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IDHEF – Chapter 7 – Mother Teresa vs Hitler 

 

Have you ever thought about why we all have the same intuitive sense that we ought to 

do good and shun evil?  When you ask most people why we are here on earth, they will 

express a deep-seated sense of obligation that we ought to “help people.” Behind the 

answers to these questions is more evidence for a theistic God.  The evidence is not 

scientific like we’ve seen in previous chapters, but it is moral in nature.  Like the laws of 

logic and mathematics, this evidence is nonmaterial but it is just as real.  The reason we 

believe we ought to do good rather than evil is because there is a Moral Law that has 

been written on our hearts.   A moral standard has been prescribed on the minds of all 

human beings and points to a Moral Law Prescriber.   

 

This Moral Law is our third argument for the existence of a theistic God (after the 

Cosmological and Teleological Arguments).  The Moral Law says: 

1. Every law has a law giver. 

2. There is a Moral Law. 

3. Therefore, there is a Moral Law Giver. 

 

If the first and second premises are true, then the conclusion necessarily follows.  Of 

course, every law has a law giver.  There can be no legislation unless there’s a legislature.  

When we say the Moral Law exists, we mean that all people are impressed with a 

fundamental sense of right and wrong.  University of Texas at Austin professor J. 

Budziszewski writes, “Everyone knows certain principles. There is no land where murder 

is virtue and gratitude vice.”  Everyone knows there are absolute moral obligations.  An 

absolute moral obligation is something that is binding on all people, at all times, in all 

places.  And an absolute Moral Law implies an absolute Moral Law Giver. 

 

Now this does not mean that every moral issue has easily recognizable answers or that 

some people don’t deny that absolute morality exists.  There are difficult problems in 

morality, and people suppress and deny the Moral Law every day.  It simply means that 

there are basic principles of right and wrong that everyone knows, whether they will 

admit them or not.  Even serial killers know murder is wrong – they just may not feel 

remorse.  And like all absolute moral laws, murder is wrong for everyone, everywhere. 

 

How Do We Know the Moral Law Exists? 

 

1. The Moral Law is undeniable.  Relativists usually make two primary truth 

claims: 1) There is no absolute truth; and 2) There are no absolute moral values.  

The Road Runner tactic can help defuse their first claim:  if there really is no 

absolute truth, then their absolute claim that “there is no absolute truth” can’t be 

true.  Like absolute truth, absolute values are also undeniable.  For the person 

who denies all values, values his right to deny them.  Further, he wants everyone 

to value him as a person, even while he denies that there are values for all 

persons.  Even those who deny all values value their right to their opinion. 

2. Our reactions help us discover the Moral Law (right from wrong).  There are 

absolute morals, and if you want to get relativists to admit it, all you need to do is 
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treat them unfairly.  Ex in book – professor giving student F because he didn’t 

like blue folders.  Their reactions will reveal the Moral Law written on their 

hearts and minds.  I may not think stealing is wrong when I steal from you.  But 

watch how morally outraged I get when you steal from me.  Our reactions 

indicate that relativism is ultimately unlivable.  People may claim they are 

relativists, but they don’t want their spouses to be relatively faithful.  Would 

these relativists accept the morality of rape or murder if someone wanted to rape 

or kill them?  Of course not.  Relativism contradicts our reactions and our 

common sense.  Reactions also help us identify what is right and wrong as a 

nation.  Ex:  911 attacks.  Some say Bin Laden thought the act was morally right.  

That is partially based upon the fact he was not on the receiving end.  Had the 

tables been turned, he would have known immediately that such an act was 

undeniably wrong.  The Moral Law is not always the standard by which we treat 

others, but it is nearly always the standard by which we expect others to treat us.  

It does not describe how we actually behave, but rather it prescribes how we 

ought to behave. 

3. Without the Moral Law, there would be no human rights.  The United States of 

America was established by the belief in the moral Law and God-given human 

rights.  Thomas Jefferson wrote, in the Declaration of Independence, “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.”  The Founding Fathers believed that human rights are 

God-given, and, as such, they are universal and absolute.  They are the rights of 

all people, in all places, at all times, regardless of their nationality or religion.  

They appealed to the “Creator” because they believed his Moral Law was the 

ultimate standard of right and wrong and would justify their cause.  After World 

War II, the Nazi war criminals were convicted of violating basic human rights as 

defined by the Moral Law (which is manifested in international law).  If there 

were not such international morality that transcended the laws of the secular 

German government, then the Allies would have had no grounds to condemn the 

Nazis.  They appealed to a higher authority than the German government. 

4. Without the Moral Law, we couldn’t know justice or injustice.  Perhaps the most 

popular argument against the existence of God is the presence and persistence of 

evil in the world.  If there really is a good and just God, then whey does he allow 

bad things to happen to good people?  Atheists have long asserted that it would 

be more logical to believe that this God doesn’t exist than try to explain how evil 

and God can coexist.  We can only detect injustice because there is an 

unchanging standard of justice written on our hearts.  Indeed, you can’t know 

what is evil unless you know what is good.  And you can’t know what is good 

unless there is an unchanging standard of good outside of yourself.  Without that 

objective standard, any objection to evil is nothing but your personal opinion.  If 

there were no Moral Law, then we wouldn’t be able to detect evil or injustice of 

any kind.  Without justice, injustice is meaningless.   
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5. Without the Moral Law, there would be no way to measure moral differences.  If 

no Moral Law exists, then there’s no moral difference between the behavior of 

Mother Teresa and that of Hitler.  Statements like “Murder is evil,” “Racism is 

wrong,” or “You shouldn’t abuse children” have no objective meaning.  They’re 

just someone’s opinion, on a par with “chocolate tastes better than vanilla.”  In 

fact, without the Moral Law, simple value-laden terms such as “good,” “bad,” 

“better,” and “worse” would have not objective meaning when used in a moral 

sense.  But we know that they do have meaning.  For example, when we say 

“society is getting better” or “society is getting worse,” we are comparing society 

to some moral standard beyond ourselves.  That standard is the Moral Law that is 

written on our hearts.  In short, to believe in moral relativism is to argue that 

there are no real moral differences between Mother Teresa and Hitler, freedom 

and slavery, equality and racism, care and abuse, love and hate, or life and 

murder.  We all know that such conclusions are absurd.  So moral relativism 

must be false.  If moral relativism is false, then an objective Moral Law exists. 

6. Without the Moral Law, you couldn’t know what was right or wrong.  In order to 

know what is wrong, you must have some idea of what right is.  Some relativists 

are famous for this kind of self-defeating arrogance.  They claim there is no truth, 

but then make truth claims of their own.  They claim they can’t know what is 

right, but then claim their own political causes are right.  They deny the Moral 

Law in one sentence and then assume it in the next.     

7. Without the Moral Law, there are no moral grounds for political or social dissent.  

Political liberals and many in Hollywood are famous for their moral opposition to 

war, anti-abortion laws, anti-sodomy laws, tax cuts, and just about anything the 

“religious right” might support.  The problem for them is that many of them are 

atheists who thereby have no objective moral grounds for the positions they 

vocally support.  For if there is no Moral Law, then no position on any moral 

issue is objectively right or wrong – including the positions taken by atheists.  By 

rebelling against the Moral Law, atheists have, ironically, undermined the 

grounds for rebelling against anything.  In fact, without the Moral Law, no one 

has any objective grounds for being for or against anything!  But since we all 

know that issues involving life and liberty are more than mere preferences – that 

they involve real moral rights – then the Moral Law exists. 

8. If there were no Moral Law, then we wouldn’t make excuses for violating it.  Did 

you ever notice that people make excuses for immoral behavior?  Making 

excuses is a tacit admission that the Moral Law exists.  Why make excuses if no 

behavior is actually immoral?  Even the number one virtue of our largely 

immoral culture – tolerance – reveals the Moral Law, because tolerance itself is a 

moral principle.  If there is no Moral Law, then why should anyone be tolerant?  

Actually, the Moral Law calls us to go beyond tolerance to love.  Tolerance is too 

weak – tolerance says, hold your nose and put up with them.  Love says, reach 

out and help them.  Tolerating evil is unloving, but that’s what many in our 

culture want us to do.  Moreover, the plea to be tolerant is an admission that the 

behavior is wrong.  Why?  Because you don’t need to plead with people to 

tolerate good behavior, only bad.  No one needs to be talked into tolerating the 

behavior of Mother Teresa.  No one makes excuses for acting like Mother Teresa.  
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We only make excuses when we act against the Moral Law.  We wouldn’t do so 

if it didn’t exist. 

 

Absolute vs. Relative:  Why the Confusion? 

 

If there really is an absolute Moral Law as we have argued, then why do so many believe 

that morality is relative?  And why do so many people appear to have different values?  

The reason lies with the failure to make proper distinctions.  We will look at these 

distinctions. 

 

Confusion #1 – Absolute Morals vs. Changing Behavior 

 

A common mistake of relativists is to confuse behavior with value.  They confuse what is 

with what ought to be.  What people do is subject to change, but what they ought to do is 

not.  Ex:  When discussing premarital sex or cohabitation, you often hear people say 

something like, “Get with it, this is the twenty-first century!” as if current behaviors 

dictate what’s right and wrong.  If you used this same reasoning for a more serious moral 

issue like murder (which also occurs more frequently in America than fifty years ago), 

relativists would object. 

 

Another aspect of this fallacy is that people suggest that there is no Moral Law because 

people don’t obey it.  Everyone disobeys the Moral Law to some degree – from telling 

white lies to murder.  But that doesn’t mean there is no unchanging Moral Law; it simply 

means that we all violate it.  Everyone makes mathematical mistakes too, but that doesn’t 

mean there are no unchanging rules of mathematics. 

 

Confusion #2 – Absolute Morals vs. Changing Perceptions of the Facts 

 

Another confusion is made between the existence of an absolute moral value itself and 

the understanding of the facts used in applying that value.  In the late 1700s witches were 

sentenced as murderers, but now they are not.  A relativist may argue that our moral 

values have changed, but this is incorrect.  What has changed is not the moral principle 

that murder is wrong.  We still believe that murder is wrong; we simply don’t believe that 

witches can actually murder people by putting a curse on them.  The perception of a 

moral situation is relative (whether witches are really murderers), but the moral values 

involved in the situation are not (murder has always been and always will be wrong). 

 

Failure to make this distinction also leads people to believe that cultural differences 

reflect essential differences in core moral values.  For example, since Hindus revere cows 

and Americans eat cows, there is an essential difference between the moral values of 

Americans and Hindus.  But the reason people in India consider cows sacred is not 

because of a core moral value.  It is because of their belief in reincarnation.  Indians 

believe that cows may possess the souls of deceased human beings, so they won’t eat 

them.  In the U.S. we don’t believe that cows possess the souls of our deceased relatives, 

so we eat them.  In the final analysis, what appears to be a moral difference is actually an 

agreement – we both believe it is wrong to eat Grandma! 
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Confusion #3 – Absolute Morals vs. Applying Them to Particular Situations 

 

As we have seen people know right from wrong best by their reactions rather than by 

their actions.  When people are victims of bad behavior, they have no trouble 

understanding that the behavior is absolutely wrong.  Yet even if two victims wind up 

disagreeing over the morality of a particular act, this does not mean morality is relative.  

An absolute Moral Law can exist even if people fail to know the right thing to do in a 

particular situation. 

 

Consider the moral dilemma used by professors to get their students to believe in 

relativism:  there are five people in a life raft designed for only four.  If one person isn’t 

thrown overboard, they will all die.  Students labor over the dilemma, come to different 

conclusions, until they conclude that the disagreement proves that morality must be 

relative. 

 

But the dilemma actually proves the opposite – that morality is absolute.  There would be 

no dilemma if morality were relative.  If morality were relative and there were no 

absolute right to life, then it doesn’t matter what happens.  You could throw everyone 

overboard.  The very reason we struggle with the dilemma is because we know the value 

of life.  The fact that there are difficult problems in morality doesn’t disprove the 

existence of objective moral laws.  If just one moral obligation exists, then the Moral 

Law exists.  If the Moral Law exists, then so does the Moral Law Giver. 

 

Confusion #4 – An Absolute Command (What) vs. a Relative Culture (How) 

 

Another important difference is between the absolute nature of the moral command and 

the relative way in which the command is manifested in different cultures.  Ex:  All 

cultures have some form of greeting – kiss, bow, shaking hands.  What should be done is 

common to all cultures, but how it should be done differs.  Failure to make this 

distinction leads many to believe that because people have different practices they have 

different values.  The moral value is absolute, but how it is practiced is relative. 

 

Confusion # 5 – Absolute Morals vs. Moral Disagreements 

 

Relativists often point to the controversial issue of abortion to demonstrate that morality 

is relative.  But just because there are different opinions about abortion doesn’t mean 

morality is relative.  In fact, the abortion controversy exists because each side defends 

what they think is an absolute moral value – protecting life and allowing liberty.  The 

controversy really is over which value applies or takes precedence in the issue of 

abortion.  In the end, this moral disagreement is not because morality is relative or 

because the Moral Law isn’t clear.  This moral disagreement exists because some people 

are suppressing the Moral Law in order to justify what they want to do.  In other words, 

support for abortion is more a matter of the will than the mind. 

 

Confusion # 6 – Absolute Ends (Values) vs. Relative Means 
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Often moral relativists confuse the end (the value itself) with the means to attaining that 

end.  On some issues (certainly not all), liberals and conservatives want the same things – 

the same ends. They just disagree on the best means to attain them.  Ex:  How to help the 

poor – government assistance or provide economic opportunities for poor to help 

themselves.  They both agree on the absolute end – helping the poor; they just disagree 

on the relative means to achieve it. 

 

The Moral Law:  What Do Darwinists Say? 

 

Darwinist Edward O. Wilson claims that our sense of morality has evolved in the same 

way ourselves have evolved – by natural selection.  He asserts that the ideological 

process of people passing their genes to their offspring “through thousands of generations 

inevitably gave rise to moral sentiments.”  Morality is materially and genetically 

determined.  It is based on inherited feelings or instincts, not on an objective standard of 

right and wrong.   

 

There are several things wrong with this line of reasoning.  First, Darwinism asserts that 

only materials exist, but materials don’t have morality.  Physical properties are not 

responsible for morality.  If they were, then Hitler had no real moral responsibility for 

what he did – he just had bad molecules.  Human thoughts and moral laws are not 

material things any more than the laws of logic and mathematics are material things.  

They are immaterial and cannot be weighed, physically measured, or explained in 

material terms. 

 

Secondly, morality cannot be merely an instinct because we have competing instincts and 

something else often tells us to ignore the stronger instinct in order to do something more 

noble.  Ex:  You hear someone being mugged calling for help.  Your first “stronger” 

instinct may be to play it safe and don’t get involved.  Your “weaker” instinct might to be 

to help.  In addition, you have a third impulse that tells you that you ought to follow the 

impulse to help and ignore the impulse to run away. 

 

Thirdly, Wilson says that social morals have evolved because those “cooperative” morals 

helped humans survive together.  But this assumes an end – survival – for evolution, 

when Darwinism, by definition, has no end because it is a non-intelligent process.  And 

even if survival is granted as the end, Darwinists cannot explain why people knowingly 

engage in self-destructive behavior such as smoking, drinking, drugs, suicide, etc.  Nor 

can Darwinists explain why people often subvert their own survival instincts to help 

others, sometimes to the point of their own deaths.  We all know there are nobler ends 

than mere survival:  soldiers sacrifice for their country, parents for their children, God 

sacrificed his Son for us. 

 

Fourth, Wilson and Darwinists assume that survival is a “good” thing, but there is no real 

good without the objective Moral Law.  In fact, this is the problems with pragmatic 

ethical systems that say “do what works” or “do whatever brings the greatest good.”  Do 
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what works toward whose ends – Mother Teresa or Hitler?  Do whatever brings the 

greatest good by whose definition of good – Mother Teresa or Hitler? 

 

Fifth, Darwinists confuse how one comes to know the Moral Law with the existence of 

the Moral Law.  Even if we come to know some of our “moral sentiments” because of 

genetic and/or environmental factors, that doesn’t mean there is no objective Moral Law 

outside ourselves.  We can show how moral values are discovered, but it would not show 

that those values are invented.  Morality exists independently of how we come to know it. 

 

Lastly, Darwinists cannot explain why anyone should obey any biologically derived 

“moral sentiment.”  Why shouldn’t people murder?  Why should the powerful 

“cooperate” with the weaker when the powerful can survive longer by exploiting the 

weaker?  History is full of criminals and dictators who have lengthened their own 

survival by disobeying all “moral sentiments.”   

 

Ideas Have Consequences 

 

If the Darwinists are right that morality has a natural source, then morality is not 

objective or absolute.  For if there is no God and humans have evolved from slime, then 

we have no higher moral status than slime because there is nothing beyond us to instill us 

with objective morality or dignity. 

 

Adolf Hitler used Darwin’s theory as justification for the Holocaust.  In his book, Mein 

Kampf, he basically states that there are superior and inferior races, and the Jews, being 

an inferior race, have no right to exists if they don’t want to fight.  In other words, racism 

and then genocide is the logical outworking of Darwinism.  On the other hand, love and 

then self-sacrifice is the logical outworking of Christianity.  Ideas have consequences. 

More recently, Princeton professor and Darwinist Peter Singer has used Darwinism to 

assert that “life of a newborn is of less value than the life of a pig, a dog, or a 

chimpanzee.”  What are the consequences of Singer’s outrageous Darwinian ideas?  He 

believes that parents should be able to kill their newborn infants until they are 28 days of 

age.  These beliefs are perfectly consistent with Darwinism.  If we all came from slime, 

then we have not grounds to say that humans are morally any better than any other 

species.   

 

James Rachels, author of Created from Animals:  The Moral Implications of Darwinism, 

defend that view that the human species has no more inherent value than any other 

species.  Speaking of retarded people, he writes:  “What are we to say about them?  The 

natural conclusion, according to the doctrine we are considering (Darwinism), would be 

that their status is that of mere animals.  And perhaps we should go on to conclude that 

they may be used as non-human animals are used – perhaps as laboratory subjects, or as 

food?” 

 

As horrific as that would be – using retarded people as lab rats or for food – Darwinists 

can give no moral reason why we ought not use any human being in that fashion.  Nazi-
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like experiments cannot be condemned by Darwinists, because there is no objective 

standard in a Darwinian world.  Ideas have consequences. 

 


