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The obvious problems with Moral Relativism
No one really believes in moral relativism — including the very people who advocate for it.
http://www.ncregister.com/blog/astagnaro/relativism
Angelo Stagnaro, September 30, 2019

Everything I have said and done is these last years is relativism, by intuition. From the fact that all ideologies are of equal value, that all ideologies are mere fictions, the modern relativist infers that everybody has the right to create for himself his own ideology, and to attempt to enforce it with all the energy of which he is capable. If relativism signifies contempt for fixed categories, and men who claim to be the bearers of an objective immortal truth, then there is nothing more relativistic than fascism. —Benito Mussolini
In his The Poison of Subjectivism, C.S. Lewis, tells us that moral relativism “will certainly end our species and damn our souls.”

Remember, this is the guy who wrote The Lion, the Witch and the Wardrobe with all the cute talking animals.

Christ’s Good News was, and still is, that salvation is possible for us all — however, those who wish salvation must repent of their sins. To be clear, one can’t be repentant unless a real, objective moral law exists. Moral relativism makes repentance and forgiveness―both human and divine―not only impossible but useless. It follows that all moral relativists imperil their salvation.

Relativity. A man standing perfectly still on the equator is actually moving at a speed of about 1,000 mph relative to an outside observer. At the same time, the earth orbits the sun at 67,000 mph. In addition, our solar system revolves about the black hole at the center of the Milky Way at 490,000 mph. Further, our galaxy and all of its companion galaxies in the Virgo Cluster are speeding toward the Great Attractor though the medium of cosmic microwave background (CMB)―the electromagnetic radiation remnant from the Big Bang―at 627 ± 22 km/s relative to the CMB.

However, in God’s Universe, though motion is relative, morality is not.

A moral relativist is someone who believes that there is no objective good and evil in the world. A moral relativist is someone who sees no difference between giving a sandwich to a homeless person and punching him in the nose. For the relativist, there is no good or evil in any act and therefore both choices are acceptable.

If everything is relative… Suffice it to say, that the moral relativist must admit that his opinion of moral relativism is―wait for it―only relative. That is, his opinions have no real objective value. It’s, like everything else in the universe, only relative. Thus, there is no reason at all to give his opinion any credence at all. There is no reason, according to the moral relativist, to even bother listening to him.

Relativism is relative. There are many serious problems with moral relativism but the principle one is that no one actually believes in it. It’s a theoretical construct like a “square circle” or a “Christian abortionist” or a “loving terrorist.” These things don’t actually exist but instead, are like the “x” in an algebraic formula. We discuss these ideas only in terms of theory but no concrete example of these self-contradictions can be found in reality. Pro-abortion, pro-euthanasia pseudophilosopher Peter Singer often complains that he is the only moral relativist left among his colleagues. This should be a wake-up call and yet, he’s unwilling to read the writing on the wall.
A real moral relativist, when confronted by someone who holds a different moral opinion, such as the Christian absolutist morality, should say, “Oh! OK” and have it over and done with because a moral relativist knows that everything is relative including his own relativism. He can’t then argue, “Everything is relative except everything I have to say which is all Gospel truth!”

If one treats a moral relativist unfairly and he balks insisting that your poor treatment of her is unfair, then she must, by force of logic―and her claim to supposed mental stability―admit that there is no such a thing as moral relativism. She can’t have it both ways.

If everything is relative―and it obviously isn’t―why do atheists complain at all? Do they believe the Catholic Church to be morally corrupt? So what? They can't insist someone or some organization of individuals is evil if evil doesn’t exist. I’m embarrassed to have keep reminding them of this salient fact and I have to do it with great frequency.

If everything is relative, why do moral relativists insist they’re right about everything? This is blatant and unrepentant self-contradiction on their part. If everything is right, then that means the Catholic Church is right. If everyone is also wrong, then moral relativist are very wrong indeed. Moral relativists can’t have it both ways.

Relativists are never relativists. The very people who insist there is no such a thing as morality are the first ones to whine when they are mistreated. Cannibals don’t want to be eaten. Thieves don’t want anyone stealing their stuff. Murders never want to be found in the crosshairs of assassins. Liars balk at being lied to. Adulterers never want to be cuckolded. Scam artists never want to be duped. No one advocates for moral relativism — including the very people who advocate for it.

Without God, all things are permitted. There’s an important epistemological need to consider when deciding what is right and wrong. Otherwise, it’s just nonsense you’re pulling out of thin air. In other words, if a morality suits you for the moment but is otherwise expendable, then you’re merely practicing a form of sociopathic narcissism and not morality. You’ve set yourself up as the final arbiter of all that is good and evil. This is pride―the deadliest of sins―and the rejection of all that is good in the universe. Moral relativism is thus the rejection of God and, as Fyodor Dostoyevsky reminds us, “Without God, all things are permitted.”

A slippery slope. If everything is permissible―nothing can ever be labeled as “wrong.” And if such is the case, then there will be no virtue, saints, monsters, sociopaths or humanitarians. Everything is “OK.” In fact, no one would be allowed to have any opinions, scientific, historical, artistic, personal, emotional… nothing.

Complex nature of morality and the world. Some would argue that there are so many moral issues and extenuating circumstances, it’s “unrealistic” and “unreasonable” to demand universal norms for every situation. Poppycock! The same could be argued against universal laws of science or of medicine or the law. This reminds me of the petulant whining of lazy adolescents. “I don’t want to do my homework… it’s too hard!”

Moral relativism is inflexible. It’s often argued by moral relativists that moral absolutes are inflexible. This is inaccurate in the extreme. Even the most flexible application of a moral standard presumes a rigid standard. Without a rigid standard, everyone is set adrift upon an indifferent amoral sea. No one would have the right to cry “Foul!” no one could seek justice or redress. Everything would be “OK” and no one would have the right to say differently. If such is the case, then the moral relativist would be incapable of distinguishing extinguishing a threatening fire and setting one.

More problems with Moral Relativism
The fox shouldn’t be in charge of the henhouse.
http://www.ncregister.com/blog/astagnaro/more-problems-with-moral-relativism
Angelo Stagnaro, October 27, 2019

Lack of virtue.
Moral relativism is based on individual preferences. Exactly who would do the nominating who for the Nobel Peace Prize, the Nuremberg International Human Rights Award, the Man of Peace Award, the Gandhi Peace Prize, the U Thant Peace Award or the Righteous Gentile Award? These honors are awarded not because morality is relative but because it is objective. If there were no standards of good and evil, a lot of people would be recommending Hitler for these awards. Thankfully there’s no chance of that happening because morality is objective.

 

Right and wrong.
If there were no such a thing as objectively right and wrong, why do moral relativists keep insisting they are right about morality? If they’re right, then they must admit there is an objective right and wrong. C.S. Lewis, at the very beginning of Mere Christianity, pointed out that if morality were indeed subjective, people wouldn’t argue about right and wrong. This means morality is real.

If you want proof that morality is objective, you need go no further than your nearest atheist. They are the first people to insist that anyone is wrong if they disagree with them. You would think that those who insist that morality was subjective would be the first to say, “Oh! Rape and subjection of women? That’s OK… after all, it’s all relative!” But the plain truth is that nobody says silly things like this. Even they realize they’re wrong when it comes to morality relativism.

 

Moral language is meaningful.
Morality is the air we breathe. It’s the gravity that keep us grounded. It’s the very food that keeps us alive. Our language is replete with moral terms including “demands,” “praise,” “authority,” “scandalous,” “blaming” and “rights.” If relativism is correct, these words would have no meaning whatsoever. However, the words sill have meaning and cachet.

The fox shouldn’t be in charge of the henhouse.
The moral relativist is his own final arbiter… and that’s a bad thing. That’s simply too convenient. Every monster dislikes anyone judging him. We don’t want a society in which the worst monsters get to police themselves. Thus, one has the option of following an objective morality and strive to become a saint or one can embrace moral relativism and hold oneself in the highest esteem without having to actually care about people or help them. Your choice.

Further, a moral relativist can’t possibly be the final arbiter of all morality — because that’s my job. Or maybe yours. But as you can see, the moral relativist’s insistence upon his own moral supremacy is contradicted by every other person in the world. Further, this can’t be a matter of “I have a feeling” as morality is never about what we do alone. Morality is the way in which sane, civilized folk deal with everyone they encounter. If a moral relativist were to come into conflict with someone, the moral relativist, in his own mind, would have to always be correct and that’s just silliness. Morality, not our egos, is what we rely upon when we come into conflict with each other.

 

Might doesn’t make right. It just makes a bully.
A major problem with moral relativism is that it’s useless to discuss morality with them, especially when two people come into conflict. The only way to win an emotional conflict is to yell louder or get a bigger gun. This is what moral relativism is all about―the rejection of logic, sanity, reasonableness and civility to be replaced by emotional and physical violence.

 

Morality actually exists for the sane among us.
When Mark David Chapman killed John Lennon in 1980, he plopped down on the sidewalk next to the body. He felt neither guilt nor remorse, let alone fear of being caught by the authorities. This isn’t the same as moral relativism. A criminal of reasonable sanity would run away from the scene of his crime in the hope of not getting caught. The moment he runs, the criminal is acknowledging a moral code which he rejects.

 

Relativism is itself, relative.
If morality is a matter of feelings, then the moral relativist has no more authority over me than do my “feelings” have over him. I can’t intelligently say to him, “I feel I’m right so you have to do everything I say!”

 

Not everyone agrees as to what is moral.
Moral relativists will insist, as they do, that some people think cruelty is kindness. This is perfect nonsense. I've never heard anyone argue, “Let’s ask the certifiably crazy people what they think ― after all, their opinions are just as valid as anyone else’s!” The same thing goes for the selfish and anyone else who refuses to believe in objective morality.

 

Feelings are worthless when making a moral judgment.
The relativist's argument assumes that feelings are the standard for judging morality. But objective morality says the opposite ― we argue that morality is the standard for judging feelings. If the relativist’s argument that self-esteem is better than guilt in determining morality, it logically follows that if murderers, rapists, cannibals, pickpockets, terrorists and tyrants feel good about themselves, they must be acting morally. Logicians call this “crazy talk.”

 

Cultural relativism.
While it’s true that different cultures have different values, there is no culture in the world that says stealing, lying and murder are good things. Further, most of what distinguishes one culture from another is merely tastes and perceptions. In the West, we bring freshly cut flowers to sick people in the hospital while in Japan, it’s anathema. These are differences in values and understanding but definitely not a matter of moral differences.

Relativists often argue that morality is a matter of one’s cultural values. This is wholly untrue. This rhetorical ploy confuses values with value opinions. There’s no doubt that society conditions our value opinions but it doesn’t follow that society conditions values in us, unless values are nothing but value opinions, which is precisely the point at issue, the conclusion. Just because we learn from our respective societies doesn’t mean that those values are subjective. If so, the same thing can be said of math and logic, and that is definitely not true. It follows that a morality based on logical precepts including the first and most important, the “principle of non-self-contradiction,” must apply in every and all cases.

Yet more problems with Moral Relativism
Moral relativism offers no moral compass
http://www.ncregister.com/blog/astagnaro/yet-more-problems-with-moral-relativism 
Angelo Stagnaro, October 30, 2019

Moral relativism is just dressed-up narcissism.
While Prof. Durand-Durand was torturing astronaut/special agent Barbarella of the eponymously named Italian sci-fi cult film Barbarella, he famously said, “I would hate it if others treated me as badly as I treated them.” I've never heard of any madman standing on a street corner yelling, “Officer! Stop that man! He’s stolen from me. Admittedly, I’m a professional thief and I often steal from many people but the difference here is that he stole from me!” Someone like that would need police protection to keep him from being beaten by local passersby.

 
Moral relativism is logically inconsistent.
A humorous and baseless counterargument from moral relativists is, “Who are you to judge? You have no right to impose your values on anyone!” The obvious flaw in this argument is large enough for a semi to drive through it. If no one has the right to impose his values on anyone else, then moral relativists should never impose moral relativity on anyone at all. This is one of the many blaring self-contradictions of moral relativists.
Freedom to do good.
The moral relativist contradicts himself when he insists that relativism creates freedom. This is impossible, as freedom cannot create values―rather, freedom presupposes values. As Pope St. John Paul II reminds us, “Freedom is the freedom to do good.” If freedom meant anything else, then we could literally do anything and everything to anyone we wished including taking away their freedom. It’s not a matter of it being good to be free but rather we must be good to be free

 

Relativism begets intolerance.
If moral relativism had any validity at all, moral relativists would be the first to insist on tolerating conflicting opinions. However, the opposite is the case. The tolerance of self-proclaimed “tolerant” people is reserved only for people they like and not for those they believe are “entitled.” They are the only people in the world not to see that their insistence on “tolerance” is extremely intolerant.

Further, there is absolutely no reason for the moral relativist to acquiesce or compromise with anyone. He doesn’t accept the Golden Rule or any virtue. He sees his own “feelings” as the ultimate law. For him, there is no difference between a murderer and a saint. He can be pro or against anything… for example, homosexuality. Nothing matters to the moral relativist except his Nietzschean will to power.

 

De gustibus non disputandum est. (Latin: One shouldn’t argue over tastes.)
It’s certainly true that some people like vanilla over Double-Death-by-Chocolate Mocha-Fudge ice cream but tastes aren’t the same as moral virtues. It doesn’t follow that just because some people like pâté and others like some other food (or smell, or color or style of dress) that therefore going around punching strangers is a great idea. Tastes are personal preferences; morality is what we use to deal with others. They are totally different.

 

Relativism, simply doesn’t exist.
Good isn’t good simply because it efficaciously produces the desired result. Otherwise, anyone could say that every bad action is also good at some time. If such were the case, why do moral relativists complain so much? They should be the first people to shrug at both the mention of genocide and an example of humanitarianism. However, no one can identify such a self-serving sociopath. Where are these people who think that drowning a baby is the same thing as rescuing him from drowning?

 

Moral consequences.
As St. Jerome reminds us, “The scars of others should teach us caution.” Even if a moral relativist insists that there is no such a thing as morality, there absolutely is such a thing as moral consequences. Relativists must, by force of their own arguments, shrug whenever something unfortunate happens as a result of their moral choices. But if they complain, that’s proof they were wrong all along. The consequences of our moral actions are clues to what we should do.

 

Moral relativism offers no moral compass.
One can never get moral direction from relativism. Everyone is always right regardless of reality or the absence of logic. There are no great moral relativists one would like their children to emulate. The only thing that a moral relativist can consistently advice you is, “Do whatever you please, and don’t whine to me afterward.” One would be hard-pressed to explain why the worst people in the world are the ones who most eagerly agree with you.

Moral relativism has never produced a saint but it’s certainly had more than its fair share of monsters. Ayn Rand viciously decried altruism. She also advocated for the slaughter of Native Americans and preferred poor people die rather than risk anyone helping them.

Relativism has also never produced a good society ― only bad ones. Stalin, Hitler, Mussolini and Mao are monsters and their fruits aren’t laudable.

All immoral deeds and attitudes feel good to those engaging them. That’s why sin is so popular. If sin weren’t fun, we’d all be saints.

 

The moral experience of childhood.
Moral absolutism can be established using moral experience. As children, we all come to understand the meaning of the words, “should,” “ought,” “right,” “wrong,” “fair” and “unfair” and the requirements of “moral duty.” We remember how our little moral indignations would flare up when someone took advantage of us.

When we are children, we naturally understood that morality is absolute. If not, why would we tell our parents and teachers about an offender’s bad behavior? The attacks upon our rights as children galvanized this in us. It could be argued that this is a matter of culture ― that would be completely incorrect as all children across cultures and time experience this. 
It could also be argued that this moral worldview was inculcated into us by our parents. This is also untrue as any parent who’s been on the losing side of an argument with a child who has a memory like a steel trap can tell you.

Anyone who has ever had a child knows that they are equipped with an adult-crippling sense of justice. Our slightest moral inconsistency is aimed at our moral consciousnesses with deadly accuracy. “That’s not fair! You said you would…” We’ve all been there. Their observations are painfully accurate and we are defenseless in their furious onslaughts. I’d take on a pack of rabid pit bulls before I willingly get into an argument with a 7-year-old about what is just/fair/right and morally consistent ― the pit bulls are, on the whole, by far more merciful and might back down.

SOME RELATED FILES

COUNTERFEIT CATHOLICISM-RELATIVISM 
http://ephesians-511.net/recent/docs/COUNTERFEIT_CATHOLICISM-RELATIVISM.doc
MORAL RELATIVISM-WHAT IS TRUTH-JOHN MARTIGNONI 
http://ephesians-511.net/recent/docs/MORAL_RELATIVISM-WHAT_IS_TRUTH-JOHN_MARTIGNONI.doc
