oMol 4xl*
oolizl "wiltysileodas Y3 Mol cdle 0 pstie 5 kb CandcSy gly W Casl 03y S ailiyulcodas
plos )

o9 e (universalizability) s pdyesass o2 28 )3l 12 (gye Sl & Gl s il poleo (lge 51
ol il o (IMS] S| (logical property) Lihio (Sig 4w |, (Overridingness) ;lxs, o (prescriptivity)
Hare, ) €.l L o lgon 1503 Jgol b ()15 53 45 Canlino (3] ds 005l (K5 yadls geal 1038 o o3 35Sl |y oloves
(1981: 56

1SS e oyl 3l (2B sl gl

Foot, Philippa. (1978). “Morality as a System of Hypothetical Imperatives,” in Virtues and Vices
and Other Essays in Moral Philosophy (LosAngeles, CA: University of California Press), 157-173.

(Green, Roland, 1978) cul 03,8 381 giio ol 511, (5 oo yol 5 wod ol cyed
References

- Byrne, P. (2004) The Moral Arguments for the Existence of God. In Unknown
Publisher.

- Byrne, P. (2000) “God and the Moral Order: A Reply to Layman”, Faith and Philosophy,
Vol. 23, No. 2, pp. 2001 - 2008.

- Byrne, P. (2007) Kant on God. Aldershot: Ashgate.

- Evans, C. Stephen (2018) “Moral Arguments for the Existence of God”, The Stanford
Encyclopedia of Philosophy (Fall 2018 Edition), Edward N. Zalta (ed.), URL =
<https://plato.stanford.edu/archives/fall2018/entries /moral-arguments-god/>.

- Foot, Philippa (1978) “Are Moral Considerations Overriding?” in P. Foot Virtues and
Vices (Berkeley and Los Angeles: University of California Press), 181- 88.

- Foot, Philippa (1978) “Morality as a System of Hypothetical Imperatives” in [Zrtues
and Vices and Other Essays in Moral Philosophy (Los Angeles, CA: University of California
Press), 157-173.

- Green, Roland (1978) Religions Reason (New York: Oxford University Press).

- Hare, R. M. (1981) Moral Thinking: Its Levels, Method and Point, Oxford: Clarendon
Press.

- Hasker, William and Charles Taliaferro (2019) “Afterlife”, The Stanford Encyclopedia of
Philosophy ~ (Spring 2019 Edition), Edward N. Zalta (ed.), URL=
<https://plato.stanford.edu/archives/spr2019/entries/afterlife/>.

- Kant, 1. (1788) Critigue of Practical Reason, Mary ]. Gregor (trans.), in PP: 139-271. [AK
5:3-163]

- Kant, I. (1964) [1785] Groundwork of the Metaphysic of Morals, trans H. J. Paton, New
York: Harper and Row.

- Kant, I. (1965) (1781, 1787] Critigue of Pure Reason, trans. Norman Kemp Smith, New
York: Macmillan.

- Kohlberg, Lawrence (1981) Essays on Moral Development. Vol. 1. The Philosophy of
Moral Development, Harper & Row, San Francisco, CA.

- Layman, C. Stephen (2002) “God and the Moral Ordet,” Faith and Philosophy, Vol. 19,
304-16.

- Layman, C. Stephen (2006) “God and the Moral Order: Replies to Objections”, Faith
and Philosophy: Journal of the Society of Christian Philosophers: Vol. 23: Issue. 2.

- Pasternack, Lawrence and Courtney Fugate (2020) “Kant’s Philosophy of Religion”,
The Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy (Spring 2020 Edition), Edward N. Zalta (ed.),
URL = <https://plato.stanford.edu/archives/spr2020/ entries / kant-religion/>.



@ C. Stephen Layman’s Moral Argument
Philosophical Investigations Vo). 15/ Issue: 34/ Spring 2021/ PP. 248-266

- Swinburne, Richard (1989) Responsibility and Atonement (Oxford: Clarendon Press).

— Taylor, Richard (1989) “Value and the Origin of Right and Wrong” in Louis Pojman,
ed., Ethical Theory: Classical and Contemporary Readings (Belmont, California:
Wadsworth), 115 — 121.

-  Wedgwood, Ralph (2004) “The Metacthicists' Mistake” forthcoming, Philosophical
Perspectives 18.



