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Playing TEGWAR 
The exciting game without any rules 

F 
ew will now recall, after all 

the few who might well recall 

have not the distant memory 

to remember such a trifling 

film, a guaranteed tear-jerker as one re-

viewer said of Bang the Drum Slowly. It 

was the story of a young hayseed profes-

sional baseball catcher (Robert DeNiro) 

diagnosed with ter-

minal Hodgkin’s 

disease and his 

teammate, a sophis-

ticated red-hot pitch-

er (Michael Mori-

arty,) who supported 

him to the bitter end. 

What I remember most is the scene 

in a hotel lobby where Bruce (DeNiro) is 

introduced to the card game TEGWAR. 

Watching that scene was bizarre in that 

you could not possibly come to under-

stand how the game was supposed to be 

played. Whenever you thought you were 

catching on, you quickly discovered that 

you were nowhere close to understand-

ing, which was after all, the way The 

Exciting Game Without Any Rules was 

meant to be played. 

It was a scam, of course, played by 

the knowing to fleece the unsuspecting 

rube. Fast forward and it would seem 

that the game continues to be played — 

on a much larger scale than a hotel lobby 

— by the progressive left and their pro-

fessional shills, the 

intellectual and ce-

lebrity elites and the 

preponderance of the 

sychophantic media; 

the unsuspecting 

rubes, of course, are 

everyone else not in 

on the scam. 

H 
ow else to explain the game 

of life now in play every-

where. Rules? What rules? 

Those may be your rules, but they defi-

nitely are not my rules because there are 

no rules. Truth? What is truth? Everyone 

is entitled to their own truth, aren’t they? 
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B 
efore wading deeper into the 

swamp, consider one exam-

ple—believe me, there are an 

endless number of ludicrous parables 

upon which to draw. 

An “expert” in International Thim-

ble-Thumbing during a recent inter-

view stated with great gravitas: “In 

my humble but nevertheless expert 

opinion, nothing is real. You, I, eve-

ryone and everything—just an illu-

sion. Reality is nothing but a roll of 

the dice, pure random chance, that 

is, everything is simply a matter of 

playing the odds. Now, I realize 

this is difficult for most people to 

understand, but ask any psycholo-

gist. Virtually all psychologists now 

agree that it is a proven, indisputa-

ble, undeniable undocumented fact 

that people only believe what they 

want to believe.” 

To which the botoxed permanently 

smiling talking-head—looking eve-

ry bit the double of the Joker, that 

comic book villain of the Batman—

nodded stiffly and responded: “Is 

that true for the beliefs of the psy-

chologists that people only believe 

what they want to believe? Don’t 

psychologists only believe that peo-

ple only believe what they want to 

believe because that is what they 

want to believe?1 

Those who only believe what they 

want to believe—or believe what they 

have been indoctrinated to believe—

are easily convinced that all there is 

comes from their own experiences, 

that there is no objective reality. Their 

experiences are their own and subjec-

tive while reality is common and ob-

jective. 

Once we know that objective reality 

exists, the goal for any rational be-

ing (e.g. a human being) is to find 

out what objective reality is like. 

Man by nature desires to know. 

Therefore, when we seek to invent 

reality or ignore truth, we are not 

living up to our nature as humans. 

If humans desire truth by nature, 

then those who do not desire truth 

are not realizing their full poten-

tial.2 

The common plaint made by the 

social justice left, the oldest crime 

against humanity according to Rous-

seau, the Muhammad of the West, is 

anyone who would dare threaten their 

amour de soi, their self-loved divinity.  

The First Pillar of Postmodernity is 

this: There is one god, Ourself, and 

Rousseau is his prophet. Our elites 

follow his sayings virtually without 

question, the hadith3 of the man 

who explained to us the origins of 

inequality and showed us the better 

way of the social contract. Look 

around you and witness the man-

ner in which moral, cultural, social, 

and religious issues are discussed. 

Equality—a state but also a feel-

ing—is our cardinal virtue, our base 

assumption regarding what is good 

and what is necessary for happi-

ness. Why, we sometimes even go 

to war to bring it to other benighted 

peoples, for it is their privilege to be 

“forced to be free,” per Jean-Jacques. 

Rousseau tells us what we instinc-

tively want to hear in our fallen 

state: Traditional authorities are evil 

because they were created (and are 

sustained) by men who seek to pro-

mote inequality. Thus, we are free, 

if not morally obligated, to disobey 

them and, if necessary, destroy 

them. It is a convenient philosophy 

for an age of revolution. According 

to Rousseau, the civil order pro-

duced by Western Christendom—

churches, kings, magistrates, com-

mon law, cultural institutions—

fosters amour propre4, an illegitimate 

regard of the self by which man 

judges himself in relation to others. 

Go to Sunday service, or math class, 

or the bank, or the realtor’s office, 

and what do you find? Judgment, 

without and within! Inequality (not 

a sinful nature) breeds resentment..5 

T 
o Rousseau, man is a savage 

animal having only his self-

preservation (amour de soi) in 

mind; man is unselfconscious there-

fore innocent, flouncing about in har-

mony with everything and everyone 

else, doing whatever he likes, with but 

one caveat: he is restrained by an in-

nate sense of pity. Our ancestors did 

not enjoy witnessing the suffering of 

others like himself. Why? 

Was our immediate ancestor an I-

feel-your-pain sort of creature—a 

Homo clintonus? Not quite, for that 

would entail too much self-

awareness. Absent a God, a king, a 

child-support payment, and an in-

dependent-counsel investigation, he 

was simply a feeler. 

Immediately we are faced with a 

contradiction. For of course Rous-

seau knew that there had to be 

some sort of state to police inequali-

ties, and some sort of religious-

educational structure to dissemi-

nate the dogmas of egalitarianism. 

He also was quite convinced that 

there would be no return to his fic-

tive “state of nature.” Rather, the 

people must be taught that govern-

ment among men is not instituted 

by God (Romans 13:1-2). Instead, 

governments are mere social con-

tracts orchestrated by men, and, in 

order for any government to be just, 

it must be sensitive and subject to 

the General Will. In a more perfect 

union, shorn of evil institutions, the 

General Will would consistently 

draw barrels of equality out of its 

deep wells of collective pity.6 

Rousseau’s fictive state of savage-

ry was and is, of course, absurd as 

well as unattainable, unless and until 

the Social Contract comes heavily 

armed as it did the Jacobins with the 
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guillotine.  

T 
he absurd genius of Rous-

seau’s Social Contract, alt-

hough blatantly unattainable, 

is in its unstated but necessary dogma 

of resentment, the ideological com-

munion of the progressive left. 

Resentment may always and ever 

be stoked by those who seek power, 

because inequality, like the poor, 

we will always have with us. For 

sinful human beings in a fallen 

world, it is resentment, not pity, 

that has a bottomless well. The key 

is to convince people that inequali-

ty—in abstracto, an sich7—is both 

evil and the root of all evil. 

And there we are; we are there. So 

axiomatic is Rousseau’s doctrine 

that even our conservative slogans 

take on new meaning. “The govern-

ment that governs best is the gov-

ernment that governs least” - a say-

ing not of Jefferson’s but of Tho-

reau’s in his Civil Disobedience. 

Those who have and would con-

tinue to engage in the seemingly end-

less and often over-heated debate over 

the role of the sexes within the context 

of marriage are of two minds, two 

schools of thought: Egalitarianism8 

versus Complementarianism.9  

Those who would make the egali-

tarian argument must find their sup-

port from the dominant culture of the 

West, for they will find none from 

Scripture. Those who argue the com-

plementarian point of view, however, 

will find the Bible a rich source, begin-

ning with God who created man and 

woman, male and female in his image 

and likeness. 

So God created man in his own 

image, in the image of God he cre-

ate him; male and female he created 

them. And God blessed them, and 

God said to them, “Be fruitful and 

multiply, …” (Genesis 1:27-28). 

While both men and women share 

equally the imago Dei they are funda-

mentally different, having differing 

attitudes and actions, roles and func-

tions unique to their sex. Thus, gender-

based social inequalities rather than 

being evils which must be eliminated 

for the sake of egalitarian ideologies, 

are blessings bestowed on us by our 

Creator God; in forming the basic or-

ders of creation, they allow men and 

women, through their different but 

complementary vocations to pursue 

and successfully attain virtue. 

Egalitarianism demands the im-

possible, denies the obvious, and dis-

possesses the spirit; human nature 

thus is devolved to the material upon 

which inequality is to be measured. All 

things being equal is of course a con-

tradiction, an obvious impossibility 

assuming, that is, that one has a firm 

grasp on reality and an even firmer 

grip on one’s sanity. 

Sanity, remember, does not mean 

living in the same world as every-

one else; it means living in the real 

world.10 

What egalitarianism dismisses is 

the soul, the spirit which along with 

the body forms a unity, and in doing 

so, redefines the human animal into 

the inhuman beast. 

The human body shares in the dig-

nity of “the image of God”: it is a 

human body precisely because it is 

animated by a spiritual soul, and it 

is the whole human person that is 

intended to become, in the body of 

Christ, a temple of the Spirit. 

Man, though made of body and 

soul, is a unity. Through his very 

bodily condition he sums up in 

himself the elements of the material 

world. Through him they are thus 

brought to their highest perfection 

and can raise their voice in praise 

freely given to the Creator. For this 

reason man may not despise his 

bodily life. Rather he is obliged to 

regard his body as good and to 

hold it in honor since God has cre-

ated it and will raise it up on the 

last day. 

The unity of soul and body is so 

profound that one has to consider 

the soul to be the “form” of the 

body: i.e., it is because of its spiritu-

al soul that the body made of 

matter becomes a living, human 

body; spirit and matter, in man, are 

not two natures united, but rather 

their union forms a single nature.11 

First published the year of my 

birth, Theology and Sanity begins with 

what should be well-understood but is 

too often now denied, ignored and 

forgotten. 

MY concern in this book is not with 

the will but with the intellect, not 

with sanctity but with sanity. The 

difference is too often overlooked in 

the practice of religion. The soul has 

two faculties and they should be 

clearly distinguished. There is the 

will: its work is to love—and so to 

choose, to decide, to act. There is 

the intellect: its work is TO KNOW, 

TO UNDERSTAND, TO SEE: to see 

what—TO SEE WHAT’S THERE. 

I have said that my concern is with 

the intellect rather than with the 

will: this not because the intellect 

matters more in religion than the 

will, but because it does matter and 

tends to be neglected, and the ne-

glect is bad. I realize that salvation 

depends upon the will. We are 

saved or damned according to what 

we love. If we love God, we shall  
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ultimately get God: we shall be 

saved. If we love self in preference 

to God then we shall get self apart 

from God: we shall be damned. But 

though in our relation to God the 

intellect does not matter as much as 

the will, (and indeed depends for its 

health upon the will) it does matter, 

and as I have said, it is too much 

neglected—to the great misfortune 

of the will, for we can never attain a 

maximum love of God with only a 

minimum knowledge of God. 

For the soul’s full functioning, we 

need a Catholic intellect as well as a 

Catholic will. We have a Catholic 

will when we love God and obey 

God, love the Church and obey the 

Church. We have a Catholic intel-

lect when we live consciously in the 

presence of the realities that God 

through His Church has revealed. A 

good working test of a Catholic will 

is that we should do what the 

Church says. But for a Catholic in-

tellect, we must also see what the 

Church sees. This means that when 

we look out upon the universe we 

see the same universe that the 

Church sees; and the enormous 

advantage of this is that the uni-

verse the Church sees is the real 

universe, because She is the Church 

of God. Seeing what She sees means 

seeing what is there. And just as 

loving what is good is SANCTITY, 

or the health of the will, so seeing 

what is there is SANITY, or the 

health of the intellect.12 

S 
heed suggests that while most 

Catholics have Catholic wills, 

few have Catholic intellects, 

which is to say, we see the universe 

much like others see it with perhaps a 

few extras we learned from our reli-

gious upbringing. 

For the most part, the same influ-

ences that form other people’s 

minds, form ours—the same habits 

of thought, inclinations, bodily 

senses, indolences, worked upon by 

the same newspapers, periodicals, 

best-sellers, films, radio pro-

grammes. So that we have not so 

much Catholic minds as worldly 

minds with Catholic patches. Intel-

lectually, we wear our Catholicism 

like a badge on the lapel of the 

same kind of suit that everyone else 

is wearing. 

If that seems to you too sweeping, 

consider what the Church does see 

when She looks at the universe. For 

one thing, She sees all things what-

soever held in existence from mo-

ment to moment by nothing but the 

continuing will of God that they 

should not cease to be. When She 

sees anything at all, in the same act 

She sees God holding it in existence. 

Do we? It is not merely a matter of 

knowing that this is so. Do we actu-

ally see it so? If we do not, then we 

are not living mentally in the same 

world as the Church. What is more, 

we are not seeing things as they are, 

for that is how they are.13 

The most fundamental truth which 

our intellect must accept is that God 

made everything—and that includes 

each of us—out of nothing. This is the 

essence of what we are: God, by his 

will alone, made us out of nothing and 

should he ever stop willing us to exist, 

then everything will be nothing. 

God used no material in our mak-

ing; we are made of nothing. At 

least self-sufficiency is annihilated, 

and all those customary ways that 

the illusion of self-sufficiency has 

made for us. The first effect of real-

izing that one is made of nothing is 

a kind of panic-stricken insecurity. 

One looks round for some more 

stable thing to clutch, and in this 

matter none of the beings of our 

experience are any more stable than 

we, for at the origin of them all is 

the same truth: all are made of 

nothing. But the panic and the inse-

curity are merely instinctive and 

transient. A mental habit has been 

annihilated, but at least the way 

towards a sounder mental habit is 

clear. For although we are made of 

nothing, we are made into some-

thing; and since WHAT WE ARE 

MADE OF does not account for us, 

we are forced to a more intense 

concentration upon THE GOD WE 

ARE MADE BY.14 

T 
he human person is a creation 

of God, endowed with a ra-

tional soul; the transcendent 

human soul, whether of man or wom-

an, has the same nature and the same 

origin, and thus enjoys equal dignity 

as a creature of Almighty God. 

Respect for the human person en-

tails respect for the rights that flow 

from his dignity as a creature. 

These rights are prior to society 

and must be recognized by it. They 

are the basis of the moral legitimacy 

of every authority: by flouting 

them, or refusing to recognize them 

in its positive legislation, a society 

undermines its own moral legitima-

cy. If it does not respect them, au-

thority can rely only on force or 

violence to obtain obedience from 

its subjects.15 

Rights, rights, rights!!! Get your 

red hot rights here. Three rights for a 

dollar! “I have the right to believe 

whatever I want.” “I have the right to 

live.” “I have the right to make choices 

about my body.” “I have the right to 

an education.” “I have the right to be 

free.” “I have the right to walk where I 

want.” “I have the right to speak my 

mind.” The left attempts to legitimize 

itself with an ever-expanding list of 

rights, but do we actually have those 

rights? Are they rights or mere de-

mands? What are legitimate rights and 

what is the basis for them? 

CONTINUED ON PAGE 5  
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W 
henever anyone claims to 

have a “right,” should 

not such a claim be sub-

ject to at least some questioning as to 

why and from whom is the right de-

rived? Most claimants will claim their 

rights are derived from the govern-

ment or from the constitution or from 

some other legal document. 

It is true that the government is the 

source of our civil rights, but if the 

government were the only source of 

rights, then there could be no such 

thing as a government that does not 

recognize rights. A young woman 

in a country that does not grant the 

right of education to women cannot 

claim that her country is denying 

her right to an education; if the gov-

ernment does not grant that right, 

she does not have it. It would make 

no sense to argue for change on the 

basis of rights that are being denied; 

she can only claim that she wants to 

have a right that she does not have. 

If constitutions are the only basis of 

human rights, then there is no such 

thing as a corrupt constitution, no 

government that denies people 

their human rights. 

So, when someone claims to have a 

right, the question is “Why?” If our 

rights are, in fact, inalienable, as the 

Declaration of Independence 

claims, then there is only one basis 

to which we can appeal: the nature 

of the human person. In particular, 

the social nature of the human cre-

ates the standard of right relationship 

we ought to have to one another, 

and thus our rights, what we can 

demand from others based on the 

duties we owe to one another be-

cause of the very essence of what 

and who we are. 

For example, “Man by nature de-

sires to know,” claimed Aristotle, 

and the full weight of experience is 

on his side. Our intellectual nature 

reveals to us our duty to refine our 

mind to be as excellent as it can be 

and to direct our intellect to the 

truth. As social beings, we do this 

together. We have a duty to learn 

and teach each other, and thus we 

have the right to an education. As a 

corollary, it is not true that I have 

the right to believe whatever I want; 

that would contradict the nature of 

my mind, the good of which is 

Truth. 

Our intrinsic rights as well as the 

standard of right behavior and mo-

rality are not based on some arbi-

trarily dictated set of rules but in-

stead flow directly from our very 

nature as human persons. This na-

ture is not something that we create 

but is created, not something we 

make but are given. If we are en-

dowed with inalienable rights by 

our Creator, those rights are not an 

add-on; they are a necessary conse-

quence of the nature endowed to 

us. We are endowed with rights 

because we are endowed with a 

nature, and the two are inseparable. 

Therefore, in order to have a proper 

understanding of our rights, we 

must have a proper understanding 

of our nature. In order to under-

stand marriage rights, we must 

understand the natures of marriage 

and family and the role this institu-

tion plays in society. In order to 

understand reproductive rights, we 

must understand the nature of re-

production and the purpose of the 

body’s relevant organs. In order to 

understand our right to liberty, we 

must understand what it means to 

be a free being and the purpose of 

that freedom. In order to under-

stand our right to pursue happi-

ness, we must understand the na-

ture of true human happiness and 

man’s summum bonum. In order to 

understand our rights of self-

expression, we must understand the 

nature and purpose of communica-

tion among free individuals who 

are made to live in community. 

If anyone, then, seeks to escape the 

demands of human nature by deny-

ing that natures exist (as more than 

one philosopher has done), then he 

must also deny any claim to intrin-

sic rights. Either we have natures 

from which we have rights, or we 

have no natures and no claim to 

intrinsic rights. Rights are either 

built into the very structure of reali-

ty through the essence of man, or 

rights are only a fiction of human 

organizations. 

When we turn our attention to our 

nature, God’s nature, and our rela-

tionship with Him, there is nothing 

that intrinsically binds God to us. 

All the right is on his side, and all of 

the duty on ours. We owe God eve-

rything because every fiber of our 

being comes from Him and is made 

for Him. If God bestows any favors 

on us, they are completely gratui-

tous. Whatever God gives to us He 

gives of his totally free, totally in-

effable will. That God is not wor-

shipped with our whole selves is a 

more egregious violation of rights 

than any injustice among humans.16 

A 
s D’Antuono correctly ob-

serves, either we have na-

tures from which we have 

rights, or we have no natures and no 

claim to intrinsic rights. Those who 

follow the musings of the post-modern 

prophet, Rousseau, and worship their 

own one true god, Self, ardently agree 

with the premise that all rights are 

thus self-endowed and society is the 

administrator of those rights by Social 

Contract: what man giveth, man taketh 

away. 

The inalienable right to life, every 

human life, from the moment of con-

ception until natural death, is not our 

right but God’s. Only the creator has 

the right to cause or call for the de-

struction of what he has made. It is our 

duty to protect and respect all that he 

CONTINUED ON PAGE 6  
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made. 

W 
oodworking, especially 

creating fine furniture, is 

a rewarding hobby 

which I find much too little time to 

enjoy. Should I spend some apprecia-

ble amount of time and effort building 

an elegant dining table, who should 

have the right to use it, sell it or de-

stroy it? Should I decide to sell it, who 

then has those self-same rights? If you 

admire it but do not own it, do you 

have any rights by which you might 

demand some benefit? 

What follows is very simple but 

revolutionary. If a carpenter makes 

a chair, he can leave it and the chair 

will not cease to be. For the material 

he used in its making has a quality 

called rigidity, by virtue of which it 

will retain its nature as a chair. The 

maker of the chair has left it, but the 

chair can still rely for continuance 

in existence upon the material he 

used, the wood. Similarly if the 

Maker of the universe left it, the 

universe, too, would have to rely 

for continuance in existence upon 

the material He used? NOTHING. 

In short, the truth that God used no 

material in our making carries with 

it the not-sufficiently-realized truth 

that GOD CONTINUES TO HOLD 

US IN BEING, and that UNLESS 

HE DID SO WE SHOULD SIMPLY 

CEASE TO BE. 

This is the truth about the universe 

as a whole and about every part of 

it. Material beings—the human 

body, for instance—are made up of 

atoms, and these again of electrons 

and protons, and these again of 

who knows what; but whatever 

may be the ultimate constituents of 

matter, God made them of nothing, 

so that they and the beings so im-

posingly built up of them exist only 

because He keeps them in existence. 

Spiritual beings—the human soul, 

for instance—have no constituent 

parts. Yet they do not escape this 

universal law. They are created by 

God of nothing and could not sur-

vive an instant without His con-

serving power. We are held above 

the surface of our native nothing-

ness solely by God’s continuing 

Will to hold us so.17 

Should we fail to see God’s will 

holding it all together then we are in-

deed seeing it through a glass darkly. 

It takes no great intellect to under-

stand this. It requires no deep or pro-

found understanding of the physical 

laws of nature to admit that something 

— call it gravity or levity or stupidity, 

it makes no difference what you call 

it—keeps us firmly planted to the 

earth. It requires no mathematical or 

scientific prowess to observe that it is 

in their nature that birds can fly while 

rapidly flapping our arms will never 

result in flying on our part, it simply is 

not in our nature.  

S 
o also, if “we see things in exist-

ence and do not in the same act 

see that they are held in exist-

ence by God,” then we are living in a 

fantasy, the result of our insanity, not 

reality which is evidence of our sanity. 

A man may be learned in dogma, 

and at the same time proud or 

greedy or cruel: knowledge does 

not supply for love if love is absent. 

Similarly a virtuous man may be 

ignorant, but ignorance is not a 

virtue. It would be a strange God 

who could be loved better by being 

known less. Love of God is not the 

same thing as knowledge of God; 

love of God is immeasurably more 

important than knowledge of God; 

but if a man loves God knowing a 

little about Him, he should love 

God more from knowing more 

about Him: for every new thing 

known about God is a new reason 

for loving Him. It is true that some 

get vast love from lesser 

knowledge: it is true even that some 

get vast light from lesser 

knowledge: for love helps sight. But 

sight helps love too. 

After all, the man who uses his in-

tellect in religion is using it to see 

what is there. But the alternative to 

seeing what is there is either, not 

seeing what is there, and this is 

darkness; or seeing what is not 

there, and this is error, derange-

ment, a kind of double darkness. 

And it is unthinkable that darkness, 

whether single or double should be 

preferred to light.18 

There is naturally some tension in 

understanding the mystery that is 

God. What we don’t understand or 

cannot hope to fathom we tend to 

shove aside and not think about it. 

However, knowing of what little we 

know of God and realizing that the 

truth in inexhaustible, should never 

keep us from growing in knowledge of 

him.  

Sheed describes the Mystery of 

God as a tiny circle of light surround-

ed by darkness. As we grow in our 

knowledge of the mystery of God, the 

circle of light grows, but it is always 

surrounded by darkness for however 

our capacity may increase, our 

knowledge remains finite, and God 

remains infinite. “Indeed the more the 

light grows, the more we realize what 

His Infinity means, what His Immensi-

ty is.” 

The circle of light grows as the 

mind acts upon God and is acted 

upon by God. The mind sees certain 

problems, and advances in their 

solution. 

CONTINUED ON PAGE 7  
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Quite literally, it questions God, 

asks how and why, not as heckling 

God, challenging Him to defend the 

truth of His own being, but as beg-

ging Him for more light. Nor must 

it be thought that growth in the 

knowledge of God is a continual 

wrestling with problems in an effort 

to push back the darkness. Pushing 

back the darkness does of course 

increase the extent of our light. But 

there is a question not only of the 

extent of light but of intensity. And 

that grows in us by our sheer enjoy-

ment of the light we have. It would 

be a pity if we were so obsessed 

with the darkness as to be unable to 

enjoy the light, so troubled by what 

we do not know or cannot know 

that there is no joy to us in what we 

know. The way of life for the mind 

is to live in the light and revel in the 

light, and grow in the light in all 

tranquility.19 

The human body is made of con-

stituent parts but is an organic, func-

tioning whole. Saint Paul wrote of this 

wholeness of the body in 1 Corinthians 

12:12. 

For just as the body is one and has 

many members, and all the mem-

bers of the body, though many, are 

one body, so it is with Christ. 

For the body to be what it is sup-

posed to be, each part of the body 

must play its role, and that role is irre-

placeable and non-substitutable. Eyes 

cannot be ears nor legs hands nor ears 

noses. So why do we think we can ig-

nore our sexuality? More next week. 

    
1. Borrowed from “The Wise Guy and the Fool: A 

Philosophical Odyssey from Modern Error to 
Truth” by Matthew D’Antuono (St. Louis: En 
Route Books and Media, LLC, 2019). 

2. Ibid. 
3. The Hadith is a collection of traditions containing 

says of the prophet Muhammad which, with 
accounts of his daily practice (the Sunna), consti-

tute the major source of guidance for Muslims 
apart from the Koran. 

4. Amour-propre is a concept in the philosophy of 
Jean-Jacques Rousseau that esteem depends 
upon the opinion of others. Rousseau contrasts it 
with amour de soi, which also means “love of 
self” or “self-love”. According to Rousseau, 
amour de soi is more primitive and is compatible 
with wholeness and happiness, while amour-
propre is an unnatural form of self-love that 
arose only with the appearance of society and 
individuals’ consequent ability to compare them-
selves with one another. Rousseau thought that 
amour-propre was subject to corruption, thereby 
causing vice and misery. 

5. Aaron D. Wolf, Ignoble Savages, Part 2, Chroni-
cles Magazine, February 2019, 36. 

6. Ibid. (Romans 13:12: Let every person be subor-
dinate to the higher authorities, for there is no 
authority except from God. Therefore, whoever 
resists authority opposes what God has appoint-
ed, and those who oppose it will bring judgment 
upon themselves.) 

7. In abstracto, an sich: Abstractly, the thing-in-
itself; that which can be the object only of a 
purely intellectual, nonsensuous intutition; an 
unknowable object (as God), the existence of 
which is not capable of proof. 

8. Egalitarianism – or equalitarianism – is a school 
of thought that prioritizes equality for all people. 
Egalitarian doctrines maintain that all humans 
are equal in fundamental worth or social status. 
Egalitarianism is a trend of thought in political 
philosophy. According to the Merriam-Webster 
Dictionary, the term has two distinct definitions 
in modern English: either as a political doctrine 
that all people should be treated as equals and 
have the same political, economic, social and civil 
rights; or as a social philosophy advocating the 
removal of economic inequalities among people, 
economic egalitarianism, or the decentralization 
of power. Some sources define egalitarianism as 
the point of view that equality reflects the natu-
ral state of humanity. 

9. Complementarianism is a theological view in 
Christianity, Judaism, and Islam, that men and 
women have different but complementary roles 
and responsibilities in marriage, family life, reli-
gious leadership, and elsewhere. The word 
"complementary" and its cognates are currently 
used to denote this view. For Christians whose 
complementarian view is biblically-prescribed, 
these separate roles preclude women from spe-
cific functions of ministry within the community. 
Though women may be precluded from certain 
roles and ministries they are held to be equal in 
moral value and of equal status. The phrase used 
to describe this is 'Ontologically equal, Function-
ally different' 

10. Frank Sheed, Theology and Sanity, (New York: 
Sheed & Ward, 1947), Foreword, 1. 

11. Catechism of the Catholic Church, §364-365. 
12. Sheed, Theology and Sanity, 3-4. 
13. Sheed, Theology and Sanity, 5. 
14. Sheed, Theology and Sanity,5-6. 
15. Catechism of the Catholic Church, §1930. 
16. Matt D’Antuono, Why Do We Have Rights?, Na-

tional Catholic Register, Jan. 31, 2019. 
17. Sheed, Theology and Sanity, 6-7. 
18. Sheed, Theology and Sanity, 9-10. 
19. Sheed, Theology and Sanity, 23. 
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