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Part I: Introduction 

The following document is a compilation of a blog series I did in 2021. Throughout the series, 
we ask and answer the question: Is Morality Absolute? 

Not too long ago, I posed the following question to various Facebook pages: 

“Personal question for you all. I’ve been studying ethics and want to know your opinion 
about something... 

Do you believe that morality is absolute or do all people decide morality for themselves? 
In other words, how does one determine what’s right and what’s wrong, what’s good, and 
what’s evil?  

Curious to hear your thoughts! 

-Megan”

I received about two hundred responses from women in their 20’s and 30’s. My goal was to hear 
arguments for both sides: those who hold to an objective moral standard and those who believe 
morals are subjective.  

Since morality is concerned with the principles of right and wrong or good versus evil, it cannot 
be separate from truth. It is truth that grounds all principles for morality. So, underlying this 
question is a deeper question: Is truth objective or subjective? I found that posing this deeper 
question left many confused. So, I phrased it to encompass something we all understand, 
morality.   

The purpose of this blog series is to convince you that morality is absolute. I’ll do this by 
presenting then responding to common arguments made by relativists, in-between-ists, and 
absolutists.  

This blog series applies to those who have never considered if morality is absolute or relative. I 
have found one’s answer to this question is the root of their ideology. Thus, it influences their 
views on theology, culture, and politics while impacting how they conduct themself in society.  
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Part II: Common Relativist Arguments 

Two common arguments arose from the relativist responses: 

1. Society constructs my morality.
2. I construct my morality.

The “Society constructs my morality” argument was supported by the following statements. 

“Morality is a social construct based on the needs of society for its’ own existence.” 

“I think morality is a social construct enforced by the communities we live in. I don’t 
steal. I’m an atheist. You don’t steal. You’re religious. We come from different 
upbringings and philosophies but follow a similar tenant; stealing is bad: for the atheist, 
time in prison, for the religious person, time in prison and a trip to hell. Both don’t steal 
because society tells them there are consequences to their actions. Morality is thusly 
consequentially based. Regardless of religious or irreligious beliefs, we abide by the 
morality meter set out by the societies we live in.” 

“This is a really great question! I feel as though the idea of there being “One True 
Morality” is fundamentally at odds with the vast amount of moral diversity we see around 
the world. For example, there is widespread disagreement over whether the state should 
be able to execute criminals, whether terminally ill people have a right to die, and 
abortion. To me, morality is the set of rules we live by that seek to reduce harm and help 
us live together effectively.” 

The “I construct my morality” argument was supported by the following statements. 

“If it were absolute and everyone had the same moral compass wherever that may point, 
we would lose our free will.” 

“Ohhhh this is such an interesting question! I’m an anthropologist and (mostly) believe in 
constructivism which means every person constructs their own reality so in a sense there 
could be multiple different types of morality. For ex. cultural views of eating animals that 
some cultures keep as pets. But... that being said there could be a single global morality 
as well since it generally is thought that there are some things that are immoral.” 

“Morality is determined on a personal basis; it comes from culture, upbringing, genetics, 
community, location, and intentions.” 

“I think it’s completely subjective. As a society we have agreed on some basics like 
murder isn’t ok......but people are still out there murdering others and justifying it in their 
minds based on their morals. I think each individual decides it for themselves and society 
decides some.....but overall I’d say the individual decides.” 
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Part III: My Response to Common Relativist Arguments 

Let’s start with the least common denominator. A common response from the relativists was that 
stealing, rape, and murder are immoral. How did all societies across all times and peoples decide 
that there is a single global morality? How does one know that killing is wrong if morality is not 
absolute? If morality is relative to your personal preference, then killing can’t be wrong for 
everyone. It may be wrong for you, but not for someone else.  

Relativists claim that some morality is absolute, but most morality is relative, so which is it? The 
main premise of the relativist responses is faulty. For conversation’s sake though, let’s press a 
little further.  

Where is the fine line between society’s morality and my morality? Relativists agree that stealing 
is wrong. Let’s say that my morality allows me to steal food from the grocery store. I believe this 
action is good because I need to feed my family. But the grocery store owner doesn’t like losing 
money because I’m not paying for the food. In a relativist society, who is in the right? Me or the 
grocery store owner? The answer is neither! We each have our versions of morality. I believe 
stealing is good because I have good intentions – feeding my family. The grocery store owner 
thinks stealing is bad because he loses money and it hurts his business. In a relativist society, 
what should happen to me? Should I be punished because stealing is bad? Should I be let off the 
hook because my intentions and actions were in line with my morality?  

A relativist society can’t answer these simple questions because it has to make an absolute 
judgment. Society will have to determine if my action was good or bad, whether I am punished 
or let off the hook.  

Taking the relativist argument to its’ logical conclusion is nonsensical and impractical. This type 
of society cannot exist. A society in which morality is relative to the individual delves into 
absolute chaos.  

Let’s do another example. This time we’ll bypass the stealing, rape, and murder examples for 
something more nuanced.  

Person A believes one can choose their gender in that boys can choose to be girls and girls can 
choose to be boys. But someone else in the same society, Person B, believes one cannot choose 
their gender, boys are boys and girls are girls. In a relativist society, who is right? The correct 
answer is neither because no one can be “right” in a relativist society. They cannot make any 
judgments on another’s morality.  

This is fine if they keep their personal beliefs to themselves. But what happens when their beliefs 
impact society?  

Let’s say Person A’s boy chooses to be a girl. Person A assists their child to transition from a 
boy to a girl. Now, Person A’s girl, who has the physicality of a boy, wants to play sports on the 
girls’ team. Person B’s girl is already on the girls’ team. Person A believes it is right for her 
now-daughter to be on the sports team. Meanwhile, Person B does not believe it is right for a 
former boy to play on the girls’ team since he/she would dominate against biological females.  
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Now, what is society to do? This has nothing to do with murder, rape, or stealing. This is a 
personal preference. Yet, Person A and Person B have differing personal preferences that impact 
if a local sports team is to allow or disallow players on their team. This puts society into a bind.  

Society then decides to legislate that Person A’s now-daughter can play on the girls’ team, 
making it legally “right” for him/her to do so. Therefore, it would be “wrong” to disallow a boy 
that transitioned to a girl on the girls’ team. Society did this because both Person A and Person 
B’s relative morality conflicted and a decision had to be made. Therefore, Person A’s morality 
won out in the greater society.  

Once society steps in and makes one morality “right” and another “wrong,” then this is no longer 
a relativist society. Society just made an absolute judgement on something that was supposed to 
be relative to the individual.  

These are just two examples to show how morality cannot be relative. Without some sort of 
objective standard, society would delve into absolute chaos.  

By now I hope you notice a trend. For a relativist society to be truly relativist, the society itself 
and each individual must be non-judgmental of another’s morality. Society has to remain out of 
deciding what is good and bad, therefore, there can be no laws in a truly relativist society. 

What we’re seeing in our society today is not a tolerant relativist society as some people claim. 
Instead, we are seeing a society that claims tolerance but sides with the morality they think is 
right. They believe that aborting unborn children, legalizing gay marriage, and supporting 
transgenderism are good and right. Therefore, they enact laws and legislation that enable this 
version of morality to be acceptable and tolerated in society. They do not believe that everyone 
constructs their reality. If they did, then they can’t judge people in their society for being pro-life 
or against gay marriage and transgenderism. Instead, if one holds these views they are judged, 
punished, and penalized for being a misogynist, bigot, homophobe, and transphobe. The very 
people that hold to subjective morality impose their morality on anyone who does not agree with 
them. 
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Part IV: Common In-Betweenist Arguments and My Response 

One common argument arose from the In-Betweenist responses: 

1. Morality is absolute, but that’s true for me and not necessarily for everyone else.

This argument was supported by the following statements. 

“That's a very interesting question! I believe that God decides what is good and evil, right 
and wrong, etc, so yes I think it is absolute. But at the same time, I know not everyone in 
the world is a Christian and therefore I don't expect them to have the same view of 
morality.” 

“Depends on your worldview. I see the world through my faith, so my ‘truths’ are God’s 
absolute truths. Other people will have differing opinions based upon their faith or their 
culture.” 

“I think for me personally morality is absolute. For people as a whole no. It’s not. I 
believe in God and the Bible and my truth is objective truth written in the Bible. Do I 
believe everyone was created by God and {should} have the same moral code? Yes. 
Some reject God though. I realize we all live our lives based on our personal worldview. 
Mine centers around God. Others may not. So our morality will be defined differently.” 

“I believe everyone has and is entitled to their own beliefs, one may think somethings 
wrong and another may not think so. That being said there IS right and there IS wrong no 
matter what you believe. We are all accountable for our actions and beliefs.” 

My Response: 

The In-Between-ists believe that there is absolute truth, but they believe it’s only specific to them 
and their worldview. The In-Between-ists are correct in their understanding of where morality 
comes from, but they negate it by saying, “That’s just my worldview.” Another way to phrase it, 
“That’s just my truth, not everyone else’s truth.” This, unfortunately, is a type of relativism. 

Let’s use a common analogy when it comes to explaining worldviews. The analogy says that 
worldviews are like looking at the world through different colored glasses. For example, the 
Christian worldview is like looking through rose-colored glasses, the atheist worldview is like 
looking through blue-colored glasses, etc. But there’s a problem with this analogy. When you go 
to the Optometrist you don’t pick out glasses based on what color you like to see the world. 
Instead, you chose glasses that help you see the world more clearly than you did before.  

The In-Betweenist responses communicate that they see the world through rose-colored glasses, 
but that it’s okay for others to see the world through different colored glasses. The blunt reality is 
that the Christian worldview sees the world more clearly than any other worldview. This is for 
two reasons. One, because general revelation (the world around us) was made by God and thus 
communicates God’s truths through creation. Two, Jesus as God is the embodiment of truth itself 
(John 4:16). Therefore, God’s Word communicates all truths that we do not gleam from creation.  
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The truths found in general and special revelation (like moral claims) are not just one of many 
possible truths, they are the only truth. The Christian worldview helps people see the world more 
clearly. For the sake of this blog series, the Christian worldview helps people clearly determine 
what’s right and what’s wrong, what’s good, and what’s evil. No other worldview does that.
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Part V: Common Absolutist Arguments 

Two common arguments arose from the absolutist responses: 

1. The natural world reveals that opposing morals can’t both be right.
2. Absence of belief in a higher authority or a Creator and denial of His truths leads to

people searching for their own morality.

The “Opposing morals can’t both be right” argument was supported by the following statements. 

“It has to be absolute, logically. Just like there can’t be more than one truth, there can’t be 
opposing morals that are both right. I think the natural world reveals some of it. We all 
have a conscience. God’s Word is the ultimate revelation of right vs wrong, though.” 

“I think morality is absolute. There is what’s right and what’s wrong. However, people’s 
beliefs about what is popularly considered “moral” can change from decade to decade 
and with the popular or loudest opinion, but it doesn’t change what is morally correct.” 

The “Absence of belief in higher authority” argument was supported by the following 
statements.  

“Scripture is clear that there is absolute truth found in the Bible and in the person of Jesus 
Christ. Whether an individual chooses to agree with that or not, does not make it any less 
true. What it does mean is that once an individual or nation has rejected that, they will 
seek to decide/determine their own standard/ form of morality and it will always fall short 
and be incomplete causing more strife and problems than it seeks to correct.” 

“I believe in absolute truth and morality. People can tell whatever narrative they want and 
think they can change their reality or truth but morality and absolute truth remain the 
same.” 

“I am a Christian, so what I believe is that God/God's law is what determines good and 
evil. If each person decided morality on their own, for themselves the world would be a 
very messed up place (not that it isn't). Many do take it into their own hands and that is 
when bad things happen. 
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Part VI: My Response to Common Absolutist Arguments 

Contrast the first absolutist response with the second relativist response, 
1. Absolutist Argument: “It has to be absolute, logically. Just like there can’t be more than

one truth, there can’t be opposing morals that are both right. I think the natural world
reveals some of it. We all have a conscience. God’s Word is the ultimate revelation of
right vs wrong, though.”

2. Relativist Argument: “This is a really great question! I feel as though the idea of there
being “One True Morality” is fundamentally at odds with the vast amount of moral
diversity we see around the world. For example, there is widespread disagreement over
whether the state should be able to execute criminals, whether terminally ill people have
a right to die, and abortion. To me, morality is the set of rules we live by that seek to
reduce harm and help us live together effectively.”

The relativist essentially says, “Look at all the various forms of morality in the world, one can’t 
possibly be right!” The absolutist essentially says, “It’s logically impossible to have more than 
one truth, so only one moral standard is right!” So, which is it? 

The relativist argument is faulty because it is merely an observation, not an argument. It would 
be like a child saying, “Teacher, everyone in the class got a different answer to the math 
problem, so there can’t be a right answer.” There is one right answer to the math problem, just 
not everyone got it right. 

The absolutist argument appeals to the law of non-contradiction. In logic, the law of non-
contradiction states that contradictory propositions cannot both be true in the same sense at the 
same time. 

This appeals to the world in which you and I live. The law of noncontradiction is evident 
everywhere. Take something as simple as an apple. An apple is an apple, an apple is not an 
orange. An apple cannot both be an apple and an orange. Now, take something more complex 
like rape. Rape is either morally good or rape is morally bad. Rape cannot both be morally good 
and bad at the same time, it violates the natural law of non-contradiction. Recall my grocery 
store example in an earlier post. It is logical to think that either I or the grocery store owner is 
right. We both can’t be right. Either I’m wrong for stealing or I’m right for stealing. I can’t be 
both. 

The absolutist argument reminds me of a response I received from a Philosophy major, 
“I know there are so many famous philosophers like St Augustine, John Calvin, and I think Kant 
that take the theory generally teaches that moral truth does not exist independently of God and 
that morality is determined by divine commands. I believe this, too. This is only because if it was 
independently determined by each individual there would be no absolute definition of right and 
wrong…it simply has to come from one ultimate source. In fact, searching for that source, many 
philosophers drew to the conclusion there had to be a God.” 

This is commonly referred to as the “Moral Argument for God’s Existence.” God and objective 
morality are closely connected. A relativist commented on this absolutist response, 
“So does that mean those who do not believe in a god cannot have morals?” 
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What she is asking is, “Can atheists be good without believing in God?” Yes, atheists can be 
good in that they affirm the same values as theists like characterizing stealing, rape, and murder 
as immoral. This is possible because all humans are made in the image of God and they can 
know what is good even if they don’t believe in God. 

Natural moral law is the belief that there is an objective morality that can be known by all people 
from creation, without the Bible. So, moral values exist whether or not a person believes in them. 
The absolutist correctly attributes this moral standard to their Creator God who exists outside of 
them (objective morality). The relativist incorrectly attributes this moral standard to their society 
or themselves (subjective morality). 
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Part VII: Final Thoughts 

It appears that all this talk about morality and truth boils down to what you think of humankind. 
Are humans inherently good or bad? It seems as though relativists lean mostly toward good 
where absolutists lean toward bad. Relativists believe that people are inherently good and thus 
will make good decisions that positively impact society. Absolutists believe that we are sinful 
and thus we cannot determine what is right and wrong because of our sinful nature. Relativists 
look inward at their subjective beliefs to determine what is right and wrong. Absolutists look 
outward and upward at their Creator’s objective moral standard to determine what is right and 
wrong.  

Thus, it makes sense when relativists get defensive, offended, and triggered when their beliefs 
are challenged. It’s because their beliefs are personal! They are not appealing to any higher 
authority other than themselves. Herein lies the problem and likely a majority of what you 
witness on the news and social media. If every person has their own individual set of moral 
beliefs, then how are we to operate as a society? This is why there is so much disagreement in 
politics because the relativists want their subjective beliefs to be mainstream.  

I have been easily swayed by other’s subjective beliefs simply because they sound true, good, 
and right when worded correctly. My fear is how easy it is, if one is not thinking critically and 
analytically, to believe what one hears. Instead of searching for objective truth on various 
societal issues, our search has settled for a domino effect of subjective beliefs.  

Consider this exchange from a book I highly recommend called Moral Relativism: Feet Firmly 
Planted in Mid-Air by Francis J. Beckwith and Gregory Koukl, 

“Teacher: Welcome, students. This is the first day of class, and so I want to lay down some 
ground rules. First, since no one has the truth, you should be open-minded to the opinions of 
your fellow students. Second…. Elizabeth, do you have a question? 

Elizabeth: Yes, I do. If nobody has the truth, isn’t that a good reason for me not to listen to my 
fellow students? After all, if nobody has the truth, why should I waste my time listening to other 
people and their opinions? What’s the point? Only if somebody has the truth does it make sense 
to be open-minded. Don’t you agree? 

Teacher: No, I don’t. Are you claiming to know the truth? Isn’t that a bit arrogant and dogmatic? 

Elizabeth: Not at all. Rather I think it’s dogmatic, as well as arrogant, to assert that no single 
person on earth knows the truth. After all, have you met every person in the world and quizzed 
them exhaustively? If not, how can you make such a claim? Also, I believe it is actually the 
opposite of arrogance to say that I will alter my opinions to fit the truth whenever and wherever I 
find it. And if I happen to think that I have a good reason to believe I do know the truth and 
would like to share it with you, why wouldn’t you listen to me? Why would you automatically 
discredit my opinion before it is even uttered? I thought we were supposed to listen to everyone’s 
opinion.  

Teacher: This should prove to be an interesting semester. 
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Another Student: (blurts out) Ain’t that the truth. (the students laugh).” 

My main goal for this blog series was to convince you that morality, and deeper than that, truth, 
is indeed absolute. God is truth Himself and is the source of all truth. I hope that you seek God's 
objective truth rather than the endless chatter of subjective opinions. If I did not convince you of 
this, then my other goal was to get you thinking deeply about this subject. 
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Suggested Resources 

Mere Christianity by C.S. Lewis  

Moral Relativism: Feet Firmly Planted in Mid-Air by Francis J. Beckwith and Gregory Koukl 




