
How important is our worldview?  All worldviews can be reduced to two basic
worldviews: a biblical or Christian worldview and a humanistic or a naturalistic
worldview.  All worldviews are attempting to answer three questions.  Where did we
come from? What has gone wrong?  What can we do about it?  Our answers to these
questions will determine our worldview. It is difficult to conceive how three such
innocent questions can have such a far-reaching effect on our lives and our culture. 

The issues surrounding worldview are not limited to those of us in the United States.  A
worldview, truly is a worldwide issue.  The winner of the war of worldviews will have a
lasting effect on culture, society, caliber of life, and life and death itself.  This session
we will focus on the United States and our culture but the issues we will raise are issues
that every country must wrestle with and answer–How Should We Then Live.

All societies and cultures are based on real or implied social contracts.  All nations
operate under a system of laws.  The purpose of laws is to enforce the social contract.
A social contract is a series of real or implied agreements by which people form nations
and maintain civil order.  Wikipedia says: “In laymen's terms, this means that the people
give up some rights to a government in order to receive social order.”  

Historically, both the form of government and type of social order have varied greatly. 
In the United States, the Constitution is our ultimate social contract. However, one
cannot fully appreciate our Constitution if one does not realize the importance that our
Declaration of Independence played in its development.  The Declaration provided the
philosophical basis for our government’s right to govern given by “the consent of the
governed.”  The Declaration of Independence defined the conditions of a free people,
stating explicitly that their rights and liberty were derived from their creator.  Thomas
Jefferson stated that the ultimate authority of any legitimate government rests on the
consent of free people:  

“We hold these truths to be self-evident, that all men are created equal, that they
are endowed by their Creator with certain unalienable Rights, that among these
are Life, Liberty and the pursuit of Happiness.  That to secure these rights,
Governments are instituted among men deriving their just powers from the
consent of the governed.”

A keystone, for the founders, of our government was that any laws that are not derived
from the consent of the governed are considered unjust.  The ideal of the consent of
the governed is in stark contrast to “the will of the majority” that our culture has become
so fond of.  The consent of the governed, is understood as people engaged in self-
government, in their communities, churches, and other social institutions, “into which
the government may intrude only with the people’s consent.” For our founding Fathers,
limited government was the rockbed upon which our government was built. The “will of
the majority,” was seen by the founding fathers as weak, it sent signals that all
decisions are ultimately the government’s, not the peoples.    



“We hold these truths to be self-evident, that all men are created equal.” It is plain to
even the most common man that all men are equally endowed with unalienable rights. 
Unalienable rights are rights that cannot be repudiated or transferred to another.  One
of these rights is that there is no divine right of kings, nature does not single out who will
be governed and who will govern.  Rights are also not a legal privilege, or based on the
gift of a ruling class.  It was understood that these fundamental rights were given to all
men, that “all men were created equal.”  The key thought here is that because these
rights were inalienable they had to come from beyond government.  Government did
not have the authority to either grant or deny these rights.  All government can do, is to
recognize these right as a preexisting gift from the Creator.  If government can award
rights to a man, then, the government can withdraw that right or take it away.  If the
government grants you the privilege to drive, then, the government has the right to
withdraw that privilege.  The government does not have the right to take away that
which it cannot grant.  Among those rights that are founding fathers thought to preexist
the government were “Life, Liberty and the pursuit of happiness.” 

What we are discussing here is transcendent law, law from above, law outside of man
himself.  The Ten Commandments are a classic example of transcendent law, but the
idea of transcendent is not unique to the Bible.  Cicero, a Roman lawyer, a philosopher,
and a statesman, had a sense of transcendent law. Cicero said: “Law is not the product
of human thought, nor is it any enactment of peoples, but something eternal which rules
the whole universe.”  Christian theologians such as Augustine and Aquinas, knew that
human law must reflect the moral order created by God, that the moral law is knowable
by both believer and unbeliever because it is the “law written on the human heart.”  

Martin Luther King offers us a summary of the “just law” theory that is derived from
transcendent law.  Mr. King wrote in his “Letter from a Birmingham Jail” speaking to the
question of how a person could advocate the breaking of some laws while keeping
others that: “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 not law at all.”  Mr.
King continues to explain how one is to know the difference between the two. “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
terms of Thomas Aquinas: “An unjust law is a human law that is not rooted in eternal
law and natural law.”  King summarizes this: “Any law that uplifts the human personality
is just.  Any law that degrades human personality is unjust.”  

In the western world, at least until the twenty-first century, it was generally recognized
that for a law to be valid it had to be grounded in natural law.  Natural law, is how God
orders the universe and is part of His eternal law.  So man’s law, man’s just law, was
part of God’s eternal law.  For much of our country’s history, supported by our
Declaration of Independence and our Constitution, our government performed as our
founding fathers envisioned.  



Toward the end of the twentieth century, a humanistic worldview began to permeate our
government, and its influence seemed greatest in Judicial Branch of our government. 
What happens when we remove or ignore God from our Constitution?   Our culture is
about to learn and you and I cannot be spectators.  We are going to have to step on the
field and the ball is in play.

Our culture is crumbling before us and a key reason for its collapse has to do with the
law and worldview.  The problem begins with the casting aside of the idea that human
law must reflect a higher law or God’s eternal law.  If there is no God and no eternal law
then man can only judge the justness or unjustness of a law by if  “it works.”  Is it
working well? Is the law getting the results for which it was intended? Law then
becomes pragmatic not transcendent and the difference between the two is immense.

Oliver Wendell Holmes Jr is hailed as one of our country’s greatest Supreme Court
jurists and venerated by many, in particular those with a humanistic worldview.  This
might explain why Holmes has had more biographies written, plays and movies made,
about him than any other jurist in our history as a nation.  Critics of Mr. Holmes do not
hold quite so high an opinion of him or his views.  For many, he was the moral relativist
in black robes, whose continuing influence on the Supreme Court has reached beyond
his grave.  Today, our government reflects these words of Holmes: “Truth is the majority
vote of that nation that could lick all others.”  If there is no divine law, then, final moral
authority is given to the many and the strong.  For Mr. Holmes, a man’s inalienable
rights depended on whether his rights were popular with the majority and if he were
strong enough to enforce them.  

Holmes was known, by his critics, as a moral relativist or by some as utilitarian. 
Utilitarianism means “the ethical doctrine that the moral worth of an action is solely
determined by its contribution to overall utility. It is thus a form of consequentialism,
meaning that the moral worth of an action is determined by its outcome—the ends
justify the means.” Utilitarianism can be summarized simply as: ”It's for the greatest
good for the greatest number of people.”  Like pragmatism, utilitarianism primarily
evaluates an action on its success or impact, rather than evaluating it according to a
moral or ethical good.  This is the trail that leads us to 1973 Roe v. Wade.  

In 1973, the Supreme Court’s Roe v. Wade decision, marked the court’s turning away
from “divine law” to man’s law and man’s law was decided not by “due process” but by
court fiat.  It was a pragmatic and utilitarian decision.  And it could not be confused with
being a just law.  The Court made the pragmatic decision to invent the issue of
women’s privacy from the Fourteenth amendment where the was none, while ignoring
the protections of the Thirteenth and Fourteenth amendments for those who cannot
defend or speak for themselves.  The Court was no longer interpreting law, but the
court clearly began to make law. 

In 1992 the ruling in Casey v. Planned Parenthood, in favor of Planned Parenthood, the
Supreme Court went way beyond the argument of “privacy” and boldly stated that “Roe
determined that a woman's decision to terminate her pregnancy is a liberty protected



against state interference by the substantive component of the Due Process Clause of
the Fourteenth Amendment.”  The court went on to make the following declaration: “At
the heart of liberty is the right to define one's own concept of existence, of meaning, of
the universe, and of the mystery of human life.”  This interpretation made an individual’s
“own concept of existence, of meaning, of the universe, of the mystery of human life,”
the foundation of our Constitution.  The court decided that transcendent law has now
been replaced by man’s own understanding of his freedom and existence and to the
degree that transcendent law contradicts man’s understanding, transcendent law must
be removed. If this language has true legal bearing how would it be possible to legislate
against patient assisted suicide, drugs, gambling, prostitution, or anything else a person
decided to do that gave meaning to their lives. The court has granted its protection to
however a person wants to define their life. 

In Lee v. Weisman the court determined it was “unconstitutional” to include clergy who
offer prayers as part of an official public school graduation ceremony.   More distressing
than the opinion, the Court seemed to suggest that any ethic and morality that
"transcend human invention" is religion, and that “religion is constitutionally forbidden
ground for law.”  Similar decisions can be found in Romer v. Evans (1995) and Boerne
v. Flores (1997).  The Supreme Court’s treatment of religion is flowing down to the
lower courts.  

The Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals in 1996, overturning a state referendum banning
assisted suicides, Judge Stephen Reinhardt walked all over people with strong moral or
religious convictions.  He stated: “They are not free to force their views, their religious
convictions, or their philosophies on all other members of a democratic society.”  Yet
isn’t that what the democratic process is all about.  How does a judge have the right to
say, that citizens are free to express their views unless they have strong moral or
religious convictions?  

What does this all mean?  It means that our government, our system of democracy, our
freedoms, and our culture are in danger of failing.  Our courts ignore the law and the will
of majority, they avoid due process and write law.  They have the ultimate control and
they are using it.  This imbalance of power in our three branches  threatens to bring our
government to its knees. The Supreme Court has become the dominant force in
government and it is not far from destroying what vestiges we have left of our
democracy.  The Supreme Court instead of being a force of reason has become the
reason for chaos in our country.  While the court’s decisions are at fault, of more
importance is the faulty reasoning that forms the basis for these decisions.  The poor
reasoning that forms these decisions is influenced by worldview, a worldview that is
humanistic, without room for transcendent law.

The Supreme Court, and the courts in general, are doing great damage to our country,
society and culture.  Yet, can we blame every problem on the courts, or executive or
legislative branches of our government? Not if we are honest.  Where is the moral
outrage of the public?  President Clinton vetoed a ban on partial birth abortions or if we
use its proper name infanticide, yet he was reelected in a landslide in 1996.  A man



who believes in infanticide was overwhelming elected in a landslide.  Where were his
accusers?  Where were the cries of public outrage and the calls for his ouster, where
were the voices of those defending the defenseless?  Where were you and I?  Have we
lost the war of worldview in this country? It is quite possible.  We are no longer a nation
that allows its government to intrude into our lives only with our consent–the
government seems to do what it wants, when it wants.  We are no longer a
democracy–we are governed by nine, black robed men and women, unelected, lifetime
appointees to the Supreme Court.  We live in a country where it is all right for everyone
to express their sentiments or beliefs in whatever way they want, if, it is not absolute,
transcendent, Christian or Jewish.  

The question is, is it too late? Have we lost the war of worldviews? Have we, like Esau
inthe Old Testament, sold our birthright for porridge? The choice is before us–How
Then Shall We Live?


