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CHAPTER 1 

FUNDAMENTAL PRINCIPLES 

“The high-minded man must care more for the truth than for what people think.”   

Aristotle 

“True law is right reason in agreement with nature, universal, consistent, everlasting, whose 

nature is to advocate duty by prescription and to deter wrongdoing by prohibition” 

Cicero, De Re Publica, III.22.33 

“Opinions alter, manners change, creeds rise and fall, but the moral law is written on the tablets 

of eternity.” 

Lord Acton, Inaugural Lecture on the Study of History, 1906 

“The Ten Commandments, which constitute an extraordinary path of life and indicate the surest 

way for living in freedom from slavery to sin contain a privileged expression of the natural law.” 

Compendium of the Social Doctrine of the Church, #22 

“Finally, it is no longer completely fantastic to think that a day may come when not the 

executioners alone will deny the inalienable rights of men, but when even the victims will not be 

able to say why it is that they are suffering injustice.”  

Josef Pieper  

Modern man – by which I mean more than a few scholars – is exhibiting many signs of 

mental illness (combined with an unreflective stubbornness) which, when left untreated, 

necessarily leads to making poor judgments about life and living and endangers the health, and, 

some would say, the survival of the Judeo-Christian civilization. I say civilization because 

European civilization itself may not survive but its Judeo-Christian heritage undoubtedly will, 

contrary to the efforts of those, knowingly or not, who want to wipe it out. While Europe’s 
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formerly God-centered Judeo-Christian civilization is on life support, and while it looks like 

many of its intellectual, cultural, artistic, legal and scientific achievements will be relegated to 

archeological museums in the great former European centers of learning and scholarship, there is 

hope for revival if one takes the time and energy to think through and explain the issues.  

The fundamental reason for this decay stems from modern man’s insistence on 

“relativizing morality” and on “materializing reality”. Many leading scholars assert, without 

producing evidence, that nothing exists outside of matter. Even thoughts are but some “as-of-yet-

not-fully-understood” property of matter. Certitude and truth and “what works” rest on the 

assumption of measurability since without measurement, there is no certain knowledge. For this 

reason, man does not and should not believe in anything beyond the feel of his fingertips. God 

and transcendence are rejected making it impossible for man to advance in the quest for genuine 

human development.  As a beast, man is only governed by the laws of physics and biology rather 

than by the natural law, a corner stone of the Judeo-Christian world view.                                                               

At this point, it is important to define the natural law, which is the naturally intelligible 

ordering and normativity of creation corresponding to God’s creation and his purposes. While 

the main intellectual effort within Christianity was the transmission of the full moral message of 

Revelation and thus the main scientific work was moral theology, the very effort to make the 

message of the Gospel intelligible led to developing explanations that assimilated many valid 

insights of ancient thinkers but precisely correcting them in their natural intelligibility under the 

light of the truth of creation and recreation given by Revelation.  Thus, it made possible the 

discovery, even in terms of natural intelligibility, of the truth of personal immortality and the 

inviolability of the individual human being as well as a non-absolutist view of the political order.  
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Similarly, it laid the basis for a true natural law ethic as contrasted with that of the pantheistic 

stoics.   

How does one explain modern man’s inclination for self deception – especially in light of 

an aggressive fundamentalist atheism and relativism? Modern man has fallen for what I call “The 

Enlightenment Trap” and, in the ensuing muddle, continues to ignore 2000 years of wise 

commentary and reflection by reasonable men on the naturally intelligible ordering and 

normativity of creation. The allure of “The Enlightenment Trap” basically goes as follows: the 

search for the truth is exciting which is a liberating self satisfying exercise; belief, on the 

contrary, reduces man to child-like innocence and artlessness which is unworthy of the 

intelligent man. Reason and the scientific method are thrilling in themselves and open the door to 

truth and liberation. Religion, especially the Judeo-Christian world view, keeps people in a state 

of drugged indolence, and in extreme cases, leads men to commit acts of terror and injustices in 

the name of religion. 9/11 represents religious fanaticism at its best. “To believe” or “to be a 

believer”, the argument goes, is stupidity at its best; religious beliefs must be removed from 

man’s consciousness. In other words, there was no need for revelation, or reliance on natural law 

principles to progress on the road towards genuine human development.  

By doing away with objective reality and purpose, morality defaults to subjective and 

materialist criteria in a world of random events without any meaning. This type of relativist 

thinking has major implications for public and foreign policy, jurisprudence and life, in general.  

Policy makers should not forget that without the ability to judge the rightness or wrongness of an 

act, morality, which rests on a sense of duty, becomes arbitrary. And that approach to 

governance in the long run is always a losing proposition because it’s not possible to get an 

“ought” from an “is”.  
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Going one step further, by holding the view that the source of morality in some way 

stems from ever evolving biological or psychological functions and that reality is limited to 

matter or some property of it, modern man is once again setting himself up for tragedy. This is 

because the Wizards of the Enlightenment – my term for the men and women who have bought 

into the radical utopian ideas of the 17th century Enlightenment, including the idea of constant 

progress through evolution and science – believe that “materializing reality” and “relativizing 

morality”  are sufficient grounds upon which to base morality.  

The continual march of science, bound by laws of nature, and ideological relativism, 

bound by no laws, are the primary attitudes social engineers and secular atheists are infected with 

to justify their utopian objectives. In this way, the radical men and women of the Enlightenment, 

past and present, are convinced of their abilities, eventually, to recast man into a new man in a 

new world order.  

In order to do that, it is necessary to get rid of everything and anything that gets in their 

way or that reminds them that man and the world have a purpose beyond randomness or survival 

in a naturalistic evolutionary sense.  Towards this end, it is imperative for the 21st century new 

Wizards of the Enlightenment to eliminate purpose, transcendent and natural law which are the 

sources of duties and give meaning beyond the immediate to jurisprudence and politics as well as 

to economics and foreign policy. In most cases the Wizards aim to remove from the public 

square the Judeo-Christian conscience, its symbols and history for the simple fact that no other 

civilization has the competence, eloquence and explanatory power to take on relativism, 

materialism and utopianism. The hard core Wizards believe that once religious prejudices are 

removed from the mind, then it will be open field running to the goal line.  History has shown 

that this type of thinking is worrisome. 
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It is up to those who have not fallen for the “The Enlightenment Trap” to show that the 

ideas and accomplishments arising from the Judeo-Christian world view, and, thus, mindset, 

have been, are and remain credible. There is no inherent contradiction between faith and reason. 

Most importantly, don’t fall for the Wizards’ tactic of forcing man to choose between 

faith and reason. All gods are not equal for there is only one uncreated God and that one 

uncreated God is the God of the Judeo-Christian world view. It is reasonable to have faith in the 

one uncreated God and in revelation. It is not reasonable to have faith in the many other man-

made created gods; in that latter sense the Wizards are right.  

The Judeo-Christian understanding of man and of man’s integral human development go 

well beyond the ancient’s limited conception of development. For I dare say that if it had not 

been for the Judeo-Christian understanding of truth, love, creativity, man, duty, immortality, 

initiative, freedom, equality, justice and so much more, then there would be no great science, art, 

philosophy, democratic political structures, literature and human development models that stand 

the test of time and that are applicable to all men and women. Perhaps highest of all these values 

is the right to life as understood in the Judeo-Christian context. Man did not get all of those 

notions from some random evolutionary process tied to genetic mutation over time.  

The Enlightenment’s devotees continually show signs of foolhardy overconfidence in 

their ability to social engineer a future. Time and time again, they re-argue the same old points:  

human calculation and scheming will be sufficient to stop all the “bad things” happening in the 

world, i.e. create a much better society where cold reason is king and the elect rule the roost. 

What is possible, i.e., “what works” or “what might work” becomes an imperative and is the door 

to liberation and good living. The scientific method, which is the only form of seeking out the 

truth, assumes the role of exclusive authority. In other words, the Wizards essentially argue that, 
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for the sake of our children, enlightened man must get rid of all that keeps us in a dream world, 

i.e., religion and any reference to fundamental principles such as natural law, especially as 

embodied in the Judeo-Christian heritage. That is their self-proclaimed end game.  

Within this intellectual framework, the Wizards have articulated a new morality without 

reference to a transcendent natural law. Their new morality ignores God, transcendent values, 

and man’s true meaning and place in the world. Virtue and charity – which they would call 

altruistic behavioral traits or simply biological tendencies in an overall elegant evolutionary 

process – are but useful means to reach specific ends and personal self-satisfaction. By going 

down that road, man is stripped of his dignity and treated as a computer; he is thus robbed of his 

authenticity, ability to anticipate in a non-mechanistic fashion and uniqueness. Ethics looses all 

meaning and moves into the realm of computation. The Judeo-Christian world view offers much 

more.  

Judeo-Christian ethics, which is a guide to living, ultimately contains the principles for 

sanity given free choices. As a part of philosophy, ethics is both speculative (i.e., ordained to the 

acquisition of stable knowledge), and practical (i.e., ordained to action, namely rational or 

meaningful). Put differently, ethics is the normative discipline of human behavior, deals with 

man’s character and sets out principles which are based on the “ought” for man. Ethics 

presupposes the existence of God, creation (which is different from “Creationism”), the 

immortality of the soul, a hierarchy of ordered beings and the ability of man to make free 

choices.  

Philosophy as a whole looks at the nature of things/objects (in light of reason and logic) 

and systematizes natures in a way quite different than Linnaeus’ taxonomy of the natural world. 

Ethics stands on the facts flowing from the science of philosophy and cannot be delinked from 
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metaphysics or else it becomes arbitrary. While taxonomists look back and describe things based 

on the visible evidence in the present or past, (Judeo-Christian) ethics looks forward and 

anticipates based on all the available sources of evidence including the truths of man as known 

from (revelation and) reason. In the ethics of evolutionary theory, man simply exists from one 

day to the next with no guidance other than the primordial instinct to survive and live 

comfortably.  When detached from transcendence, morality remains at the level of customs and 

mores and becomes open to abuse and manipulation. 

In a deterministic world, there is no free will. Without free will or free choice, there can 

be no ethics in the full meaning of the word. Morality sinks to selfishness or to communal 

altruism, the latter being a tit-for-tat trade off to keep everyone happy. This leads to a skewed 

vision of good and evil or of right and wrong. Ethics is reduced to the will of the strongest or to 

some short lived utilitarian balance of power game.  

To reject the notion of freedom on the basis of deterministic formulae is a sign of self-

delusion and is the main problem with scientism and atheistic secularist philosophies emerging 

from the Enlightenment. As the great 19th century Serbian-American inventor Nikola Tesla 

(1856 – 1943) said: “The scientists of today think deeply instead of clearly. One must be sane to 

think clearly, but one can think deeply and be quite insane.”1  

Ethical behavior, when in harmony with the natural law (ius natural) and divine wisdom, 

leads to self-dominion in a non-stoic sense and authenticates the person. An authentic ethical 

system is possible when its human architects take into account God and freedom and immortality 

and the role of virtue. Man must have the courage to accept that it is not possible to replace God 

and his wisdom with his own brilliance. The universe and the things in it have purposes; so does 

man. When fundamental universal principles are limited to “what works”, sprinkled with a dose 
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of occasional altruism, jurisprudence, foreign policy, public policy, economics and education are 

reduced to office politics, sleights of hand or circus techniques to achieve desired objectives in 

the name of some far off good.  

I will give particular weight in this chapter to the need to formulate legal principles in 

light of natural law and the fundamental dignity of man. Ethical and legal systems that are built 

on the back of fickle and close ended relativism, determinism or materialism, whether practical 

or theoretical, are doomed to failure. Such systems ignore the evidence about man, his place in 

the universe, and the experience of the Judeo-Christian heritage. In this connection, the claim by 

some of the radical Wizards of the Enlightenment that metaphysics is useless gobbledygook is a 

confirmation of a totally muddled mind; to base ethics and try to manufacture a future for 

humanity without taking into account Judeo-Christian metaphysics is to return to that transition 

point in the evolutionary process when ape became man.   

Without understanding the true meaning of “what is good” or “what is bad”, man is 

disoriented and seeks comfort in logic or in “what visibly works” or in the distant future or past 

in order to formulate a plan for living. Without natural law principles, human endeavor 

deteriorates into gamesmanship and witty tactics to maximize pleasure or downsize pain or 

simply as a means to get one’s way in the name of altruism or utopianism. Moral ethics is in 

disarray today because the Wizards of the Enlightenment – the modern day alchemists – have 

shredded the reality based fundamental principles guiding human behavior in the hope of 

attaining a false liberation, equality and brotherhood all at the same time.  

The Judeo-Christian conscience, the radicals of the Enlightenment claim, is nothing but a 

sick mind which must be cured. The cure, they go on, is to strip education, socio-economic 

policies and jurisprudence of its Judeo-Christian underpinnings. Those who have fallen for the 
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Enlightenment Trap are actively at work in de-Christianizing the public square and its legal 

system. The Wizards of the Enlightenment cannot see that a legal system, when formulated 

properly, should be in line with the nature and purpose of man. The law should not be used as a 

tool to advance narrow political interests or consensus views in the name of pseudo goodliness 

and godliness.  

The extent and depth of modern man’s current intellectual decline towards self delusion 

is indeed extraordinary, particularly in the areas of personal behavior and public policy as 

reflected in the legal system. Presently, there is a massive tug-of-war going on between the 

supporters of endless happy hours, limitless self-indulgence, and self-gratification, on the one 

hand, and the Judeo-Christian-Aristotelian school that sees balance, self-giving and self-sacrifice 

for the sake of others as goods of a higher order. This tug-of-war has powerful forces on each 

end of the rope but it would seem at the moment that the perpetual happy hour folks and moral 

relativists have the upper hand in formulating public opinion and jurisprudence. The extremists 

in this struggle are those who believe in creating a utopia on this side of death.    

The popularization of the radical ideas of the Enlightenment has caused man to lose his 

sense of direction. He has succumbed to the dolce vita as an end in itself and to the constant 

search for a risk free life in this life rather than in the next life. But most of all, modern man’s 

excessive self confidence in his own abilities to master the universe, combined with 

animpatience with the state of play in the world, is a total misread of the universe in light of the 

explanatory power of the evidence supporting the reasonableness of the Judeo-Christian world 

view. One of the favorite arguments of the hardcore Wizards of the Enlightenment is the claim 

that evil is entirely external to man or arises from the surrounding environment.  That is only 

partially true.  
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The man-made gods of the Enlightenment combined with human frailty have reached 

mind-boggling levels of normalization in modern society whereupon virtually nothing is 

inappropriate much the less wrong in a moral sense, especially when morality is often defined as 

“if it works then it’s ok”. Today’s apologists for relativistic theories of moral ethics generally 

employ brainy weaponry to defend themselves and to advance their causes: well packaged 

intellectual constructs and word games that justify particular forms of behavior or public policy 

and, that deny the transcendent. They manipulate hopes, fears and frustrations through the 

careful dissemination or withholding of information. They stage-manage the application of 

power to achieve their ends and use government to stall or to enforce supposedly legitimate 

decisions; and all this in the name of a futuristic world where supposedly everyone will be 

happy.  

The main difference today from past periods in history is the scale, speed and vigor with 

which the Wizards believe that utopia and controlling “the-down-side-risk” are within their 

reach. Nothing really seems to be inappropriate for the relativist evolutionary mindset in the 

triumphal march towards utopian new world orders. This moral relativism facilitates the ability 

of the elites and the state, in concert with the media, to manipulate people to achieve their 

various ends. Modern man needs to refocus.  As Will Rogers (1879 – 1935), the famous 

American humorist, movie star and explorer said: “When you find yourself in a hole, stop 

digging.”2 

It is safe to say, I think, that the Wizards’ new self-confidence in the 21st century stems 

from numerous developments: a) the near instant capability to collect, store and use information 

by tech-systems and sensor networks, b) the advances in bioengineering, gene manipulation and 

psychiatric medicine, c) the wherewithal to manipulate popular opinion and pass laws as a means 
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to achieve intermediate ends and short term objectives, and d) the ability to use force and wage 

war to achieve particular ends without just cause.  

At a practical level, the meaning and purpose of jurisprudence must be linked to the 

teleological ends of man in light of fundamental principles. Those principals, I insist, should not 

be viewed as tainted by a prejudiced and self-interested European legal tradition disfigured by an 

un-scientific religious spin. The source of any law must stand above any peculiarities specific to 

European or any culture. This is a key point to make in today’s hyper sensitive multiculturalists 

atmosphere of global brotherly love where all views are equal.  

The fact that folks physically located in modern day Europe formulated many of the 

fundamental principles of modern jurisprudence does not disqualify the validity of those 

principles elsewhere. These universal foundational principles apply as much to men and women 

in India and Japan as in Nigeria and Paraguay, irrespective of race, color, creed or language, 

precisely because those principles are embedded in human nature.  Is one to reject the 

importance of sterilization of surgical tools, for example, in medicine simply because Louis 

Pasteur (1822 – 1895), a European chemist, discovered that certain diseases came from 

microorganisms and that heat and ethanol killed bacteria? Is one not to sterilize surgical 

instruments or wash one’s hands because a Frenchman discovered the importance of 

sterilization? At another level, is one to accept slavery in certain parts of the world because the 

Judeo-Christian world view came up with the idea, and certainly pushed it, that all men are 

created equal in the eyes of God? I hope not and I remain resolute that the Judeo-Christian world 

view captures much of what is needed to develop a sound legal system designed to guide man 

towards genuine human development.  
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Our treatment of anything depends on “what it is” or, perhaps, it is better to say, on “what 

we think it is”.  Has modern man forgotten “who he is”? Has the ever more effective use of 

telescopes and microscopes enticed man to lose sight of the spiritual and the eternal? I hope not; 

it should be the other way around!  

Has man become so anthropocentric that he no longer has a sense of the transcendental? 

Has man forgotten that human acts are moral acts since they express and determine “who a 

person is” and “where that person finds himself” on the path – not in any mathematical or 

physical sense – towards genuine human development? Has moral philosophy and ethics become 

so neutered that man no longer can distinguish between right and wrong beyond feel good 

altruism? Has charity been reduced to random biological tendencies? What indeed is the source 

of duties if not God and his moral law? What is the meaning of responsibility? Has man become 

so anti-metaphysical that he is stuck in the mud and doesn’t even realize it?  Is there no purpose 

to life other than the here and now? A proper answer to these questions is indispensable for the 

well-being of nations and, specifically, for the validity of political philosophy, law and foreign 

policy.  

How can modern man regain his right relation to the truth about himself and the universe 

when he rejects the existence of God, reduces knowledge to measurement and numbers and 

explains morality as a result of bio-cultural upbringing? If everything is relative, then nothing is 

permanently true. All that remains is personal opinion or the opinion of the majority or of the 

strong – which gives no lasting meaning to anything beyond the imminent.  How can one build a 

civilization on a legal system, for example, delinked from the truth about man? “The modern 

habit of saying ‘This is my opinion, but I may be wrong’ is entirely irrational. If I say that it may 

be wrong, I say that is not my opinion. The modern habit of saying ’Every man has a different 
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philosophy; this is my philosophy and it suits me’ – the habit of saying this is mere weak-

mindedness. A cosmic philosophy is not constructed to fit a man; a cosmic philosophy is 

constructed to fit a cosmos. A man can no more possess a private religion than he can possess a 

private sun and moon.”3 The modern legal system has become a sort of guide for comfortable 

living or a manual for how not to upset one’s neighbor unless that neighbor holds views that are 

against the reigning political orthodoxy, especially in connection with sexual ethics.  

 When experience is the only basis of knowledge, certain knowledge can easily default to 

an association of current events with little to no lasting meaning. Reality becomes a series of 

momentary impressions subjectively structured by the mind. This type of thinking supports the 

fallacious view that each person has his own set of truths; even a group of people can create its 

own reality from a set of common perceptions, and, hence, a governing morality – J.J. Rousseau 

(1712 – 1778) was superlative in expressing that idea. Collective impressions, so said Rousseau, 

arise when all men and women in a single race, ethnicity, sex or political orthodoxy think alike. 

The result, Rousseau claimed, was personal sovereignty, the basis for political activism and a 

key to a balanced social order.  

When certain radical Enlightenment thinkers added passions and feelings as final 

determinants of reality, then all that was left of objectivity was a jumble of subjective sensations 

governed by intuitions and instincts.  This situation in part explains modern man’s aggressive 

push to win the propaganda wars. The thinkers mainly responsible for relativism and 

subjectivism in the socio-political and moral spheres are David Hume (1711 – 1776), J.J. 

Rousseau, Immanuel Kant (1724 – 1804), Søren Kierkegaard (1813 – 1855) and F. Nietzsche 

(1844 – 1900). David Hume, of course, was critical in formulating an argument claiming that 
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nothing has a fixed nature and that there was no indisputable source for moral judgments. It is no 

wonder that some modern Enlightenment Wizards argue that teleology is a meaningless word.  

Rousseau, coming from a slightly different angle from some of his contemporaries, 

heavily emphasized the paramount role of feelings in ethics. He, to a certain extent, gave up on 

rationalism which helped explain his fixation on back-to-nature ideas where mind and body had 

not yet been spoiled by modernity and Christianity. A system of ethics, he would say, can be 

built only after all “the junk” accumulated in one’s mind and body had been removed. 

Romanticism is an element of all utopian thinkers. It is not possible to go back in time 

and start all over. Rousseau’s brand of romanticism is fundamentally anti-development, longs to 

return to man’s prehistory, and thinks that it is possible to build a morality on the back of natural 

inclinations bereft of the corrupting poison of technology and modernity. While interesting 

speculation, the practical consequences of these ideas lead to injustices against the dignity of 

man as well as can easily undermine the basis for private property and religious freedom.   

I disagree with the philosophical arguments of the ideological back-to-nature folks 

although I have loved plants, animals, oceans and mountains as well as solitude and privacy all 

my life; the world around us is absolutely stunning and magical.4 Spontaneity (acting “naturally” 

or “without inhibition”) and a rejection of science, as some of Rousseau’s disciples would argue, 

will not necessarily lead man closer to his original state of nature and, therefore, result in 

harmonious living with the surrounding environment.  

Radical philosophical environmentalism, the opposite of that employed by the proponents 

of rationalism, rejects the idea that hope lay in technology and science. Better to turn the clock 

back – create a time machine of sorts – and start from scratch. Man, they say, cannot exercise 

control over the universe and life – such a task is simply too difficult and would lead to ruin. By 



 

 

15 

returning to one’s roots, it may be possible to remove the internal psychological conditioning 

that has lead to greed and to a desire to mechanize human behavior. Radical philosophical 

environmentalism contains a false premise which must be recognized as false. It is not possible 

to go back in time to an era of pristine living no matter how much money you throw into 

education and recreating Disneyland. Morality cannot rest on Rousseau’s band of merry brothers 

and sisters going back to Eden.  

This brings us to another issue – the danger of tunnel vision on both sides of the aisle. 

C.S. Lewis’ wise words in Pilgrim’s Regress (1933) should cause us to think about how we have 

come to hold our own world view:  “That is always the way with stay-at-homes. If they like 

something in their own village they take it for a thing universal and eternal, though perhaps it 

was never heard of five miles away; if they dislike something they say it is a local, backward, 

provincial convention, though, in fact, it may be the law of nations.”5  It is high time for certain 

modern scholars to emerge from their shells and see the folly of moral theories that rest on going 

back to a long lost world where men were like angels and in perfect harmony with nature. 

Moreover, modern man must rise above exclusively physical, biological and psychological 

closed circuited myopic explanations of human behavior for to think in such a way tends to 

produce insanity. The human soul is much more than electrical pulses in the brain that were 

shorted somewhere along the evolutionary path or that evolved for maximum pleasure. Modern 

man must not be afraid to confront reality and see the wisdom of the Judeo-Christian world view 

in shedding light on the purpose of existence and on the formulation of a legal system.  

The term law comes from the Latin word “lex” (“lex” in Latin is equivalent to bond). 

Law arises from the need to provide guidance to man who possesses inherent rights and duties in 

accordance with his nature as a human being. Towards this end, jurists should try to reflect in 
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law the elements of natural law. Just as it is fitting for man to act in accordance with the physical 

laws of nature, it is equally fitting for him to act in accordance with the natural law. Law, of 

course, should not be designed to compel but rather to facilitate the free and responsible 

decisions of human beings who are in the image and likeness of God. That is the Judeo-Christian 

view. There is no need for the law to be paternalistic – catering to the whims of utopians or 

pessimistic jurists, including theologians, who see law as nothing more than rules and regulations 

that must be followed because man is too stupid or flawed to act freely and responsibly.   

If man accepts the overwhelming evidence that there is a God, and that “something”, the 

universe, cannot come from “nothing” and that every evolved being within the well established 

theory of evolution has a purpose other than just staying alive by employing some special forces 

jungle survival techniques or an occasion bit of altruism, then it is rather unreasonable to 

conclude that there is no intelligent design or intent behind the universe that applies to all things 

including to man. Relativism wants nothing to do with the argument of intelligent design.  

Why are atheists so keen on repeating that there is no God? If there were a God, the 

consequences to them and their mates would be devastating. And so the Wizards persist in 

believing there is no God. Is it not unreasonable to argue that because it is not possible to 

measure intangible realities, then intangible realities do not exist? Moreover, it must be 

embarrassing for hardcore atheists to know that everyone knows that they believe rather than 

know that there is no God since they can’t prove from the evidence that there is no God. For 

atheists to call divine wisdom, which is the source of natural law,  a dangerous fairy tale is to 

ignore 2000 years of philosophy, common sense, metaphysics and, most importantly, the 

explanatory power of  the evidence all around us.     
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God’s divine wisdom, which is outside of time and space and yet lodged in all beings, is 

also called the Eternal Law. Anytime a human being acts he acts either in concert with or against 

the wisdom of the Eternal Law. Divine Law is the mind of God “in situ”  or “on earth and in 

matter” which in no way contradicts evolutionary theory since evolution is nothing more that the 

application or roll out of divine wisdom in time and space. The best way of participating in the 

Eternal Law (which is proper to man) is by living in accordance not only with the laws of nature 

but with natural law or the natural moral law. Relativist theories of jurisprudence must steadily 

move to reject any reference to absolutes or transcendental realities in law except as a cynical 

means to keep backwards people quiet.  

The morality of an act – having a teleological makeup – is the correspondence of man’s 

freedom in light of purpose and love, which is not pleasure. Pope John Paul II defines the 

morality of an act as the relationship of man’s freedom with the authentic good. This good “is 

established, as the eternal law, by Divine Wisdom which orders every being towards its end: this 

eternal law is known both by man’s natural reason (hence it is ‘natural law’) and—in an integral 

and perfect way—by God’s supernatural revelation (hence it is called ‘divine law’) when the 

choices of freedom are in conformity with man’s true good and thus express the voluntary 

ordering of the person towards his ultimate end: God himself, the supreme good in whom man 

finds his full and perfect happiness.”6  Ancient philosophers had a very good crack at defining 

goodness and virtue, such as Aristotle (384 BC – 322 BC); It has been Christianity’s job since 

then to bring the whole picture of man into focus where the light of reason was blended with the 

light of revelation to see beyond the darkness.  

Experience amply shows that positive law must be formulated in light of the mystery of 

human freedom and the dignity of the human person – which is a reality that atheists hate to 
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hear. “Integral human development presupposes the responsible freedom of the individual and of 

peoples: no structure can guarantee this development over and above human responsibility. The 

“types of messianism which give promises but create illusions” always build their case on a 

denial of the transcendent dimension of development, in the conviction that it lies entirely at their 

disposal. This false security becomes a weakness, because it involves reducing man to 

subservience, to a mere means for development, while the humility of those who accept a 

vocation is transformed into true autonomy because it sets them free.”7  These words of Benedict 

XVI are prophetic in the sense that any political or legal system based on technocratic or 

scientific optimism alone is set for failure, and along the way, there will be a road of pain.  

For many scientists, and especially for physicists, any talk about a natural law other than 

the laws of physics is simply appalling; to them only time, space and measurement make sense. 

The main problem with the scientific methodology (which is locked in time and space) is its 

apparent refusal to differentiate between causes and purposes and between past and future. 

Secularist scientists cannot see that human beings behave in accordance with purposes that look 

beyond the present and towards hopes yet to come – which is what ethics and jurisprudence 

should be all about.   

Atheistic scientists and behavioral theorists are stuck in a material world where causality 

cannot be explained and purposes and ends are empty of meaning. This impressionist-like 

thinking has important repercussions on jurisprudence and upon the formulation of policies in 

the political and economic spheres. No matter how much a scientist tries, it is impossible to 

measure the immaterial or spiritual. As Flannery O’Connor said, “[t]he truth does not change 

according to our ability to stomach it.”8  
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The finest expression of divine wisdom and of the natural moral law can be found in the 

Ten Commandments. Not unlike the laws of biology which guide micro organisms, plants and 

animals, the Ten Commandments provide guidance to human beings, irrespective of religion, 

race, culture or sex, in the face of our inescapable desire to live “a” good life which does not 

mean “the” good life”.  The moral law flows from the wisdom and will of God and sets the 

framework for human acts in relation to man’s final end. The Ten Commandments remind us of 

the first principles common to all persons; these principles are as universal and self-evident in 

Borneo as they are in Timbuktu – a claim which multiculturalism finds insufferable.  G.K 

Chesterton got it right when he said: “If men will not be governed by the Ten Commandments, 

they shall be governed by the ten thousand commandments.”9 Or, my former boss, President 

Reagan, said it slightly differently: “I have wondered at times what the Ten Commandments 

would have looked like if Moses had run them through the US Congress.”10 Reagan, while 

joking, was right in that man cannot replace the work of God. Or stated differently, random 

evolutionary processes, even at the genetic level, are incapable of coming up with universal 

principles as embodied in the Ten Commandments.  

The Old Testament Prophet Moses was not just some super clever holy man who just 

happened to hit the nail on the head with the Ten Commandments or who just figured out how to 

dupe billions of people in some isolated twist of cognitive evolutionary brilliance a couple of 

thousand years ago. Rather the Ten Commandments are supernatural assistance to men and 

women of all ages and races and times in order to help man “get it right”.    

One of the difficulties with ethics is that there is no consensus, at the practical level, as to 

the meaning of good and evil – the first principle.  Perhaps it is best to illustrate the diversity of 

views with a few statements by well known people: 
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1.  “Compassion is the basis of morality.”11 Arthur Schopenhauer  

2. “It is forbidden to kill; therefore all murderers are punished unless they kill in 

large numbers and to the sound of trumpets.”12 Voltaire 

3. “The greatness of a nation and its moral progress can be judged by the way its 

animals are treated.”13 Mahatma Gandhi  

4. “But for this book we could not know right from wrong.”14 Abraham Lincoln  

My intention here is not to provide a treatise on what constitutes as such “good” and “evil” but 

rather to point out that jurisprudence cannot be based on whatever way the wind is blowing.  

The basis of morality is not just whatever may suit one’s tastes or objectives on a 

particular day or whatever may serve the purposes of the person who can spin the best story. A 

moral act can not merely depend on the intention of the acting subject, as if the circumstances – 

and in particular the consequences – were the sole measure of the goodness or badness of an act.  

Theories that evaluate the morality of an act by its consequences, in other words by the ends 

pursued by the agent and by the values intended by the person, are generally called teleological 

(consequentialism or proportionalism) theories of ethics. Such ethics argues that maximizing 

goods (mainly pleasantries or advantages) and minimizing evils (mainly un-pleasantries or 

disadvantages) would be the standard by which to base right conduct; this view defaults very 

quickly if not immediately into practical atheism, or into various forms of utilitarian or “feel 

good” doctrines that destroy the basis for law, the dignity of man and civilized relationships 

amongst people. In international relations, diplomacy is reduced to an exercise in wine tasting or 

Bismarckian “real politik”. Jurisprudence loses its way and becomes a tool of the elites and 

powerbrokers. Abraham Lincoln got it right.  



 

 

21 

Public policy as well as economics must be anchored in natural law in order for these 

disciplines to serve as a means for genuine human development. If scholars are off on the basics, 

most of the rest is wrong. The notion in economics that associates morality with self-interest is 

generally called Egotism. This term can refer to any agent including groups, organizations or 

nations. Egotism and its first cousin greed cannot be a sustainable model for economic 

development nor be helpful in the long run in developing a legal system that works because 

selfishness is always a dead end; man instinctively knows this. Politicians, please, take note.  

When self-interest is the exclusive explanation for economic behavior, law becomes a 

tool to control and dominate others in a kind of zero sum game of self-centeredness. Egotism 

generally conflicts with justice – that virtue which disposes a person to give the other his due at 

the most fundamental level. Economic equality and economic liberty become impossible to 

attain at the same time. When an economic system is based on self-interest in the first instance, 

gross injustices arise.  It is for this reason that in recent years there has been an active anti-

globalist movement as well as a growing chorus of voices against what is perceived as an 

exploitative and predatory crony capitalist system which accumulates wealth at the expense of 

others in the name of security, freedom and democracy. Law of the Jungle economics will never 

stand long.  

Utilitarianism as set out by J. Bentham (1748 – 1832) and J.S. Mills (1806 – 1873), sons 

of the Enlightenment, falls under the umbrella of a teleological theory of ethics 

(consequentialism) as well. According to their views, man should always act in such a way that 

his actions produce the greatest possible balance of good over evil. Utilitarians start from the 

premise that the goodness of an act is measured by the “amount” of gratification or security it 

produces. They would reject the view that there are intrinsically evil acts that can never be 
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justified independently of their consequences. In a sense, selfishness becomes one of the highest 

of virtues.  

A few words from Cardinal Newman (1801 – 1890) that may be helpful when crafting 

public policy and economic models: “Virtue is its own reward, and brings with it the truest and 

highest pleasure; but if we cultivate it only for pleasure's sake, we are selfish, not religious, and 

will never gain the pleasure, because we can never have the virtue.”15  The Judeo-Christian 

world view sees utilitarianism as a destructive force in development economics.  It is easy to see 

why. When utility is the sole basis of economic policy, the weak, the poor, the disenfranchised 

are often left in fear and darkness.  

In contrast, deontological theories or non-consequential theories of ethics recognize the 

existence of universal principles that are based on the natural law, i.e., the goodness or evil of an 

act rests on the truths of being and not on the consequences of the act irrespective of the nature 

and purpose of beings. In this regard, some acts are intrinsically evil in themselves and cannot be 

accepted as ethically moral no matter what the consequences or justification. In other words, the 

end does not justify the means. The struggle for survival and self-defense, for example, does not 

justify deception, theft or the development of economic structures that are anti-human. This view 

of ethics cannot be the basis of public or foreign policy.  

Common sense dictates that “[o]ne must therefore reject the thesis, characteristic of 

teleological and proportionalist theories, which holds that it is impossible to qualify as morally 

evil according to its species — its ‘object — the deliberate choice of certain kinds of behavior or 

specific acts, apart from a consideration of the intention for which the choice is made or the 

totality of the foreseeable consequences of that act for all persons concerned.”16 Now while good 

intentions or the particular circumstances of an act may diminish the evil of an intrinsically evil 
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act, the act itself is still evil.  Moreover, feeling good cannot be the basis for the moral goodness 

or badness of an action.  

Democritus (460 – 370 BC), the ancient Greek philosopher, as well as many of the great 

minds of the Enlightenment, got it wrong in holding a non-Aristotelian-Ciceronian-Thomistic 

view of human behavior. In this sense, just as the meaning of good engineering only makes sense 

when an engineer behaves rationally in accordance with the laws of physics, the meaning of a 

good man only makes sense when a man behaves rightly or in accordance with the natural law. A 

proper understanding of human nature must have an ontological foundation and serve as a sign 

post to guide human relations.  

The real problem is that Democritus got his metaphysics wrong. Metaphysics tackles 

subjects related to existence, time, space, and the relationship of beings at the ontological and 

cosmological levels. Like Democritus, the Wizards of the Enlightenment also flubbed their 

metaphysics. They flipped Aristotelian-Ciceronian-Thomistic metaphysics on its head and, in 

essence, argued that ethics should be based on subjective principles such as “risk estimation”, 

“self-interest”, or “environmental re-conditioning”. At the philosophical level, the Wizards’ 

complete inability to explain how something can come from nothing without a cause external to 

itself completely undermines their credibility. And it is those scholars who actively aim to 

undermine the Judeo-Christian world view.   

Moreover, with the further acceptance in modern society of personal and situation ethics, 

one might expect narcissism and radical individualism to further intensify as a malady in society. 

Modern man needs to draw away from the mirror and stop looking at himself. Alasdair 

MacIntyre in his book “After Virtue” (1981) explains how relativism and radical individualism 

destroy the meaning of ethics and undercut any ability at dialogue in modern society. MacIntyre 
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explains that ancient and Judeo-Christian ethics worked under the teleological assumption that 

human nature had a purpose and character.  Without preparation and education, as set out, for 

example, in “The Idea of a University” (1854) by Cardinal J.H. Newman (1801 – 1890), man is 

adrift and immensely challenged in reaching his final end.  In fact, civil dialogue is virtually 

impossible in a relativist world. MacIntyre is absolutely right as is Newman.  

Students need to understand (not memorize – that’s no good!) that beings have a purpose, 

that virtue is critical to moral ethics and that metaphysics, moral theology, and natural theology 

in the Judeo-Christian context really have meaning beyond the speculative. These disciplines, as 

the hardcore Wizards would argue, are not some parochial narrow-minded Euro-centric Judeo-

Christian cluster of incomprehensible curiosities designed for ivory tower professors, insane 

Christian monks or con artists pushing a mishmash of unscientific and unsubstantiated opinions 

on the gullible masses in order to control and manipulate them. People, who have a chip on their 

shoulder or who know no history, speak in that way about the Judeo-Christian world view.  

Metaphysics and the Judeo-Christian world view must remain a core of modern 

educational systems. If man has no purpose, then education’s only end is utilitarian. Moreover, 

as Antoine de Saint-Exupery said: “A civilization is a heritage of beliefs, customs, and 

knowledge slowly accumulated in the course of centuries, elements difficult at times to justify by 

logic, but justifying themselves as paths when they lead somewhere, since they open up for man 

his inner distance.”17  

With few exceptions, over the past 2000 years, modern man has recognized that reason 

can and rightly should appeal to natural law for guidance. Modern man needs to see that it is 

erroneous to think that natural law arises from exclusively personal cultural or psychological 

habits as the relativists and multiculturalists would have it. It is reasonable to believe in natural 
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law because God, who is its source, is reasonable. The natural law is the law by which the 

Creator (the Logos – which is “rationality at its best”) wishes the world to be governed.18  To 

claim that natural law (and God by implication) is limited by or arises from race, community, 

confession or any particular hang-up that someone may have at some moment is irrational 

muddle at the most fundamental level. God and eternal truths are neither Euro nor Hindu nor 

Oxford centric nor are they bound by time or space.  

Reason, however, is certainly not entirely helpful in zeroing in on some natural law 

principles. Greek philosophers, Plato (428 BC – 348 BC) and Aristotle as well as the Roman 

Stoics such as Cicero19 (106 BC – 43 BC), Seneca (4 BC – 65 AD) and Marcus Aurelius (121AD 

– 180 AD)20, accepted the assumption that there are certain universal and absolute principles 

which man, by dint of his own efforts, could discover and decide to adhere to or violate. Man, 

Aristotle claimed, is by nature a moral and social being who must strive to live morally or in 

accordance with his nature. Aristotle points out, for example, that “…the end of political science 

is the supreme good; and political science is concerned with nothing so much as with producing 

a certain character in the citizen or in other words with making them good, and capable of 

performing noble actions.”21 In other words, public policy and education must promote virtue 

which will create the conditions that will lead to genuine human development at the personal and 

societal levels.  

Aristotle, who was neither Christian, Buddhist, or Muslim, in his major work The 

Nicomachean Ethics (350 BC), wrote “…the object of our inquiry is not to know the nature of 

virtue but to become ourselves virtuous, as that is the sole benefit which it conveys. It is 

necessary therefore to consider the right way of performing actions, for it is actions as we have 

said that determine the character of the resulting moral states.”22 Aristotle’s ethics at a 
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fundamental level captures the meaning of virtue because he basis his analysis and observations 

on man and on the ontological and cosmological truths about existence, causality, and finality of 

beings. Humanity owes Aristotle a debt of gratitude for his ability to see that man has a purpose 

and that there are transcendent and permanent values.   

For Aristotle, “courage is the first of human qualities because it is the quality which 

guarantees the others.”23 Courage is followed by temperance, liberality, magnificence, pride, 

honor, good temper, friendliness, truthfulness, wit, friendship and justice. He did not understand 

Christian love and charity. Mystery would complete the picture for later philosophers.    

Aristotle got it mostly right and without appealing to Moses and the 10 Commandments. 

Modern man, who mostly seeks to be the master of the universe and a worshipper of self, needs 

to hear Aristotle out: “...happiness does not consist in amusement. In fact, it would be strange if 

our end were amusement, and if we were to labor and suffer hardships all our life long merely to 

amuse ourselves....The happy life is regarded as a life in conformity with virtue. It is a life which 

involves effort and is not spent in amusement...”24 If we recognize our purpose and final end 

“…we shall be like archers who have a mark at which to aim. We shall have a better chance of 

attaining what we want.”25  

Judeo-Christian ethics brings more to the table than Aristotle by converting the statement that 

“man shall have a better chance of attaining what he wants” into “man shall have a better ability, 

not chance, using right reason, to attain what God wants for man when man embraces freely who 

he is in light of his purpose for living”. That is a central message of the Judeo-Christian world 

view. Man must understand that happiness in part rests on striving to be virtuous and 

understanding, as Chesterton said in “Heretics” (1905), that “[l]ove means loving the unlovable 

– or it is no virtue at all.” Politicians who don’t get that do get the purpose of political science.  
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The level of confusion in the media and amongst our enlightened pundits about 

fundamental principles is truly cosmic. Virtuous conduct is much more than good manners or 

Victorian charm or high-quality conversations or good sportsmanship or, as a pure Darwinian 

would say, selfishness with an occasional tinge of altruism (strength in numbers) for the sake of 

survival. When man is reduced to a beast, morality is reduced to good feelings and becomes an 

excuse to dominate others. 

Christopher Hitchens (1949 – 2011), one of the most articulate members of the 21st 

century’s New Enlightenment Wizards, simply could not see that the purpose of life is much 

more than a random walk through time and space. He refused to accept that human life is much 

more than the here and now. He ridiculed people who saw the purpose of life as much more than 

a process to get one’s own way and to create the conditions for a permanent state of emotional 

and physical excitement. He strove to find meaning in rationality. He and his fellow atheists 

could not come to grips with Chesterton’s masterful insight: “I say that a man must be certain of 

his morality for the simple reason that he has to suffer for it.”26 

For men and women like Hitchens, happiness consisted in total liberation from any 

fundamental principles, except their own. Authority and hierarchical structures were the 

inventions of clerics, who were mainly responsible for the deformation of the conscience. While 

I respect anyone who holds those views, it would be irresponsible to remain silent in the face of 

Hitchen’s aggressive jihadist-like missionary determination to convert people to his religious 

atheistic world view. Ideas have consequences. Hitchen’s ideas are dodgy because they are only 

founded on reason filled with emotion.  

The particular danger in Hitchen’s atheism is that he insists on creating a new no strings 

attached morality that, unknowingly perhaps, does away with common sense, reason and natural 
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law. Hitchens is a pamphleteer who, despite his eloquence, should be understood as a man on a 

crusade to evangelize the world in the name of godlessness.    

In the early centuries of the first millennium, the Church Fathers and Roman jurists 

developed man’s understanding of human nature and natural law, which was reflected in positive 

law at the time. In the 6th Century AD, for example, Justinian I, the Eastern Roman Emperor, 

promulgated the Justinian Code, Corpus iuris civilis, which was rooted in a rapidly maturing 

Judeo-Christian natural law philosophy. 

Just as reason cannot lay claim to any universal principle of its own in ethics, neither can 

positive law, which is man-made law. Positive law must be confined strictly to the manner of 

applying the natural law.  No king or queen or thug or general can be above the law. In like 

manner, the Supreme Court of the United States, the Court of Cassation of France or the Saikō-

Saibansho in Japan, as with any other high court, cannot override the inalienable and 

fundamental principles of natural law that are embedded in human nature.  Augustine states it 

differently: “A law that is unjust is considered no law at all.”27  

Cannon Law, the jurisprudence of the Catholic Church, reflects Roman legal principles 

which likewise must take into account natural law principles. If any particular cannon does not 

reflect fundamental principles, it must be revised. Professor Heinrich Rommen (1897 – 1967) at 

Georgetown University reminds us also that the Judeo-Christian view of ius naturale, which “is 

contained in the law (i.e., the Decalogue) and the Gospel, is of divine origin. It resides in human 

nature, it is alike in all men, but at the same time it has force independently of human astuteness. 

Natural rights and duties may indeed have to be more closely defined by positive law, but they 

stand as a norm and rule above the positive laws.”28 While not exactly parallel thoughts, contrast 

Rommen with  bombastic and seemingly hateful views of Hitchens: “The Bible may, indeed 
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does, contain a warrant for trafficking in humans, for ethnic cleansing, for slavery, for bride-

price, and for indiscriminate massacre, but we are not bound by any of it because it was put 

together by crude, uncultured human mammals.”29 Hitchens’ atheistic world view simply can’t 

come to grips with God, transcendence and the meaning of suffering in the world.30 

What modern man fails to see is that positive law cannot be based on relativistic 

utilitarian philosophies. To suggest that natural law is a human invention and that revelation is 

nothing but a fairy tale is to close one’s eyes to the explanatory power of the evidence and to the 

testimony of history. It also presupposes a denial of the existence of God. St. Paul (c5 – c67 AD) 

provides the following interesting observation about natural law from his Epistle to the Romans 

(2:14–16): “For when the Gentiles who do not have the law by nature observe the prescriptions 

of the law, they are a law for themselves even though they do not have the law. They show that 

the demands of the law are written in their hearts, while their conscience also bears witness and 

their conflicting thoughts accuse or even defend them on the day when, according to my gospel, 

God will judge peoples’ hidden works through Christ Jesus.”31 Whatever one might think of St. 

Paul the Apostle and Christianity, the law written in man’s heart is perfectly consistent with the 

laws of physics and biology because their sources are the same – God. There is a natural law not 

because St. Paul said it but rather because it is reasonable to believe that there is one.  

What evidence is there to claim that man’s thoughts have a scientific basis in reality, as 

atheists assert? Is not the assertion that man’s thoughts are based on reality a mere act of faith? A 

materialist always begins with optimism and ends with pessimism for the simple reason that the 

atheist cannot escape from his own simplistic fictitious world of ideas where logic reigns at the 

expense of reality. Tragically, the victims of such thinking are the innocent, helpless and 

undesirable men and women in society who the hardcore Wizards marginalize, abort, or liquidate 
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in the name of progress. Remove God and moral relativism is king. Remove absolutes and it 

would be best to avoid those who wield power. Remove God and the quest for absolute pleasure 

leads to absolute emptiness and despair.  

St John Chrysostom (347–407), St. Augustine of Hippo (354–430), St. Hillary of Poitier 

(c.300–c.368) and St. Ambrose (c.340–397) are recognized as among the first eloquent defenders 

of natural law within Christian jurisprudence other than St. Paul himself. But it is St. Thomas 

Aquinas (1225–1274), the exceptionally brilliant Dominican friar and eminent scholastic doctor, 

who refined and advanced more than anyone else man’s understanding of natural law.32 Aquinas, 

the “top gun” of moral philosophy, defined natural law as the participation of the Eternal Law in 

the rational creature that is created in the image and likeness of God, i.e. with an intellect and 

free will.   

I stand with Martin Luther King, Jr  who in his Letter from Birmingham Jail (1963) saw 

the impossibility of arguing for justice without accepting the Judeo-Christian world view: “One 

may well ask: “How can you advocate breaking some laws and obeying others?”   The answer 

lies in the fact that there are two types of laws: just and unjust.  I would be the first to advocate 

obeying just laws.  One has not only a legal but a moral responsibility to obey just laws. 

 Conversely, one has a moral responsibility to disobey unjust laws.  I would agree with St. 

Augustine that “an unjust law is no law at all.” 

Now, what is the difference between the two?  How does one determine whether a law is 

just or unjust?  A just law is a man-made code that squares with the moral law or the law of God. 

 An unjust law is a code that is out of harmony with the moral law.  To put it in the terms of St. 

Thomas Aquinas:  An unjust law is a human law that is not rooted in eternal law and natural law. 

  Any law that uplifts human personality is just.  Any law that degrades human personality is 
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unjust.”33 It would be interesting to see the heartier of the New Enlightenment anti Judeo-

Christian Wizards debate publically Rev. M. L. King.  

Taking another step further down the road of getting a fuller appreciation of the Judeo-

Christian world view, revelation, the voice of God in time as mainly expressed through the Bible, 

is an act of love which opens a profoundly beautiful door into reality and eternity. “Just as faith 

means another sort of ability than the ability to accomplish particular tasks, namely, the very 

ability to live, so too it also concerns another level of being and of knowing than the knowledge 

of this or that particular thing: it has to do with the very basic recognition in which we become 

aware of our foundations, learn to accept it, and, because we have a foundation, are able to 

live.”34 Ratzinger’s explanation is what secular atheists and agnostics a priori simply deny as 

far-fetched and fanciful. The critics of the Judeo-Christian world view reduce man to the image 

and likeness of biological accidents arising from random electrical charges that have no ultimate 

meaning apart from survival and sex. That reductionist vision of man cannot be the basis for 

jurisprudence, any public or foreign policy or human existence for that matter.  

Scrolling forward some 250 years after Aquinas, the Age of Discovery and the Protestant 

Reformation brought significant challenges to the development of positive law in light of natural 

law jurisprudence. With the discovery and subsequent colonization of America, Asia and sub-

Saharan Africa beginning in earnest in the 16th century, jurists had to figure out how to deal with 

peoples and nations who had no experience or knowledge of the Judeo-Christian world view of 

man and the universe. Did ignorance or “being different” or “looking different” place the 

indigenous peoples of America, for example, outside or beyond the natural law? This question 

had to be worked out in light of practical considerations in the areas of governance and 
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commerce at the time. Some Spanish intellectuals got it right while some Spanish Conquistadors 

got it entirely wrong.  

I use the period of the Age of Discovery as but one example to show that it is never 

permissible to ignore the unchanging natural law when faced with difficult political or economic 

issue about the human person. I am particularly worried about modern man’s tendency to justify 

the slaughter of the innocent and helpless in the name of freedom. And I am also worried about 

the increasingly aggressive and militant foreign policies of some countries which seek resources 

overseas in order to feed their “happy hour” capitalist economic systems.   

Francisco de Vitoria (1483–1546), the father of international law, surely wrestled with 

the issue of developing a set of laws for the indigenous peoples bearing in mind natural law 

principles. As an eminent jurist, given Spain and Portugal’s expansion into the New World, 

Vitoria acknowledged the basic fact that Quechua and Maya as well as Cherokee and Carib 

indigenous peoples were just as much human beings as Spaniards or Portuguese. He developed 

the idea of the “ius gentium”, the “law of the nations”. The word gentes also carries the 

association of pagans or non-Christians35.  

The concept of ius gentium, which stands above all individual ethnic groups or races, is 

problematic for today’s multiculturalists because it recognizes that rights and obligations flow 

ultimately from being a human person and not from being a member of a particular tribe or race. 

Stated differently, “Pluralism is a good thing but if pluralism is taken to mean ethical relativism 

that’s when the danger signs will begin to appear and that’s where you will see how evil almost 

becomes indefinable.”36 It is critical to understand that today’s ideological multiculturalism uses 

ethical relativism as a means to influence the formulation of positive law, often to the benefit of 

only one group. The Rev. M. L. King would not be happy.  
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Darwinian-like biological determinants underpin multiculturalism. In fact, 

multiculturalism is largely the principles of biodiversity applied to group dynamics in order to 

create independent taxonomic-like classifications within race, ethnicity and sexuality. 

Ideological multiculturalism seems to want to elevate different races (on the basis of traits and 

features mainly) to full species status, if you will, at the expense of others. Each race of peoples 

would have its own distinctive ends and governing laws that would be absolute in their own right 

irrespective of any natural law or higher principles. Such a philosophy leads to conflict.   

Multiculturalism essentially claims that different races of peoples operate in closed 

systems and should be subject only to their own laws; the laws and morality of foreigners are by 

definition not suitable to racial specific conditions even down to the neighborhood level. They 

declare natural law as a skewed European invention of domination. With this type of vision, 

cannibalism should be perfectly acceptable.  

Moreover, ideological fundamentalist multiculturalism, it would seem, seeks to create a 

collectivized herd mentality where no minority group within a race or cultural setting can appeal 

to a higher law or question the prevalent orthodoxy – a method for bringing about Rousseau’s 

social contract thesis. Elitist social engineers within the social group in cahoots with the media 

and bought-in academics work to dominate the airwaves.  It is for this reason that much of the 

media stage-manages public opinion to maintain a consensus position while promoting a sense of 

victimization (at least in the Americas and Europe) which is a tool to prevent blow back from the 

silent majority.  

In order to keep a lid on dissent, the dominant multicultural orthodoxy foments a guilt 

complex to thwart people from expressing judgments. A suitable education for these 

multicultural ideologues is one where no one can express an opinion that may challenge their 
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claims. Ethics is reduced to an adherence to slogans and modern day politically correct thinking. 

Natural law ethics is subordinated to an equality of outcomes principle which is incompatible 

with liberty except in theory. Multiculturalism leads predictably to conflict since it ends up 

pitting one race against another whilst denying in practice many of the core principles of natural 

law and of the Judeo-Christian world view.  

Francisco de Vitoria saw the need to recognize, within international law, natural law 

concepts that dealt with the proper treatment of peoples irrespective of specific tribal, linguistic 

or spiritual characteristics. He in some ways albeit not explicitly anticipated predatory crony 

capitalism and the multiculturalist movement. It seems undeniable that he foresaw the abuses 

that would materialize in society when different peoples, for whatever reason, authored their own 

morality and legal guiding principles without reference to higher fundamental principles.  For 

Vitoria, the “ius gentium” had to recognize the dignity of the human person as a first principle. 

Without such recognition, it would be impossible to minimize unjust imperial, colonial or greedy 

behavior. In this sense as well, it is absolutely essential to recognize that, just as international law 

must be consistent with natural law principles, so must Cannon Law, commercial law or military 

law in the treatment of all peoples. 

The development of positive law is always challenging. In the 16th and 17th centuries, the 

Protestant Reformation, the advance of science, increased mobility and expanded educational 

opportunities for the peoples of Europe, and the invention of the printing press, further 

complicated the task of maintaining a coherent legal system consistent with fundamental 

principles given practical considerations. Complicating the picture facing the different peoples of 

Europe at the time was the serious external threat from the Ottoman Empire under the reign of 
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Suleiman the Magnificent (1520–1566) whose armies conquered Belgrade, Rhodes and most of 

Hungary until he was stopped in 1529 at the Siege of Vienna.  

The challenge for jurists at the time, therefore, was to maintain country specific legal 

systems within the framework of universal fundamental principles irrespective of tribal 

allegiance, faith, or language or economic, political or military developments. I would argue that 

during the 16th and 17h centuries in Europe, most jurists recognized the transcendence of natural 

law, with few exceptions, unlike today. Nonetheless, brilliant men like Hugo Grotius (1583 - 

1645), the Dutch jurist and diplomat, and Samuel von Pufendorf (1632–1694), perhaps 

unknowingly, began to undermine natural law jurisprudence with their efforts to maintain 

universal agreement on thorny cross-border issues on the basis of rationality alone.  

Moreover, the concept of a united Christendom under a single legal system was breaking 

down in the 16th century.  At this time, Grotius, Pufendorf, and others started seriously to further 

chew on questions regarding international law and its universal applicability. They introduced 

“the idea of the natural law, which transcends the confessional borders of faith by establishing 

reason as the instrument whereby law can be posited in common.”37 Incidentally, in the 

canonical world, the Roman Catholic Church tried to meet the challenges of the 16th Century at 

the Council of Trent (1545) and laid out legal norms governing the laity and clerics. At the 

council, the Church published the Catechism of the Council of Trent – a document that remained 

in place for nearly 500 years. 

Hugo Grotius incorporated in a formal way natural law and positive law concepts into 

international law at a time when the European Thirty Years War (1618 – 1648) was raging. 

Grotius was particularly concerned about conflict and the applicability of legal principals during 

wartime, a matter, of course, of particular importance today to students of foreign policy in an 
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age of globalism. As Professor Rommen states: “In the midst of all this [war], however, [Grotius] 

put forward with great power and impressiveness, cogently and systematically, the idea of the 

rule of law even in wartime…. As a result, he tried to demonstrate that there is a common law 

among nations, which is valid alike for war and in war.38 That in itself is a worthy task but he 

substituted natural law as the universal guiding principle with reason.  

 Grotius maintained that man is a social creature whose trait of sociability was implanted 

in him by God. Given man’s social nature, which is the source of the law of nature, obligations 

arise from mutual consent. By nature, Grotius maintained, man can consent to agree or disagree 

with respect to his mutual rights and obligations. The assumption that obligations come from 

mutual consent gives rise to the possibility of establishing by agreement political communities. 

Municipal law and international law, claimed Grotius, were conceived to be at once the product 

of individual wills, consent, and the embodiment of natural justice. Thus, “the obligation to obey 

the municipal law derives both from the force of the wills that have consented to it and from the 

recognition by individual conscience of its inherent rightness.”39  J. Maritain (1882 – 1973) held 

the view that Grotius may have begun the process of legal muddle that reached a climax during 

the Enlightenment40.  

 According to Hallowell, “The importance of Grotius’ conception of natural law 

was methodological. The content he attributed to it was precisely the content attributed to it by 

earlier writers. What Grotius endeavored to do, and in the eyes of his contemporaries with 

success, was to provide ‘a new method of arriving at this content, a method that did not depend 

on revelation but was, in seventeenth-century terms, scientific.’ He defined the law of nature 

as:…a dictate of right reason, which points out that an act, according as it is or is not in 

conformity with rational nature, has in it a quality or moral baseness or moral necessity of any 
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act; and that, in consequence, such an act is either commanded or forbidden or enjoined by the 

author of nature, God. Although reference is made to God, it really adds nothing essential to the 

definition.”41 Despite Grotius’ best efforts, rationality cannot by itself be the criteria for moral 

ethics.  Just as reason on its own is blind to fundamental principles, so are logic and social 

contracts divorced from natural law. Reason is unfeeling, sees cultures as interesting, and lives in 

a self-enclosed futile world of concepts and comparisons with no higher realities against which 

to measure the goodness or badness of an act.  

Grotius thought that “…the principles of that law are in themselves manifest and clear, 

almost as evident as are those things which we perceive by the external senses.”42 Grotius 

developed a conception of natural rights, which was to have a profound influence on political 

thought. He essentially re-defined the concept of natural law by replacing objective metaphysical 

and natural Law concepts with a rationalist political theory that sought to justify and promote 

definitive political changes through natural law rationalism and social consensus. Grotius de 

facto secularized natural law. As a result, positive law was left adrift without moorings. In the 

end, Grotius, it seems, opened the door for modern legal positivism and legal realism (law is 

contingent and changeable) to seize the high ground in jurisprudence; the lex voluntatis (theory 

of the will) replaced the unchangeable lex naturalis.  

In today’s age of relativism, reason on its own stands virtually no chance to serve as a 

unifying common denominator in jurisprudence. Any dialogue between secularists and non-

secularists legal scholars stalls because relativism has destroyed absolutes. Movements like 

ideological multiculturalism have further helped gut universal principles in international law. 

The International Court of The Hague, for example, has in certain respects been reduced to an 

advisory council, unless it is ruling on commercial issues which have nothing to do with war, 
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race, culture or other minority related matters. Moreover, the invocation of sovereignty or 

national security is de facto above the law.  

The secularization of the natural law makes it nearly impossible to regain acceptance of 

universal ethical principles of law in a pluralistic society. A contemporary of Grotius, French 

philosopher Rene Descartes (1596–1650) was one of the biggest optimists in the history of 

thought in that he basically replaced God with reason. His mathematical and rationalistic 

approach to knowledge presented a serious challenge not only to Aristotelian philosophy but to 

the entire Judeo-Christian philosophical and epistemology tradition. The dictum “cogito ergo 

sum” undermined metaphysics and transcendent values. Descartes’ wayward overconfidence in 

the power of reason and in the importance of ideas essentially elevated man to the status of a 

being with spiritual powers.  

Following Maritain, Rommen writes: “All that man needs to do is constructively to 

develop what is in human reason; that is the innate idea. The individual intellect or reason thus 

becomes self-sufficient. It does not need the educative cooperation of other minds. Thus the very 

spiritual root of sociability is denied. Through his ‘angelism,’ therefore, Descartes became the 

father of the individualist conception of human nature.”43 Blaise Pascal (1623–1662) summed up 

Descartes’ mindset and that of the Wizards of the Enlightenment who have no use for God as 

follows: “I cannot forgive Descartes; in all his philosophy, Descartes did his best to dispense 

with God. But Descartes could not avoid prodding God to set the world in motion with a snap of 

his lordly fingers; after that, he had no more use for God.”44 

The potent elixir of the Enlightenment, 18th century rationalism and the French 

“philosophes” has turned modern man into Cyclops, the one eyed giant of Greek mythology, 

who had no depth perception, was stubborn and ultimately not very wise. The radical ideas of the 
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Enlightenment, accepted by most in the 21st Century, claim to be able to perform miracles with 

pure reason, despite the historical evidence to the contrary. The Wizards of the Enlightenment 

are optimists to the core and fools at the same time for they believe that a world of rational, free 

and enlightened men can bring universal happiness to this world before the end of time  

Professor Richard M. Weaver (1910–1963) of the University of Chicago accurately 

describes the Enlightenment mindset when he said: “The scientists have given [modern man, 

including all utopian thinkers and social engineers] the impression that there is nothing he cannot 

know, and false propagandists have told him that there is nothing he cannot have.” In the same 

book, he says: “Hysterical optimism will prevail until the world again admits the existence of 

tragedy, and it cannot admit the existence of tragedy until it again distinguishes between good 

and evil… Hysterical optimism is a sin against knowledge”. 45  

Finally, it is important to say a few words on language and Deconstructionism, an off 

shoot of relativism and a child of the Enlightenment as well. Jacques Derrida (1930 – 2004), the 

high beams of modern philosophical Deconstructionism, whether knowingly or not, has had a 

significant effect on ethics and jurisprudence. Derrida believed that “there is nothing outside the 

text”. Given his self-declared atheism, ethics was reduced to the instant. As Derrida says: “What 

is called “objectivity”, scientific for instance (in which I firmly believe, in a given situation) 

imposes itself only within a context which is extremely vast, old, firmly established, or rooted in 

a network of conventions… and yet which still remains a context.”46  Derrida essentially 

delinked responsibility from the human act and, therefore, eliminated the conscience as a voice 

to guide human behavior. This de-linkage also served to undermine common law given man’s 

inability, according to Derrida, to know anything about the natural law and duties. Positive law, 
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it would seem, is reduced to words that have no permanent meaning. To relativize the meaning 

of words is to utterly relativize the legal system.  

The optimism of the Enlightenment seemed to reach a turning point in the 20th century. 

The enthusiasm in building magnificent societies, crafting brilliant laws and imagining stunning 

utopias somewhat faded after seeing the senselessness of World War I and World War II. One 

would think that there is nothing better to awaken someone from wishful and relativist thinking 

than to see the consequences of the use of poison gas, the madness of the Somme, the Gulags, 

concentration camps, ethnic cleansing, nuclear explosions, and fire bombings; the list goes on.  

These events, and many others, should have dulled the optimism associated with the radical ideas 

of the Enlightenment and temporarily humbled man’s confidence in science and reason to master 

the universe and create a heaven on earth. They did not. Unfortunately, in the 21st century, 

politicians and scientists continue to use the Enlightenment language of perpetual progress and 

salvation to justify any number of actions in violation to the dignity of the human person. .  

Since the 1960s, there has been a clear revival in man’s confidence to master the laws of 

the universe as a result of the spectacular advances in technology (computing, robotics and 

communications), medicine (genetics and organ transplants), and biology (bio-engineering and 

psychology), amongst other disciplines and areas. This optimism is sorely misplaced and 

foolhardy as a drive for development without understanding the purpose of nature and man is a 

recipe for serious miscalculations as history continually shows. Ironically, some of the 20th 

century’s fiction novels and sci-fi movies may turn out to have anticipated what appears to be the 

increasing use of unethical measures to achieve the Wizard’s personal and societal plans to 

liberate humankind from injustice, inequality, oppression and suffering.  They claim that 

salvation and redemption is not too far off in the future.  Soon man will have figured out the 
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mysteries of the universe and begun in earnest to build a heaven on earth without having to deal 

with God, human frailty and suffering.  

Since the Enlightenment, the meaning of natural law has been either turned on its head or 

gutted of its essential elements. Just as metaphysics and science have divorced so have spirit and 

matter, at least in the minds of most of our elites. Modern man has convinced himself that 

autonomous reason, like a super computer, will soon be able to figure everything out or react 

quickly to problems in order to eliminate uncertainty or pain. The Wizards assert themselves as 

the representatives of a new morality suitable for all peoples. They are aggressive is asserting 

that the Judeo-Christian world view destroys progress, liberation and equality just like a virus 

kills a living organism.  

As measured by their missionary-like zeal, the hardcore Wizards of the New 

Enlightenment seem to think that they are closing in rapidly on their utopian objective of 

paradise on earth. And if not, man should trust them since they are the best thing going, so to 

speak. Their goal seems to be the collectivization of public opinion, computerized living, and a 

perpetual state of “happy hour” economics along with complete moral relativism. To get their 

way, they deploy the mass media and tag along elites to terrorize opponents by force feeding the 

multitudes ideological multiculturalism, a sense of victimization and a constant barrage of noise 

and distractions all the while invoking highfalutin words like justice and equality.  

Science is the Wizard’s golden calf. They refuse to acknowledge that the scientific 

method is limited and descriptive. Their blindness does not let them see that science is but only 

one of the key sources of knowledge in getting at the mysteries of man, God and the universe. 

The Wizards try to project the idea that it is necessary to choose between revelation and science. 
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Emphatically that is not necessary! Revelation and science are entirely compatible. The Judeo-

Christian world view stands with and behind science.   

It is unfortunate that the radical men of the Enlightenment identify religion, and 

particularly Christianity, as their principle enemy. They believe, without using any reasonable 

arguments, that natural law is dangerous because, in its present form, it arises from unfounded 

religious ideas. Christianity, they claim, has deformed the conscience. It is necessary to do away 

with the Judeo-Christian world view, God and natural law in order to reach a new level of 

evolutionary maturity. The Wizards can’t get over the fact that the uncreated God of the universe 

and Bible is not a created god. Anyone who does not agree with them or who can’t changed, 

should be sent to a Soviet style “Психушка” – a psychiatric hospital where the uncooperative 

were reeducated or simply put to sleep.   

 “In today’s ethics and philosophy of law, petitions of juridical positivism (i.e., the law is 

only what the legislator says) are widespread. As a result, legislation often becomes only a 

compromise between different interests: seeking to transform private interests or wishes into 

laws that conflict with the duties deriving from the social responsibility.”47 Benedict XVI is 

absolutely correct in his assessment. The Judeo-Christian world view is a credible system of 

ideas because of its overall explanatory power, compatibility with science, constant defense of 

the weak and ability to take on those who knock the natural law.  

It is particularly disturbing that today’s Wizards of the Enlightenment virtually to the 

person defend the culture of death – a perfectly logical position when their twin gods are reason 

and pleasure. Science, they say, can determine morality through measurement because scientists 

know the details about nature while philosophers and theologians engage in guess work. One of 

the main determinants of morality for hardcore Wizards is simple: the greater the number of cells 
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in a living organism, the more complex or sophisticated is that organism. An organism with more 

cells deserves greater respect and better treatment than one with fewer cells. Therefore, man 

should be more concerned about killing a cockroach than in killing a two week old human being 

in the womb for purposes of experimentation because the cockroach has 1,000,000 cells while 

the two week old embryo has less than 20,000 cells. The morality of an act is reduced to nothing 

more than a numbers game. Stated differently, from the point of view of a “happy hour” 

economist: “nothing personal, just business.”  

The laid-back attitude of the Wizards towards life and death issues is astounding. It is that 

cool offhand mindset towards euthanasia, abortion, and scientific experimentation on human 

beings that must encourage men and women to reexamine their fundamental philosophical 

assumptions. Life for many Wizards devolves into nothing more than a task to live comfortably, 

painlessly and physiologically in a state of bliss; that’s what good genes are all about.  Death is 

just the end of the line. The Wizard’s gospel boils down to a kind of thoroughbred horse 

breeding and training program. Anything that gets in the way of producing great horses – well – 

is not welcome; and in extreme cases, should be liquidated.  

Amazingly, the Wizards’ fundamental principles rest on lax science and on a less than 

measureable subjective interpretation of the meaning of goodness. This inadequate set of 

whimsical criteria is in sharp contrast to the experientially sound explanatory power of the 

Judeo-Christian world view when dealing with question related to good and evil.  

I would urge open minded secular atheists, weak-in-the-knees agnostics, and relativists of 

any stripe to sink their teeth into the rich heritage of Judeo-Christian civilization. A moment’s 

thought and some knowledge of history will confirm the grandeur of the Judeo-Christian world 
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view and atheism’s graveyard legacy. Critically important, the Judeo-Christian world view 

stands up for the right to life of the innocent, irrespective of race, sex, language, religion, or age. 

Ethical models based on materialism and atheistic evolutionary theory lead inexorably to 

catastrophe because they have no intellectual footings and largely rely on an unstable balance of 

power politics. This does not mean, however, that individual atheists cannot be moral in the 

sense of good because each person is in the image of God and contains within his nature a sense 

of goodness. This latter point is terribly important when asking an atheist to explain the basis for 

morality.  

Erroneous theories of ethics, such as consequentialism, utilitarianism, proportionalism, 

egotism or hedonism, are all inadequate attempts to get round natural law and transcendent 

universal principles. In the hands of impatient atheists, these ethical systems are transformed into 

utopian messianisms and destroy man’s authenticity and identity as a human being. Only the 

Judeo-Christian world view can seriously challenge the atheistic materialistic world view of the 

New Enlightenment Wizards.  

Man must extricate himself from “The Enlightenment Trap” which contains the idea that 

the universe is a big puzzle that is within the reach of scientists to decipher. That is in part true. 

But, in order to figure out the working of the universe, they claim, man must graduate from the 

bovine state of dull and dangerous religious delusion and think like an objective scientist. With 

each piece of the puzzle solved, man gets closer to graduation day – that exciting and promising 

world of liberation and equality which science promises. Science, not religion, will unlock the 

secrets to happiness and eliminate suffering and pain in this world. Cleverly, the Wizards 

demand that man choose between enlightened atheism and dimwitted Judeo-Christian world 

view.  Progress, science, God and natural law are all compatible.   
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The atheist’s world view means that there is no need for revelation or natural law. For 

atheists, an uncreated God cannot exist for to believe in an uncreated God introduces major 

consequences. It is for that reason that the Wizards want to erase the Judeo-Christian historical 

record and man’s memory of it. In that way, the conscience may be rebooted like a computer. 

For the atheist or agnostic, the only permissible fundamental principles that fit nicely into their 

world view are moral relativism, subjectivism and hedonism although I repeat, every human 

being possess within themselves a sense of dignity and a sense of right and wrong. From there 

arises the atheist’s altruism, which we must all applaud.  

Patience and humility are necessary virtues for men and women who are looking for the 

meaning of life and existence. For without these virtues, modern man will tend to operate under 

the assumption that he may come to master the universe. The virtue of humility, which does not 

mean a cowering uneducated “yes man”, is necessary to remain objective in the face of 

uncertainty because humility beams a dignified confidence and brings a sense of humor to the 

table; humility sees with both eyes.  

A complete scholar is a person who works with all the evidence: material, intangible and 

historical. He doesn’t throw tantrums, controls his appetites, including sexual, and acknowledges 

the proper role of reason without invoking the “God of the Gaps” to explain the inexplicable. 

Man cannot ignore the natural law because it is embedded in his DNA. The Judeo-Christian 

world view, which acknowledges natural law principles in jurisprudence, politics and economics, 

is a sine qua non for genuine human development because its first principles are the principles of 

God. Ideas have consequences. 

In conclusion, I would endorse Cardinal Ratzinger’s proposal to the secularists and 

Wizards of the Enlightenment: “I would like to make a proposal to the secularists. At the time of 
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the Enlightenment, there was an attempt to understand and define the essential moral norms, 

saying that they would be valid “etsi Deus non daretur,” even in the case that God did not exist. 

In the opposition of the confessions and in the pending crisis of the image of God, an attempt 

was made to keep the essential values of morality outside the contradictions and to seek for them 

evidence that would render them independent of the many divisions and uncertainties of the 

different philosophies and confessions. In this way, they wanted to ensure the basis of 

coexistence and, in general, the foundations of humanity. At that time, it was thought to be 

possible, as the great deep convictions created by Christianity to a large extent remained. But this 

is no longer the case. The search for such a reassuring certainty, which could remain uncontested 

beyond all differences, failed.” Razinger continues: “…The attempt, carried to the extreme, to 

manage human affairs disdaining God completely leads us increasingly to the edge of the abyss, 

to man's ever greater isolation from reality. We must reverse the axiom of the Enlightenment and 

say: even one who does not succeed in finding the way of accepting God, should, nevertheless, 

seek to live and to direct his life “veluti si Deus daretur”, as if God existed. This is the advice 

Pascal gave to his friends who did not believe. In this way, no one is limited in his freedom, but 

all our affairs find the support and criterion of which they are in urgent need.”48   
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