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THEY SAY, “TRUTH CHANGES
AND MAY NOT BE KNOWABLE”

Jason Rollo

INTRODUCTION1

The glorious God of Heaven has given men the wonderful gift of
freewill (Rev. 3:20; 22:17). Yet, with this blessing, also comes the high
likelihood of wrong choices and hence, disastrous consequences. God
through His inspired Book (the Holy Bible) makes it clear—there is
right and there is wrong! In other words, “truth” does exist. Not only
does “truth” exist, but one may also “know,” “understand” and “obey”
this truth!

In my library, is a small little booklet entitled, Humanist Manifesto
I and II. This booklet contains many of the key thoughts outlining
general Humanist ideologies. While this chapter will not present a
thorough evaluation of those ridiculous writings, it will, with a few
references, set forth the tone of those God-hating treatises. In Humanist
Manifesto I, under the section labeled Eighth, we find: “Religious
humanism considers the complete realization of human personality to
be the end of man’s life and seeks its development and fulfillment in
the here and now.”2 This short statement summarizes the essence of
Humanism quite well. Humanists view truth as being non-existent, or
based on the whims and feelings of the individual, or derived via
empirical means only, et cetera. To this false way of thinking, the
concept of absolute truth stemming from an infinite and good Being,
known as God, is utterly unacceptable. In the more detailed Humanist
Manifesto II, the Humanists declare:

As in 1933, humanists still believe that traditional theism,
especially faith in the prayer-hearing God, assumed to love and
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care for persons, to hear and understand their prayers, and to be
able to do something about them, is an unproved and outmoded
faith. Salvationism, based on mere affirmation, still appears
harmful, diverting people with false hopes of heaven hereafter.
Reasonable minds look to other means for survival (emphasis
added).3

We believe, however, that traditional dogmatic or authoritarian
religions that place revelation, God, ritual, creed above human
needs and experience do a disservice to the human species ... As
non-theists, we begin with humans not God, nature not deity ...
we reject those features of traditional religious morality that
deny humans a full appreciation of their own potentialities and
responsibilities. Traditional religions often offer solace to
humans, but, as often, they inhibit humans from helping them-
selves or experiencing their full potentialities ... No deity will
save us; we must save ourselves (emphasis added).4

We affirm that moral values derive their source from human
experience. Ethics is autonomous and situational ... Ethics stems
from human need and interest. To deny this distorts the whole
basis of life. Human life has meaning because we create and
develop our futures ... We strive for the good life, here and now
... People are more important than decalogues, rules, proscrip-
tions, or regulations (emphasis added).5

Note the emphasized sections above, which we have added for quick
reference. These sections show the unmistakable mind-set of Humanist
thought. Make no mistake, Humanists hate religion. Humanists hate the
concept of absolute truth. Humanists hate the Bible. Humanists hate
God. Furthermore, the Humanist movement, with all of its grasping
tentacles (i.e., pluralism, pragmatism, relativism, subjectivism,
postmodernism, deconstructionism, et cetera), are reaching for the
doctrines of God (truth) and attempt to choke them out of existence.

“In a postmodern world dominated by philosophical pluralism,
there is no tolerance for exclusive truth claims about right and wrong,
since no ‘objective truth’ exists by which such determinations can be
made. Therefore, traditional Christianity is ‘false’ precisely because it
makes such absolute claims to truth.”6

This point is vital to understand as we approach our topic, “They
say, ‘Truth changes and may not be knowable.’” Although unspeakable
to some, and abstractly plausible to others, “absolute” and “knowable”
truth, are strict realities. However, there are also many false philoso-
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phies and endless vain deceits (Col. 2:8). It is to this false “philosophy
and vain deceit” that we turn our attention. We will analyze and refute
what these false teachers say about truth. We will look at what they say,
but we will also look at what God says!

THEY SAY, “TRUTH CHANGES
AND MAY NOT BE KNOWABLE”

In his document, False Doctrines About Human Conduct, Wayne
Jackson correctly noted: “And so, there are but two options as to the
origin of ethics. Morality is either: theocentric, that is, it is centered in
an eternal source of goodness, namely, God; or, ethics is anthropocen-
tric, that is grounded in the mere mind of man—a creature that has
evolved naturally from inanimate forces.”7 Obviously, the “they” of our
topic agree with the later statement. God and absolute, objective truth
is out, and full-fledge subjectivism is in. Yet, within the broad category
of Humanistic thought, there are various “standards” of what they
consider acceptable and/or unacceptable. For instance, some might say
that truth depends on “the loving thing to do,” as they define “loving”
(cf. Joseph Fletcher), while others might claim that there is no such
thing as absolute truth. Whether it is Fletcher’s false religious version
of “love” or Hitler’s Humanism in action, the end result is the
same—an endless groping for a standard (without a true basis for such)
and/or the total rejection of a standard (i.e., absolute truth). Consider
the following quotations which illustrate the various versions of
“changing truth” and/or “no truth,” as advocated by Humanists. Please
note that these quotations are from their vantage point, not ours, and
amount to a summary of vicious and wicked lies. In part, here is what
“they say”:

We strive to bring about a progressive society where being
“good without god” is an accepted way to live life ... We count
humanists and other nontheists as the core of our movement but
are always willing to work with friends and allies on issues of
common concern.8

Humanism is a ... philosophical movement that represents a turn
toward the satisfaction of human needs, both material and
spiritual, and the fulfillment of human potential, here and now.
Humanism therefore lacks much interest in the supernatural and
theological, or in an afterlife.9

What is Secular Humanism? ... A constant search for objective
truth, with the understanding that new knowledge and experience
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constantly alter our imperfect perception of it ... Secular human-
ists accept a worldview or philosophy called naturalism, in
which the physical laws of the universe are not superseded by
non-material or supernatural entities such as demons, gods, or
other “spiritual” beings outside the realm of the natural universe
... Secular humanists are generally nontheists. They typically
describe themselves as nonreligious ... Thus, secular humanists
do not rely upon gods or other supernatural forces to solve their
problems or provide guidance for their conduct. They rely
instead upon the application of reason, the lessons of history, and
personal experience to form an ethical/moral foundation and to
create meaning in life. Secular humanists look to the methodol-
ogy of science as the most reliable source of information ... In
any case their cosmic outlook draws primarily from human
experience and scientific knowledge ... Secular humanism as an
organizational philosophical system ... can be found in the ideas
of classical Greek philosophers such as Stoics and Epicureans as
well as in Chinese Confucianism. These philosophical views
looked to human beings rather than gods to solve human
problems ... The nineteenth century Free thought movement of
America and Western Europe finally made it possible for the
common citizen to reject blind faith and superstition without the
risk of persecution ... In the twentieth century scientists, philoso-
phers, and progressive theologians began to organize in an effort
to promote the humanist alternative to traditional faith-based
worldviews ... Secular humanism, then, is a philosophy and
worldview which centers upon human concerns and employs
rational and scientific methods to address the wide range of
issues important to us all. While secular humanism is at odds
with faith-based religious systems on many issues, it is dedicated
to the fulfillment of the individual and humankind in general.10

Granted, faith may help people feel better about their beliefs and
generate a sense of emotional attachment or false sense of
security over what they believe, but as a method of expanding
human knowledge and understanding of the world around us,
faith does not get the job done, and thus is [sic] fails as a reliable
and consistent method of knowledge acquisition. Anyone who
contends that faith is a more useful and productive method than
using reason and empirical evidence must ultimately use reason
or empirical evidence to demonstrate this, which negates their
original claim. Or if they use faith as a justification, then their
argument is circular ... So the question returns, what do we base
the predictive claims of science on, if not empirical or rational
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principles? Certainly not faith ... What this means is that the [sic]
“treating” the principles as true is an act of pragmaticism. (Note,
there is a subtle difference between pragmatism and pragmati-
cism, JR). If we want to progress human understanding, technol-
ogy, science, medicine, etc., we must accept those principles that
generate the most productive results. In other words, the
Principle of Induction and Regularity simply work. The fact that
they continue to work is what justifies them, not our knowledge,
and clearly not our objective knowledge of their certainty ... If
all the above is valid (which is certainly not the case, JR], then
it means that we cannot treat science, or even our own reasoning,
as anything other than the best that we can do to evolve our
understanding. We cannot lay any claims to objective knowledge
or truth, because such claims result in either circularity or a
simple act of pragmaticism. We have to remain skeptics, but
practical skeptics ... We continue to use it until it fails, and then
if it fails, we search for something else that works. No lofty
notion of objective truth is required. In summary, as humanists
we should dispense with the notion that Empiricism and Ratio-
nalism, reason and facts, can provide an “ultimate” epistemolog-
ical justification for the rational-empirical approach, or that this
method can lead us to objective truth. Objective truth is an ideal,
and not even a necessary ideal. History should teach us that what
some thinkers of the past thought of as objective truth, are now
considered fiction. What does not’t [sic] change is the power and
thrust of pragmatic justification.11

The Humanist view of truth is equivalent to the scientific
method. For Humanists, truth isn’t revealed from a supernatural
source. We learn truth about our universe from experiential
validation.12

There you have it! Human beings determine truth, not God. There is no
absolute standard of truth, unless it is possibly derived from science, or
nature or empirical methodology, et cetera. Human history or
“experiential validation” might suffice as a means of knowing
something, but not “revelation” (i.e., the Bible). Some might claim to
accept God or “a god,” but not really. While Humanists may hold a
variety of views regarding truth, they all end up making “the human”
the authority for determining right from wrong (if they will say there
is a right and wrong). All Humanists may not claim to be atheists, and
there are numerous levels and nuances of Humanistic philosophy and
doctrine, but the fact remains: Humanism is a God-denying, truth-
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denying, pattern-hating false religion. It is a corrupt philosophy based
on vain deceit! While “they say, ‘Truth changes and may not be
knowable,” that certainly is not what God says. In fact, elementary
common sense and childhood logic shows the ludicrous nature of the
Humanists’ claims. They might claim that human experience or human
reasoning or empirical data alone gives one a hopeful glimmer of truth,
but we know there is a true standard—God’s inspired and perfect Word
(2 Tim. 3:16-17). Thankfully, God’s Word does allow one to live in the
light of knowable and understandable truth (Jn. 8:32; 17:17).

As a matter of summary, consider that “they say”:

... values and ideals, however carefully wrought, are subject to
change as our knowledge and understandings advance. This
document is part of an ongoing effort to manifest in clear and
positive terms the conceptual boundaries of Humanism, not what
we must believe but a consensus of what we do believe. It is in
this sense that we affirm the following: Knowledge of the world
is derived by observation, experimentation, and rational analysis.
Humanists find that science is the best method for determining
this knowledge, as well as for solving problems and developing
beneficial technologies ... Humans are an integral part of nature,
the result of unguided evolutionary change. Humanists recognize
nature as self-existing. We accept our life as all and enough ...
Life’s fulfillment emerges from individual participation in the
service of humane ideals. We aim for our fullest possible
development ... Humanists rely on rich heritage of human culture
... Humans are social by nature and find meaning in relation-
ships. Humanists long for and strive toward a world of mutual
care and concern ... Working to benefit society maximizes
individual happiness ... Ethical values are derived from human
need and interest as tested by experience.13

The rotten thread that runs through this false philosophy is summed
up in one word—“selfishness.” Humanism (unlike the teachings of
Christ) promotes selfishness. It is all about “me.” What makes “me”
happy? What brings “me” the greatest pleasure? While the Humanist
might protest this, saying, “But it is about what is good for the major-
ity,” such will not bear scrutiny. If that excuse is used, then it must be
question: “Says who?” “Who determines what is best for the majority?”
Without truth—absolute truth—Humanists cannot successfully answer.

It must be asked: “Does absolute truth exist?” “If so, is it know-
able?” “Is it attainable?” “From whence does it derive?” In other words,
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does truth come from mere human thinking? Does it come from
“experiential validation,” from “science,” or from some other man-
derived method? Or, is God the source of absolute truth, and does it
come to man from God by means of inspired revelation via the Bible?

LOGIC SAYS, “TRUTH DOES NOT CHANGE
AND MAY BE KNOWABLE”

By logic, we are referring to proper reasoning, correct analysis used
to draw only valid conclusions, based on legitimate evidence. Some call
it “common sense.” God has given man the ability to reason. While it
is true that men often deceive themselves (Jas. 1:22), it is equally true
that truth may be located and known. It “is” possible to find evidence,
evaluate evidence, analyze evidence and to find and know the truth! To
say otherwise defies rationality. While a man cannot know everything
about everything, he can and must know some things. Practically every
aspect of life testifies to this fact. For instance, all things being equal,
is a person capable of knowing that he exists? Is this same person
capable of knowing if he is married? Is this person capable of knowing
what his driver’s license number is? Of course! What about non-
empirical issues or issues dealing with induction and deduction, does
the same hold true? Yes! Whether one is using the reliability of credible
witnesses (i.e., to prove that George Washington was the first President
or to prove that Jesus Christ lived on earth), or if one is properly
drawing conclusions, reasoning from “the seen” (i.e., the world and the
things therein) to “the unseen” (i.e., God, the Creator), the power of
absolute truth, as it is demonstrated from proper reasoning/evidence, is
clear!

The late Thomas B. Warren pointed out:

Surely all men can see that if the truth is not absolute—but
merely relative, depending entirely upon the opinions of
men—then there is no truth at all in any meaningful sense. If
such were the case, there would be no objective truth to which
anyone could refer in order to evaluate the truth or falsity of any
statement. Clearly, therefore, the contention advanced ... that
truth is relative or brought into existence by the mere opinions
of men, is absurd.14

Dick Sztanyo adds:

There are two extremes that must be avoided, whether in a study
and presentation of Christian apologetics or in a Christian’s daily
life: (1) the use of reason alone; and (2) the use of revelation



Jason Rollo 377

alone. In practical terms, this is not a situation of “either/or” but
“both/and.” The proper relationship should be that of reason and
revelation. Though many religionists posit some sort of separa-
tion between faith and reason, I argue that such is not the case.
Faith and reason are to be distinguished, but never separated. To
illustrate this, consider the relationship of the mind and body.
The body is not the mind, nor is the mind the body. Yet they are
inseparably joined in this present mode of existence. Therefore,
the mind and the body can be, and ought to be, distinguished, but
not separated. In a similar way, faith and reason are distinct, but
not separate. Both are essential to Christianity, though each must
function within its proper sphere. Faith is primarily an act of
both the intellect and the will, whereas reason is essentially an
act of the intellect.15

True believers in God (and the Bible) do not believe in mere rationality.
In other words, true New Testament Christians do not believe that man
can simply use his mind alone (or only) in pleasing God. The true
Christian believes that it takes both the mind “and” the Word of God.
Put another way, the faithful child of God realizes that a person needs
both God’s inspired, inerrant and all-sufficient Word to be coupled with
the proper use of one’s mind (i.e., properly reasoning with the Bible).
Those who will please God accept both the necessity of revelation (i.e.,
the revealed/inspired Scripture), as well as the necessity of logic/com-
mon sense in the evaluation/analysis of such revelation. God “hath
given unto us all things that pertain unto life and godliness, through the
knowledge of him” (2 Pet. 1:3). 2 Corinthians 2:17 states: “For we are
not as many, which corrupt the word of God.” Hence, we have: 1)
Revelation (i.e., knowledge from God), and 2) Reason (i.e., the ability
to properly analyze and use the revelation, as opposed to corrupting it).
Whereas the Humanist rejects revelation, the Christian understands that
it take both reason and revelation. The Christian understands that one
is able to “know.” Going into detail regarding the subject of “know-
ing,” and the various ways knowledge is derived, Sztanyo writes:

I cannot survey in this limited space the various words from the
Greek text translated “know” in the Scriptures (there are
several). I will, however, examine numerous ways of coming to
knowledge as revealed in the Bible. In short, I will be examining
the types of evidence that can be used to prove one’s case. I
argue that the term “proof ” cannot be limited to what is seen,
felt, heard, tasted, or smelled (i.e., concerning only empirical
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evidence). What, then, are legitimate means of coming to
knowledge?

1. There is induction, which is simply a “gathering together” of
available evidence.

2. There is deduction (Scripture abounds with examples), which
is the marshaling of evidence in such a way that conclusive
results can be obtained (see Mark 3:4, et al.).

3. There is the use of empirical data (see Luke 12:54-56), which
is simply a direct experiencing of an object (for instance, a door)
or an event (such as the weather outside).

4. There is credible testimony (see John 20:25-31, 1 Peter 1:8-
11, 1 Corinthians 15:1-8, et al.), which is testimony from
witnesses who either are known to be trustworthy, or whose
testimony cannot be justifiably doubted.

5. There is intuition (see Matthew 12:24-28), which must be
distinguished from a mere hunch or guess (the usual modern
understanding of this word). By intuition, I mean a knowledge
that does not depend in any way on sense perception or empirical
experience. It is evident immediately, even though it may require
some effort to grasp. The passage alluded to above is an example
in Scripture of such. It is intuitively absurd to suppose that Jesus
would cast out Satan’s coworkers by using Satanic power. Other
examples include the metaphysical principle of non-contradic-
tion (“a thing cannot both exist and not exist at the same time
and in the same sense”), and the logical law of contradiction
(derived from the metaphysical principle) which states that
“contradictory statements cannot both be true.” These principles
are known immediately and with absolute certainty. Any attempt
to deny them, in fact, presupposes them (i.e., if you deny either
principle, then your denial is either true or false; it cannot be
both true and false). And this knowledge does not depend upon
even a single empirical observation. For instance, these princi-
ples hold true for the Universe as a whole, and even for God
Himself. I know with certainty that God cannot both exist and
not exist at the same time and in the same sense. He either exists
or He does not. Empirical observation is worthless here. Yet this
is a legitimate pathway to knowledge.

6. There is metaphysical deduction, a term that I have coined to
refer to a deduction made from things that can be observed to
things that potentially may never be seen (see Luke 17: 20-21
and Hebrews 11:3). Robinson Crusoe (so the story goes) was
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marooned on an island. While walking on a beach, he discovered
a footprint in the sand that clearly was not his own. He deduced
accurately: (1) that there was another being on the island; and (2)
that this other being was a human being. If he had never seen
“Friday” face to face, the certainty of his knowledge neverthe-
less was not jeopardized. This same concept relates to the
arguments for God’s existence. God has left His “footprints,” as
it were, throughout the Universe (note Acts 14:17: “Yet he left
not himself without witness ...”). Naturally, each person is
responsible for reasoning properly and for drawing correct
conclusions from the available evidence (Romans 1:19-22;
Psalm 19:1-6; Hebrews 3:4; et al.). There is nothing, in or out of
Scripture, to suggest that only one of these ways of arriving at
truth results in “proof,” while every other means is denied such
a status. One may prove his case using any, or all, of these
legitimate means of coming to knowledge (so long as the limits
of each method are understood). It has become apparent that
many today hold that “knowledge” or “proof” is restricted to
scientific investigation alone, and that whatever is not “scien-
tific” then is designated as “faith.” Such a dichotomy accounts
for the strange things one reads on the subject of faith and
knowledge. One author suggested, for example: “Scientific
knowledge we know, and things seen we know, but faith is the
assurance of what we accept that we do not yet know but are
hoping for” (Thomas, 1974, p. 137). This position agrees with
that of philosopher Bertrand Russell, who said: “Whatever
knowledge is attainable, must be attained by scientific methods;
and what science cannot discover, mankind cannot know” (1935,
p. 243). Such a position is patently false, because it disregards
other important means of arriving at a knowledge of the truth.16

Under the heading “self-defeating,” another penman shows the utter
self-contradictory nature of those who reject objective/knowable truth.
He writes:

... the postmodern assertion that “there is no absolute, objective
truth” is intrinsically contradictory, and self-defeating. It is a
statement put forward as being objectively true and universally
applicable—something that it argues is impossible. Such a
statement also militates against the idea that all statements
(linguistic constructions) of reality are incurably warped by
cultural conditioning. After all, are not these postmodern
propositions also linguistic expressions of reality? To be
consistent, postmodernists must admit that their own statements
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of reality also are mere arbitrary social constructions. As such,
they, too, are culturally conditioned, and offer no compelling
reason to accept the theory. If, however, postmodernists can
demonstrate that their worldview is true, they will have defeated
its main thesis (i.e., there is no objective truth), for, to do so
would be to establish at least one objective truth—namely that
postmodernism is true. From these considerations, postmodern-
ism “either denies the plausibility of its own position or it
presumes the reliability of reason and the objectivity of truth”
(Leffel, 1996b, p. 53). In either case, it is self-defeating. To
extricate themselves from these apparent contradictions, some
postmodern thinkers have argued against the legitimacy of
logical principles that guide the reasoning process. Yet, such a
move only sharpens the horns of their dilemma, for to deny the
validity of reason, reason itself must be employed. Such an
attempt ends up being an argument that no argument is sound, or
proof that no proof exists, which is nonsense.17

Taking this discussion a bit further and relating it to “pluralism” and
“interpretation,” Miller declares:

What do people mean by the statement, “That’s just your
interpretation”? Many mean: “You have your view of what the
passage means and I have mine. Who’s to say mine’s wrong and
yours is right? We should not condemn each other’s views. We
should allow each other to hold different views.” We live in a
“pluralistic” society. “Pluralism” simply means that various
differing, even conflicting, views are permitted to coexist. This
attitude is quite prevalent in today’s world. Television talk
shows constantly stress that there are no absolutes. Truth is
subjective and relative to many people. They insist that there are
very few, if any, definites—very little black and white, but a lot
of gray. The matter is muddled further by the fact that on any
religious or moral question, there are knowledgeable, sincere
authorities on both sides of the issue. The general posture of the
American mind-set is that since truth is so elusive, no one should
be judgmental of anyone else; no one should be so arrogant or
dogmatic as to insist that a certain viewpoint is the only right
viewpoint. Without even examining God’s Word, we ought to be
able to see that this attitude, and this position, is self-contradic-
tory and unacceptable. Why? Because those who espouse it
insist that they are correct. They are dogmatic in their insistence
that no one should be dogmatic. They hold as absolute and
certain truth the fact that there are no absolute truths. Therefore,
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they have to deny their viewpoint in order to hold their view-
point!18

The Humanists’ claim that there is no absolute truth is self-defeating.
How can they claim “there is no absolute truth” without a basis of
truth? It is as if they are saying, “Based on known truth (as we define
it), there is no truth.” Such is utter nonsense! Our question to such false
proponents would be this: “What makes you the standard of truth?”
You say, “There is not truth,” but we ask, “Based on what—on your
word?” “Who are you to make such a statement?” “Upon what
‘standard’ do you even propose to make such ‘law’ upon others?” The
crux of the matter is this, without a standard nothing can truly be
considered right or wrong. For morality to exist, a standard must exist.
For a standard to exist, there must be something or someone great
enough to demand that the standard be followed. Mere mortal human
philosophers who burst on the scene today and leave in a pine box
tomorrow hardly qualify as being “great enough” to demand the respect
for any standard they might wish to impose. On the other hand, God is.
Creation begs for His existence. He is the One Who gives meaning to
mankind in life and hope in death. He is the One Who explains guilt
and sin, and “how” one may be forgiven of his sin. He is the One Who
has given the ultimate standard, the Bible, wherein every issue has been
addressed through example, statement or implication (and principle).
God is a standard for right and wrong and He is the source of absolute
truth.

Humanism with all of its hopeless principles offers no hope.
Instead, it brings despair, depression, heartache and sorrow. It degrades
families by encouraging divorce, self-gratification and indulgence in
sin. It promotes the immorality that erodes the very fabric of a decent
society. It leaves children destitute of their parents who are busy
seeking other pleasures. It leaves parents with no obligation or reason
to fulfill their responsibilities. If the philosophy of Humanism is
followed to its ultimate conclusion, words like “responsibility,”
“accountability,” “ought,” “should,” “must,” “need to,” “right,”
“wrong,” “absolute,” “correct,” “incorrect,” “true,” “false,” et cetera
will have no meaning. That being the case, consider the kind of a
society Humanism will produce.

Adding still more to the argument, another sound scholar properly
writes:
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Some religionists are opposed to “using logic” or “reason”
concerning spiritual things. We are informed, by these guardians
of rational thought, that the use of logic is the reason for much
of the division in the church today. This position is perplexing,
for those who reject the use of “reason,” reason that binding
“our conclusions” produces much of the religious division today.
We are supposed to be bound, therefore, to the position that
logical conclusions cannot be bound. Listen to the words of Paul,
the inspired logician: “For his invisible attributes, namely, his
eternal power and divine nature, have been clearly perceived,
ever since the creation of the world, in the things that have been
made. So they are without excuse” (Rom. 1:20 ESV). First,
notice the paradox in Paul’s inspired statement. We can perceive
the invisible. The order of the universe, the design of the created
order, and the sense of moral obligation of mankind — these
components of the created world — all testify to the Cause that
is eternal, intelligent, powerful, and divine. And although we
cannot see God himself, we can know that he exists with
absolute certainty. Dr. E.A. Maness stated the matter correctly:
“If the word ‘God’ were written upon every blowing leaf,
embossed on every passing cloud, engraved on every granite
rock, the inductive evidence of God in the world would be no
stronger than it is” (The Evidence of God in an Expanding
Universe, 12). We cannot see the divine nature. No man ever has
(Jn. 1:18). But seeing the effect of divine power necessarily
implies the Divine Cause. Second, consider the principle. Paul
affirms that we can see the unseen by reasoning from the facts of
creation. This, the apostle calls, a “clear perception.” The word
translated “perceived” means “to perceive with the mind” (W.E.
Vine, Expository Dictionary of Old and New Testament Words,
855). It is related to the word nous—mind. Paul says we must
use our minds. We must consider the evidence of creation, and
we must draw the only logical conclusion warranted by the
evidence. Those who think otherwise are in an indefensible
position (i.e., are without excuse). Jack Cottrell observes, “On a
common-sense level, when we view the wonders of nature we
just intrinsically infer a powerful Creator as their source”
(Commentary on Romans, 1.142) ... the principle of biblical
reasoning is illustrated throughout the Scriptures.19

Contrary to the ideas of some (including Humanists and
Denominationalists), logic and the Bible, and logic and true science go
hand-in-hand. The Bible knows nothing of “blind leaps in the dark” or
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“faith without evidence.” No, not at all! The Bible is based on
evidence. God expects, yea demands, humanity to properly think and
reason (Isa. 1:18). The ignorance of false religionists who claim such
nonsense as “blind faith” only propel the ignorance of the Humanist
movement. We are to properly reason. We are to draw proper conclu-
sions, conclusions based on adequate evidence. The law of rationality
is: Draw only those conclusions that are warranted by adequate
evidence (1 Thess. 5:21).

GOD SAYS, “TRUTH DOES NOT CHANGE
AND MAY BE KNOWABLE”

Exposing how Humanists think regarding truth, one researcher
quotes:

Absolute truth belongs only to one class of humans ... the class
of absolute fools” (Montagu, 1981, p. 4-C). These are the
piercing words of Ashley Montagu, famous Evolutionist/
Humanist from Princeton University. Dr. Montagu wanted to
make it clearly understood that truth is at best relative and that
anyone who states differently is categorized as a fool!

Others have, of course, joined Dr. Montagu in this kind of
thinking. Consider, for example, Sir Julian Huxley’s comments:
“We must now be prepared to abandon the god hypothesis and
its corollaries like divine revelation or unchanging truths ...”20

To those who respect and believe the Bible, the idea of “changeless
truth” and “knowable truth” are self-evident. Further, reasonable people
realize that there cannot be truth without a standard of truth. As New
Testament Christians, we believe that standard is the Bible (specifically
the New Testament). Jesus could not be plainer. He said: “And ye shall
know the truth, and the truth shall make you free” (Jn. 8:32). In John
18:37, Jesus declared: “To this end was I born, and for this cause came
I into the world, that I should bear witness unto the truth. Every one
that is of the truth heareth my voice.” In John 17:17 Jesus told us that
“truth” is found in God’s Word. In prayer to God the Father, Christ
prayed: “Sanctify them through thy truth: thy word is truth.” In John
14:6, Christ uttered of Himself: “I am the way, the truth, and the life:
no man cometh unto the Father, but by me.” Jesus said He is “the
truth,” and that His presence on earth bore testimony to the fact that
truth does exist. He made it plain that truth is available in God’s Word.
Obviously, Jesus was not a Humanist!
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Paul believed in and proclaimed the fact that truth is not only
absolute, it is attainable (understandable) He wrote:

How that by revelation he made known unto me the mystery; (as
I wrote afore in few words, Whereby, when ye read, ye may
understand my knowledge in the mystery of Christ) Which in
other ages was not made known unto the sons of men, as it is
now revealed unto his holy apostles and prophets by the Spirit
(Eph. 3:3-5).

He also penned: “I certify you, brethren, that the gospel which was
preached of me is not after man. For I neither received it of man,
neither was I taught it, but by the revelation of Jesus Christ” (Gal. 1:11-
12). Furthermore, Paul said: “If any man think himself to be a prophet,
or spiritual, let him acknowledge that the things that I write unto you
are the commandments of the Lord” (1 Cor. 14:37). In 2 Thessalonians
2:10, Paul explains that people must have a “love of the truth, that they
might be saved.” Otherwise, they will “be damned” because they
“believed not the truth” (2 Thess. 2:12). Guided by the inspiration of
the Holy Spirit, Paul exhorted: “Wherefore be ye not unwise, but
understanding what the will of the Lord is” (Eph. 5:17). Obviously Paul
was not a Humanist, either.

John 16:13 lays it on the line. To His apostles, Jesus said: “Howbeit
when he, the Spirit of truth, is come, he will guide you into all truth.”
Notice the words “all truth.” Clearly Jesus claimed that “all truth”
derives from Him, via the Holy Spirit, revealed to us through the
inspired writings of the apostles (Jn. 16:7, 13; 17:20). Regarding the
Word of Truth, we are to: read it (1 Tim. 4:13), meditate upon it (Ps.
1:2), study and rightly divide it (2 Tim. 2:15), strongly desire it (1 Pet.
2:2), and grow in it (2 Pet. 3:18). On the other hand, regarding God’s
Word, we must not: handle it deceitfully (2 Cor. 4:2), add to or take
away from it (2 Jn. 9; Rev. 22:18-19). Rather, we must always strive to
faithfully follow it and remain steady on the mountaintop of Divine and
changeless truth. Just as we are able to interpret things in everyday life,
we are able to read and understand (and know) what the Bible teaches.

Along this line, Dave Miller writes:

For example, when we go to the doctor because we are not
feeling well, we communicate to him our symptoms and expect
him to understand us. We expect him to gather all the relevant
evidence (the verbal information we give, as well as the signs
our bodies manifest) and then properly interpret that evidence to
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draw the right conclusions concerning our ailment and proper
treatment. He then writes out a prescription that we take to the
pharmacist and, once again, we expect the pharmacist to
interpret properly the doctor’s instructions. We take the prescrip-
tion home and read the label, fully expecting to understand the
directions. The fact that doctors and pharmacists can make
mistakes by drawing unwarranted conclusions about our
condition does not change the fact that if they gather sufficient
evidence and reason properly about the information, they can
know the truth about our situation. Every single day that we live,
we interpret thousands of messages accurately. We read the
newspaper, fully expecting to understand what we are reading.
We read novels with the same expectation. We watch the news
on television. We go to the mailbox, get our mail, and browse
through it, fully expecting to interpret properly the messages
being conveyed. The fact that misunderstanding sometimes
occurs does not negate the fact that more information can be
examined in order to draw the right conclusions and arrive at
correct interpretations. We go through this process con-
stantly—every waking hour of the day, day in and day out, year
after year. We give ourselves credit for having the ability to
operate sensibly and communicate with one another intelligibly.
Yet we turn right around and imply that the God of heaven, the
One Who created our minds and our thinking capacity, the One
Who is infinitely wiser and more capable than humans, is
incapable of making His will known to humanity in a clear and
understandable fashion! When we come to the Bible, we
suddenly do an about-face and insist that we can’t be sure what
God’s will is, we can’t be dogmatic on doctrine, and we must
allow differing opinions on what is spiritually right or wrong!
Many people who claim to embrace Christianity ridicule and
denounce logic, debate, argumentation, and emphasis upon being
rational and reasonable. The practical effect of such propaganda
is the upsurge of subjectivity, emotions, and personal taste as
authoritative standards in religious practice. The Bible as the
comprehensible and unchanging source of religious authority is
thereby supplanted, and the Satanic severance of human culture
from the God of heaven is complete. The term “logic” refers to
nothing more than correct reasoning. A person is logical when
he/she reasons correctly. Being “illogical” amounts to engaging
in incorrect reasoning. Does the Bible reflect affinity with the
laws of thought and logic? Did Jesus, Paul, and other inspired



386 They Say, “Truth Changes and May Not be Knowable”

speakers and writers argue their cases, prove their positions, and
engage in rational, reasonable discourse?21

Of course, the answer to Miller’s final questions is “Yes!” Yes, the
Bible reflects “affinity with the laws of thought and logic.” Yes, “Jesus,
Paul and other inspired speakers and writers argue their cases, prove
their positions, and engage in rational, reasonable discourse.” Again,
God (the Creator of the mind) expects/demands that we properly
think/reason both about Scripture and with Scripture!

Regarding the contrast between “blind faith” and “reasoned belief,”
Miller concludes:

A common misconception among atheists, humanists, and
evolutionists is that those who reject evolution in order to hold
to a fundamental, literal understanding of the biblical documents
are guided by “blind faith.” Robinson articulated this position
quite emphatically when he accused Christians of abandoning
rationality and evidence in exchange for intellectual dishonesty
and ignorance of the truth (1976, pp. 115-124). Many within the
scientific community labor under the delusion that their “facts”
and “evidence” are supportive of evolution and opposed to a
normal, face-value understanding of the biblical text. They scoff
at those who disagree with them, as if they alone have a corner
on truth. The fact of the matter is that while most of the religious
world deserves the epithets hurled by the “informed” academi-
cians, those who espouse pure, New Testament Christianity do
not. New Testament Christians embrace the biblical definition of
faith, in contrast to the commonly conceived understanding of
faith that is promulgated by the vast majority of people in the
denominational world. The faith spoken of in the Bible is a faith
that is preceded by knowledge. One cannot possess biblical faith
in God until he or she comes to the knowledge of God. Thus,
faith is not accepting what one cannot prove. Faith cannot outrun
knowledge—for it is dependent upon knowledge (Romans
10:17). Abraham was said to have had faith only after he came
to the knowledge of God’s promises and was fully persuaded
(Romans 4:20-21). His faith, therefore, was seen in his trust and
submission to what he knew to be the will of God. Biblical faith
is attained only after an examination of the evidence, coupled
with correct reasoning about the evidence. The God of the Bible
is a God of truth. Throughout biblical history, He has stressed
the need for the acceptance of truth—in contrast with error and
falsehood. Those who, in fact, fail to seek the truth are consid-
ered by God to be wicked (Jeremiah 5:1). The wise man urged:
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“Buy the truth, and sell it not” (Proverbs 23:23). Paul, himself an
accomplished logician, exhorted people to love the truth
(2 Thessalonians 2:10-12). He stated the necessity of giving
diligence to the task of dealing with the truth properly (2 Tim-
othy 2:15). Jesus declared that only by knowing the truth is one
made free (John 8:32). Luke ascribed nobility to those who were
willing to search for and examine the evidence, rather than being
content to simply take someone’s word for the truth (Acts
17:11). Peter admonished Christians to be prepared to give a
defense (1 Peter 3:15), which stands in stark contrast to those
who, when questioned about proof of God, or the credibility and
comprehensibility of the Bible, triumphantly reply, “I don’t
know—I accept it by faith!” Thus, the notion of “blind faith” is
completely foreign to the Bible. People are called upon to have
faith only after they receive adequate knowledge. In fact, the
Bible demands that the thinker be rational in gathering informa-
tion, examining the evidence, and reasoning properly about the
evidence, thereby drawing only warranted conclusions. That, in
fact, is the essentiality of what is known in philosophical circles
as the basic law of rationality: one should draw only such
conclusions as are justified by the evidence. Paul articulated
exactly this concept when he wrote: “Prove all things; hold fast
that which is good” (1 Thessalonians 5:21). John echoed the
same thought when he said to “test the spirits” (1 John 4:1).
These passages show that the New Testament Christian is one
who stands ready to examine the issues. God expects every
individual to put to the test various doctrines and beliefs, and
then to reach only such conclusions as are warranted by adequate
evidence. Man must not rely upon papal authorities, church
traditions, or the claims of science. Rather, all people are
obligated to rely upon the properly studied written directives of
God (2 Timothy 2:15; John 12:48; 2 Peter 3:16). Biblical
religion and modern science clash only because the majority of
those within the scientific community have abandoned sound
biblical hermeneutics and insist upon drawing unwarranted,
erroneous conclusions from the relevant scientific evidence. The
Bible insists that evidence is abundantly available for those who
will engage in unprejudiced, rational inquiry. The resurrection
claim, for example, was substantiated by “many infallible
proofs,” including verification through the observation of more
than five hundred persons at once (Acts 1:3; 1 Corinthians 15:5-
8). Many proofs were made available in order to pave the way
for faith (John 20:30-31). Peter offered at least four lines of
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evidence to those gathered in Jerusalem before he concluded his
argument with “therefore ...” (Acts 2:14-36). The acquisition of
knowledge through empirical evidence was undeniable, for Peter
concluded, “as you yourselves also know” (Acts 2:22, emp.
added). John referred to the auditory, visual, and tactile evi-
dences that provided further empirical verification (1 John 1:1-
2). Christ offered “works” to corroborate His claims, so that
even His enemies did not have to rely merely on His words—if
they would but honestly reason to the only logical conclusion
(John 10:24-25,38). The proof was of such magnitude that one
Pharisee, a ruler of the Jews, even admitted: “[W]e know that
You are a teacher come from God; for no one can do these signs
that You do unless God is with him” (John 3:2). Nevertheless,
there are always those who, for one reason or another, refuse to
accept the law of rationality, and who avoid the warranted
conclusions—just like those who side-stepped the proof that
Christ presented, and attributed it to Satan (Matthew 12:24).
Christ countered such an erroneous conclusion by pointing out
their faulty reasoning and the false implications of their argu-
ment (Matthew 12:25-27). The proof that the apostles presented
was equally conclusive, though unacceptable to many (Acts
4:16). The proof in our day is no less conclusive, nor is it any
less compelling. While it is not within the purview of this brief
article to prove such (see Warren and Flew, 1977; Warren and
Matson, 1978), the following tenets are provable: (1) we can
know (not merely think, hope, or wish) that God exists (Romans
1:19-20); (2) we can know that the Bible is the verbally inspired
Word of God, and intended to be comprehended in much the
same way that any written human communication is to be
understood; (3) we can know that one day we will stand before
God in judgment and give account for whether we have studied
the Bible, learned what to do to be saved, and obeyed those
instructions; and (4) we can know that we know (1 John 2:3).22

CONCLUSION

When comparing Humanism with God and the Bible, there is a big
difference between what “they say” and what “God says.” Reason
demands that absolute truth is a reality. If it were not so terribly tragic,
it would be laughable that men and women spend much time, energy
and money to propagate the errors of Humanism. After all, what is the
point, if there is no eternity? Why would one exhaust himself in the
advancement of a hopeless end? Why would one give his blood, sweat
and tears to push a doctrine that has no hope but a shut coffin? Why
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would one write papers and maintain websites regarding “the fact?”
that there are no facts? The philosophy of Humanism is not only
absurd, it is silly.
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