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“For we can do nothing against the
truth, but only for the truth.” (2Corin-
thians 13:8)

“ Sanctify themin the truth; Thy word is
truth.” (John 17:17)

We live in aday in which commonly
believed lies have colored the beliefs of
most of society. Ironically, the one lie
that may be doing the most damageisthe
one that says that it is impossible for
anyone to know for sure that anythingis
true. “ Truth” for many isrelative -- “my
truth, my reality” -- and need have no
solid relationship with anything outside
the sdlf. It is not surprising that as we
approach the end of the age that the
battle is about the truth since the Bible
predicted that this would be the case
(2Thessalonians 2:10-12).

Truth and the means of distinguishing
truth from error must be a central con-
cern for churches that believe in the
authority of Scripture. Sadly, that has
sometimes not been the case in recent
years. One evidence of this is that a
theology professor from an important
evangelical seminary has written a book
entitled No Place For Truth that explores
the reasons why truth has been pushed to
the side in modern evangdicaism.*
Many of the reasons concern the contem-
porary, cultura climate that hasno toler-
ance for absolute truth claims.

The possibility of knowing the truth
without doubt or equivocation and the
content of Biblical truth need to be es-
sential and primary for Christians. Even
if the world continuesto claim that uni-
versally applicable truth either does not
exist or cannot be known, we must still
maintain our commitment to preaching
the claims of the gospel which presents
God'struth to al people. Thisarticlewill
deal with the relationship of truth to the
nature of God, modern doubts about the
possibility of knowing the truth, the

nature of truth itself (the answer to Pi-
late's question -- “What is truth?’), and
the objectivity of truth.

Truth and the Nature of God

When Jesus appeared before Pilate,
He was questioned about His intentions
concerning setting up a kingdom. Of
primary concern for Pilate wasthe possi-
ble existence of anationalistic movement
to overturn Roman rule and set up an
independent kingdom with Jesus asking.
Jesusanswered Pilate'sinquiry about His
status as king of the Jews as follows:

“ My kingdom s not of thisworld. If
My kingdom were of this world,
then My servants would befighting,
that | might not be delivered up to
the Jews; but asit is, My kingdomis
not of thisrealm.” Pilate therefore
said to Him, “ So You are a king?’

Jesus answered, “ You say correctly

that | am a king. For this | have

been born, and for

teachings of Jesus Christ.

Danaand Mantey in their Grammar of
the Greek New Testament discuss the
term “truth” as used in its general and
specific senses:

But in Greek, when it is desired to

apply the sense of an abstract noun

in some special and distinct way the

article accompanies it. Thus

aletheia, truth, means anything in
general which presents a character

of reality and genuineness, but &

aletheia [the truth] as used in the

New Testament means that which

may be relied upon as redly in ac-

cord with God's revelation in

Christ.?

Truth with the definite article appears
many timesin the New Testament in this
sense. It is“thetruth” that onelearnsin
believing and submitting to Jesus Christ
that brings freedom (John 8:32).

Elsawhere the Scripture attests the
relationship of the second person of the
trinity to the truth, “And the Word be-
came flesh, and dwelt among us, and we
beheld His glory, glory as of the only
begotten from the Father, full of grace
and truth. . . . For the Law was given
through Moses; grace and truth were
realized through Jesus Christ” (John

this | have come
into the world, to
bear witness to the
truth. Everyone

Truth was more of a threat to
the kingdoms of thisworld
than Pilate could have realized.

who is of the truth

hears My voice” (John 18:36,37).
This prompted Pilate's famous rhetorical
guestion-- “What istruth?’ Hisquestion
was rhetorical in that theimplied answer
was, “it is nothing for me to be con-
cerned about.” Truth was not seen as a
threat to his “turf.”

Jesus said that the reason for the In-
carnation was to “bear witness to the
truth.” This elevates truth from a seem-
ingly unimportant philosophical abstrac-
tion to that which is central to the pur-
poses of God. Truth was more of athreat
to the kingdoms of this world than Pilot
could have realized. When matters such
as ones eternal destiny are at stake,
armed troops can do nothing to settle the
issue. Jesusis aking and one must sub-
mit to Hiskingship to be saved. Thetruth
inthis senseis not merely any particular
fact or facts, but the truth of God as
specifically reveded in the person and

1:14,17). Jesus, being fully human and
fully divine, is God who cannot lie. Truth
is not only spoken by our Lord, but itis
“realized.” He is the embodiment of
truth, having testified, “I am the . . .
truth” (John 14:6).

When God showed himself to Moses
in answer to Moses' regquest, He said,
“The Lord, the Lord God, compassion-
ate and gracious, slow to anger, and
abounding in lovingkindness and truth”
(Exodus 34:6). He is called “God of
truth” in Psalm 31:5 and | saiah 65:16.
In John 14:17; 15:26 and 16:13 the
Holy Spiritiscaled “the Spirit of truth.”
Thetriune God of the Bible, Father, Son
and Holy Spirit is characterized by truth.



The Bible says that “God cannot li€”
(Titus 1:2 & Hebrews 6:18). Because
of the truthfulness of God Christians
ought to realize how crucid the issue of
truth isand why error, falsehood and lies
are incompatible with Biblical faith.

Can We Know the Truth?

Though Pilate's question was arhetor-
ical brush off of the issue, it still de-
serves consideration -- what is truth? In
order to combat the relativism and plu-
ralism of contemporary society we must
understand how profound it is that we
can conclusively know truth. | first en-
countered the question, “can we know
that anything is true?’ as a student at
lowa State University in September of
1971. | had enrolled in a class on the
scientific method as part of my studiesin
chemica engineering. | sat in class as
one who had been apprehended by Jesus
Christ only two months earlier.

The professor, inintroducing usto the
guarter's study, shared his view on epis-
temology (the study of knowledge). He
stated, “There are only two ways of
knowing that anything is true: divine
revelation and the scientific method.
Divine revelation is hogwash. Therefore
we will study the scientific method.” |
was somewhat disturbed by the way he
summarily dismissed the possibility that
God could reveal truth to humans; but |
expected that sort of thing from a secular
professor. What was more surprising to
me was his theory of scientific knowl-
edge:

All scientific knowledge is based

upon theoriesthat are constructed to

explain the universe. All theories
are true for some universe some-
where; but some of them do not fit
the one in which we are living.

Those that work the best to explain

things in our universe are the ones

we use; but thereisno Truth with a

capital “T.”
| had been studying science for some
time naively assuming that the things
being taught were true.

Wanting to make sure | had not
missed his point, | raised my hand and
asked, “ According to what you are say-
ing then, it is impossible for us to ever
know if somethingistrue.” Heanswered,
“yes, that's right.” His answer prompted

agasp from the class -- evidently others
had aso been under the “delusion” that
they were actually learning something in
their university studies. | wondered if
they, like |, were wondering how our
tests could be graded for right and wrong
answers under such a system. Perhaps
our wrong answerswere “true”’ for some
yet undiscovered universe. Two weeks
later | had quit my studies at lowa State
and was enrolled in Bible college (not
just because of thisincident).

It turns out that this university teacher
was on the cutting edge of new thinking
that has now become the magjority opin-
ion. Thomas Kuhn's semina work, The
Structure of Scientific Revolutions, writ-
ten in 1962 and revised in 1970 has so
popularized the idea of “paradigm” (a
mental construct or model of redlity)
dependent knowledgethat oneencounters
it everywhere® One now hears about
paradigms in sermons, sdlf-help semi-
nars, missions conventions, and parent-
teacher seminarsin schools.

Kuhn definesthe term in hisintroduc-
tion as, “universally

positions have fully come to grips with
Kuhn's own use of theterm and itsrela-
tivism.’

What is Truth?

What this means for many people
today is that Pilate's rhetorical question
is quite applicable. Truth is nothing to
concern oneself with if it is not know-
able. Thereis no Truth, only “truth for
me for the moment” (the essence of rla
tivism). | am surprised that Christians
who look at these new developmentsin
thetheory of knowledge favorably do not
see the damaging implications they have
for the claims of the gospel. Jesus
claimed to bear witness to a truth that
modern humans do not consider know-
able.

The last one hundred years have seen
thedevel opment of sophisticated theories
of language, knowledge, and the human
thought process that have claimed to
undermine any possibility that Divine

recognized scientific
achievements that for
a time provide model
problems and solu-

Jesus claimed to bear witness
to a truth that modern humans
do not consider knowable,

tions to a community

of practitioners.”* Thebottom line of this
new understanding of scientific knowl-
edgeisreativism -- we are so influenced
by our own premises, theories, and pre-
dispositions about redlity that true ob-
jectivity is not possible. We cannot be
surethat we are even getting closer tothe
truth.

Like my university professor, Kuhn
does not think it possible to know
“Truth” in adecisive way: “There s, |
think, no theory-independent way to
reconstruct phraseslike really there'; the
notion of a match between the ontology
[the study or idea of being -- true exis-
tence] of atheory and its ‘real’ counter-
part in nature now seemsto meillusive
in principle.”® We seem to be hopelesdly
stuck in our mentally constructed worlds,
interrupted by anoccasiona “revolution”
that takes us from one paradigm to the
next with no assurance that the new one
is closer to the truth than the ol d.® | doubt
that many of the Christians | read and
hear who use the terms “ paradigm” and
“paradigm shift” in their theologica

revelation through the Scriptures and the
person of Christ can communicate any
“True” knowledgeof Godtoall humans.
Francis Schaeffer firmly denied the va
lidity of these modern claims and urged
Chrigtians to understand and affirm that
the claims of Scripture are verifiableand
communicatetruth.? | heartily agree with
him on this matter.

Clearly the Biblical writers asserted
the facts about Jesus as God Incarnate
with complete confidence in their truth-
fulness. Paul said that if Christ did not
really rise from the dead, our faith is
“worthless” (1Corinthians 15:17).
Truth by definition is that which is in
conformity with reality -- what is. Truth
involvesthe idea of “really there,”® of a
match between belief and existence.
“And without faith it is impossible to
please Him, for he who comes to God
must believe that Heis, and that Heisa
rewarder of those who seek Him” (He-
brews 11:6). Isthe belief that one must
have to be a person of faith (that God
“is") anaive or blind hope that there is
“something out there,” or is it sober



reality?

It is popular these days, even among
evangelicals, to assert that we will not
have “proof” of the veracity of our faith
until the future age. This they claim
contra Paul (Acts 17:31) and John
(1John 1:1-3). The apostles were sup-
posedly trapped in their own naive para-
digmsand therefore cannot be faulted for
thinking they knew things conclusively
(they aso supposedly thought the world
to be flat say the critics and obvioudly
their theories were wrong), though now
we know that such is not the case.

Ledlie Newbigin echoes the modern
despair of knowing the truth:

We can never claim that either our

understanding or our action is abso-

lutely right. We have no way of
proving that we are right. That
kind of proof belongs only to the
end. As part of the community that
sharesin the struggle, we open our-
selves continually to Scripture, al-
ways in company with our fellow
disciples of this and former ages
and in the context of the strugglefor
obedience; and we constantly findin

it fresh insights into the character

and purpose of the onewho is“ren-

dered” for usin its pages.’’
The problem is, if the reason that we
cannot prove that we are right (presum-

The context of this passage concerns ap-
pearances and how Paul and the other
apostles might be seen or judged by the
Corinthians (see verse 7). The truth does
not changeitsnatureand beingwhenitis
denied or not believed. If anything truly
exists, then there is something that is
true, evenif one exceptsthe notion that it
is unknowable. Truth in its ultimate
senseis the very being of God who eter-
nally exists -- GOD |S! Paul declared
God's being to the “agnostic” (from the
Greek word “ unknown) worshippers of
Acts 17:23. God exists whether they
knew Him or not.

The Objectivity of Truth

The eternal being of Almighty God
whose very nature is characterized by
truth shows us that truth is objective.
That meansthat it has existence external
to and independent of the mind. The
existence of God transcends and pre-
cedes the state of mind of any person.
God does not begin to exist when a hu-
man thinks that He does nor cease to
exist when He is doubted. Objective is
understood in opposition to subjective
whichmeans, “that which resultsfrom or
existsonly in the processes of themind.”

ably even about the
resurrection) is that we
are finite humans; then
“the end” will not alle-
viate the problem. We

The truth does not change or
ceaseto beitself when itis
ignored, lied against, denied,
or defined out of existence.

shall aways be finite,
even after the resurrection. Even raised
from the dead, it would be possible to
suppose that we will only be dreaming
that we are raised when in fact we are
not. Putting proof off until the end does
not solve the problem if humanness and
finiteness are the cause. Not only that, if
we are to be judged then for our present
beliefs and actions, “then” istoo late to
find out we were wrong!

God does not change (Malachi 3:6)
and the Scriptures clam that He has
spoken truly and conclusively to us in
His Son, Jesus Christ (Hebrews 1:1,2).
The truth does not change or ceaseto be
itself when it is ignored, lied against,
denied, or defined out of existence. Paul
aludes to this when he stated, “For we
can do nothing against the truth, but
only for thetruth” (2Corinthians13:8).

David F. Wells describes the Biblica
writers relationship to truth as compared
to that of pagans and moderns:

In order to think biblically about our

world, we have to put ourselves in

the minds of Jeremiah, Isaiah, Paul,
and Peter and accept for ourselves
the norms and habits by which they
functioned . . . Truth to them was
not privatized. It was not synony-
mous with persona insight, with
private intuition. It was not sought
in the self at al, as a matter of fact,
but in history -- the history that God
wrote and interpreted -- and it was
therefore objective, public, and au-
thoritative. Herelay the great divide
between the pagans and the proph-
ets: the pagans thought of truth in
terms of private intuition, and the
prophets did not. The same divide

today separates moderns, for whom

truth is a matter of private insight,

frombiblical Christianity, for which

it cannot be.'*

Objectivity is what is now shunned and
truth for many is afunction of one'sown
thoughts. “You have your truth and |
have mine’ is the dogan of pluralism.
This means that all beliefs are equally
valid, aslong asthey are sincerely held.
This also means that there is no authori-
tative Word of God that applies to al
people.

Subjectivism is a frustrating thing to
deal with. It claims to be its own justifi-
cation. If truth is subjective, then there
are as many versions of it as their are
inhabitants of planet Earth. If it is only
subjective, dl human efforts that re-
quired cooperation and communication
would cease. Communication requires
that at least two people have common
referentsin the real world. For example,
if one person asked another for directions
and the explanation included driving
north for afew miles; “north” must mean
the same thing in the minds of the two
having the conversation as it doesin the
external world for the directions to get
the job done.

John Warwick Montgomery tells a
humorous story toillustrate the problems
of amerely subjective approach to truth.
An inmate in an insane asylum was
asked who he was. The man, with his
hand in his vest answered, “Napoleon
Bonapart.” He was then asked, “who
told you that?’ To which he answered,
“God.” Another inmate who overheard
theconversationresponded, “nol didn't.”
Typicaly people whose subjective be-
liefs have a skewed correspondence to
the real world are considered insane if
they cannot be dissuaded. | have talked
to a man who thought he was a tree, a
man who claimed he was the apostle
Paul, a lady who claimed she had just
married Bob Dylan, and others con-
vinced of such unredlities. In every case
these people needed serious help.

If truth is subjective and exists as a
state of mind, how can anyone tell such
individuals that they are wrong? It is no
wonder life is becoming so confused in
our day. We have men who claim to be
women trapped in male bodies, and they
are starting to be believed. If we accept
theideathat truth isin the self and not in
the acts of God and the words of God,



then we are well on our way back to the
paganism that Paul encountered and
refuted. False beliefs are “real” in that
they adversaly influence those who hold
them, but they do nothing to change the
way things are in the external world that
God crested.

Biblical truth is objective because it
did not arise from the consciousness of
humans, but came from God. “But know
this first of all, that no prophecy of
Scriptureis a matter of one'sown inter-
pretation, for no prophecy was ever
made by an act of human will, but men
moved by the Holy Spirit spoke from
God” (2Peter 1:20,21). Scripture does
not mean whatever we think it means,
but what God intended it to mean. The
oft used objection that the Bible hasbeen
subject to many interpretations should
not discourage usfrom citing it authorita
tively. Thefact that humans seek subj ec-
tive meanings of aBiblical passage does
not prove that there is no discernable
obj ective meaning intended by the au-
thor. When God said, “thou shall not
steal,” someone may think, “that means
| should not steal from others unless |
need or want what they have.” Their
“interpretation” does nothing to change
the intended meaning and will not vindi-
cate them on the day of judgment.

Talk is Cheap

When touring lsragl in 1983, our
Israeli guide pointed out a settlement of
Samaritans. He told us, “the Samaritans
say they are the true Hebrews, the true
descendants of Abraham.” He then com-
mented, “ Say!, -- what is say? Anyone
can say anything. When they found those
Dead Sea Scrolls and opened them up, |
could read them and they cannat. | know
who the true Jews are.” Our guide was
touching on atruth that hasan expression
here in America -- “Talk is Cheap.”
James mentions those who “lie against
thetruth” (James 3: 14) in the context of
judging whether a claim of having wis-
dom from God is true. Saying that one
has godly wisdom is not the same as hav-
ing it -- objective standards of judgment
must be applied. Demons can spout “wis-
dom” but we better not listen!

It seemsthat there is no limit to what
can be said these days and broadcast to
thewholeworld. Themodern Christianis

confronted by “new ideas’ that would
makethe Athenian philosophersof Paul's
day (Acts17:21) look likerookies. Nev-
er before have people been bombarded
with more “truth claims.” What makes
this even more incredible is that it all
comes right into our homes -- we do not
even have to travel to see and hear it!

It does not cost much to claim that
something is true; but if “the truth” has
eterna consequencesand “. . . all liars,
their part will be in the lake that burns
with fire and brimstone, which is the
second death” (Revelation 21:8b), we
better make the right choice when decid-
ing who to believe. Only the truth brings
the freedom Jesus promised.

“1 declared the former thingslong ago
and they went forth from My mouth, and
| proclaimed them. Suddenly | acted,
and they came to pass’ (Isaiah 48:3).
God“. . . who giveslifeto the dead and
calls into being that which does not
exist” (Romans 4:17b) can create real-
ity with his words, we cannot. Neither
our ideas nor our words can change the
truth. It is our job to know, believe and
live the truth asrevealed in Jesus Christ.
Christianity rests on the veracity of the
bodily resurrection of Jesus Christ.
Those who say there is no resurrection
cannot change the truth. We must ascer-
tain the truth and not listen to cheap
“talk” that has no relationship to the
truth of God.

Next issue will take up further aspects
of thisimportant topic. | feel so strongly
about thismatter becausethefoundations
of Christian faith are under ever more
sophisticated attack. We will discussthe
dangersof pluralismthat claimsto alow
Christians to believe what they want
(along with everyone else) but actually
underminesthe claims of the Gospdl. We
also will examine the nature of the con-
flict between “thetruth” and “thelie” by
seeing how lies live off of the truth in a
similar way that evil is parasitical of the
good that God created. Many are sur-
prised about how strongly the Bible
condemns liars; we will discuss the rea-
son why it does.

Scripture taken from the New American
Standard Bible, © Copyright 1960,
1962, 1963, 1968, 1971, 1972, 1973,
1975, 1977, 1988, The Lockman Foun-
dation. Used by permission.

Written by Bob DeWaay, Twin
City Fellowship, P.O. Box 8068,
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