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PART	I

THE	PREPARATION



Chapter	1

Truth
‘Beauty	is	truth,	truth	beauty,—that	is	all
Ye	know	on	earth,	and	all	ye	need	to	know.’

—Keats																								

Everything	has	lumps.
—Old	Chinese	proverb

When	beginning	a	search	for	truth,	certain	questions	arise	which	should	be	answered
at	the	outset:	What	is	truth?	What	truth	shall	we	search	for?	Are	there	different	kinds	of
truth?	How	shall	we	know	when	we	arrive	at	 truth?	With	what	confidence	may	we	hold
our	truth?	These	and	other	questions	pertaining	to	truth	will	be	considered	in	this	chapter.

The	Goal	The	goal	of	our	search	is	to	determine	whether	or	not	there	is	a	God.	There	are
at	 least	eight	reasons	or	motives	for	pursuing	this	objective.	The	first	 is	 that	since	many
people	believe	in	and	worship	God,	we	have	to	wonder	 if	we	should	believe	in	him	and
worship	him	too.	This	motive	is	one	of	social	curiosity.	The	second	motive	is	also	one	of
curiosity	but	without	the	social	aspect.	We	want	to	know	because	we	want	to	know.	The
third	motive	is	educational.	We	are	looking	for	knowledge	to	better	prepare	ourselves	for
life.	The	 assumption	here	 is	 that	 increased	knowledge	will	 enable	 us	 to	more	 prudently
manage	our	affairs	on	earth.	The	fourth	motive	 is	 to	seek	stimulation.	A	search	for	God
should	fulfill	this	desire	with	a	good	dose	of	controversy	as	a	bonus.

The	fifth	motive	requires	some	discussion.	The	religious	authorities	say	that	if	we	find
God	we	will	 find	 greater	 happiness.	 This	 is	 probably	 true—especially	 if	 belief	 in	 God
includes	an	afterlife	and	eternal	bliss.	This	motive	is	good	but	it	carries	an	implied	risk.	If
our	search	reveals	that	no	God	exists,	then	we	may	find	greater	unhappiness,	and	we	may
regret	 that	 we	 made	 the	 search.	 But	 I	 could	 never	 restrict	 my	 curiosity.	 That	 would
imprison	my	 intellect.	Therefore,	 I	 accept	 the	 risk	of	 a	disappointing	 result.	And	 if	 that
should	happen,	then	awareness	and	contemplation	will	be	my	rewards.	I	hope	they	might
be	the	readers’	too.

A	sixth	motive	for	determining	the	existence	of	God	is	that	some	religions	claim	that
when	 we	 die	 we	 will	 go	 either	 to	 heaven	 or	 to	 some	 kind	 of	 Hades,	 and	 that	 our
relationship	with	God	will	have	much	 to	do	 in	determining	how	we	end.	This	motive	 is
one	of	fear	and	self-concern.	Our	seventh	motive,	since	we	have	been	warned,	is	to	know
our	obligation	to	God	to	satisfy	our	sense	of	duty	to	our	Creator.

Finally,	our	 eighth	motive	also	concerns	our	 sense	of	obligation,	but	with	 respect	 to
our	country.	Despite	our	national	policy	of	 separation	of	church	and	state,	 this	nation	 is
somewhat	involved	with	religion,	or	at	least	with	God.	A	few	quotations	will	illustrate	the
point:	 the	Declaration	 of	 Independence	 states	 that	 the	 right	 of	 this	 nation	 “to	 assume
among	the	powers	of	the	earth	[its]	separate	and	equal	station”	is	derived	from	“the	Laws
of	 Nature	 and	 of	 Nature’s	 God.”	 The	Declaration	 also	 says,	 “that	 all	 men	 are	 created
equal,	that	they	are	endowed	by	their	Creator	with	certain	unalienable	rights,	that	among
these	are	Life,	Liberty	and	the	pursuit	of	Happiness.”	In	short,	 the	Declaration	says	that



our	basic	 right	 to	 freedom	comes	directly	 from	God.	This	does	not	 say	 that	we	have	 to
believe	in	God	to	be	good	Americans,	but	it	is	strongly	implied.	And	it	is	further	implied
in	 the	 Pledge	 of	 Allegiance	 which	 was	 recently	 amended	 by	 Congress	 to	 include	 the
phrase,	“one	nation,	under	God,”	and	also	on	our	coinage,	most	of	which	bears	the	motto,
“IN	GOD	WE	TRUST.”	What’s	more,	in	1955,	in	a	speech	before	the	American	Legion	to
launch	their	“Back	to	God”	campaign,	what	may	have	been	implicit	before	was	now	made
explicit	when	President	Eisenhower	 said	 that	 “Recognition	of	 the	Supreme	Being	 is	 the
first,	 the	 most	 basic	 expression	 of	 Americanism.	 Without	 God,	 there	 could	 be	 no
American	 form	 of	 government,	 nor	 an	 American	 way	 of	 life.”*1	 In	 light	 of	 these
statements,	 out	 duty	 to	 our	 country	 is	 clear	 and	 must	 be	 counted	 as	 a	 good	 reason	 to
determine	as	best	we	can	whether	or	not	there	is	a	God.

Defining	God	 Now	 that	 the	 goal	 and	 its	 underlying	motives	 have	 been	 stated,	 we	 are
faced	with	the	problem	of	defining	God.	This	has	to	be	done	simply	to	know	what	we	are
looking	for.	It	is	a	problem	because	it	is	difficult	to	define	something	about	which	so	little
is	known.	One	may	wonder	 if	 somebody	has	already	done	 the	 job.	Unfortunately,	many
people	have,	with	divergent,	confusing	results.

We	 can	 best	 attack	 the	 problem	 by	 grouping	 all	 concepts	 of	 God	 under	 two	 main
headings:	“Personal	God”	and	“Non-personal	God.”	A	personal	God	is	one	who	is	rational
and	aware	of	his	own	existence;	a	non-personal	God	is	one	which	is	not	rational	and	not
aware	 of	 its	 own	 existence.	Those	who	 believe	 in	 a	 personal	God	 fall	 into	 two	 groups,
theists	 and	 deists.	 Theists	 believe	 that	 the	Creator	 exerts	 influence	 in	 the	world	 he	 has
created,	and	deists	believe	that	he	does	not.

Those	who	believe	in	a	non-personal	God	can	be	divided	into	three	groups:	those	who
believe	 in	pantheism,	 i.e.,	 that	 the	universe	 is	God,	 those	who	believe	 that	God	 is	 some
kind	of	“ethic”	or	“moral	force”	(whatever	that	means),	and	those	who	have	various	other
abstract	 concepts	 of	 God.	 The	 following	 chart	 should	 help	 us	 to	 see,	 understand,	 and
remember	these	distinctions.

Concepts	of	God

Personal	God
(aware	of	own	existence)

Non-personal	God
(not	aware	of	own	existence)

1.	Theistic:	active	in	the	affairs	of	man 1.	Pantheistic:	universe	is	God

2.	Deistic:	not	active	in	the	affairs	of	man 2.	“Ethic”	or	“Moral	Force”	(whatever	that
means)

3.	Various	other	abstractions

The	theistic	concept	is	best	for	two	reasons.	First,	 the	other	concepts	don’t	appear	to
have	much	meaning.	As	such,	they	amount	to	little	more	than	an	excuse	for	belief	in	God.
We	cannot	commune	with	a	God	who	is	neither	a	person	nor	active	in	the	affairs	of	man,
or	 can	we	meaningfully	 pray	 to	 him,	worship	 him,	 or	 carry	 on	 any	 other	God-centered



relationship.	Second,	the	theistic	concept	of	God	is	the	traditional	or	orthodox	concept	that
is	allegedly	believed	in	by	a	majority	of	the	Western	religious	world.

The	theistic	version	of	God,	in	addition	to	being	conceived	as	the	supreme	being,	the
creator	 and	 sovereign	 of	 the	 universe	 is,	 generally	 speaking,	 thought	 to	 possess	 infinite
power	and	intelligence	as	well	as	infinite	mercy,	love,	and	compassion.	He	is	also	thought
to	be	eternal	and	 immense.	This	description	of	God	 is	not	necessarily	believed	 in	by	all
traditionalists.	It	merely	summarizes	their	beliefs.

The	traditionalists	who	accept	the	theistic	concept	of	God	are,	in	general,	Protestants,
Catholics,	and	Jews,	as	well	as	Moslems	and	members	of	other	less	familiar	religions.	The
Eastern	religions,	on	 the	other	hand,	do	not	generally	accept	a	personal	God	but	believe
instead	in	a	sort	of	abstraction	which	influences	 their	 lives	from	within	rather	 than	from
without.

One	 thing	 should	 be	 absolutely	 clear:	 theism	 and	 deism	 are	mutually	 exclusive.	 To
accept	one	is	to	reject	the	other.

Defining	Truth	The	next	step	in	our	search	for	truth	will	be	to	define	truth.	Fortunately,
there	 is	 considerably	 less	 dissent	 among	 sematic	 authorities	 than	 among	 religious
authorities,	and	so	we	can	turn	to	them	with	confidence	to	know	the	word:

Truth	is,	in	general,	conformity	to	fact	or	reality.

This	dictionary	definition	will	be	clarified	by	the	following	example:	If	we	should	say
that	Columbus	discovered	America,	this	would	be	a	true	statement	for	the	simple	reason
that	 it	 conforms	 to	 fact	 or	 reality,	 the	 fact	 being	 that	 Columbus	 actually	 did	 discover
America.	 If	we	 should	 say,	however,	 that	 someone	else	discovered	America,	 this	would
not	be	a	 true	statement	because	it	 fails	 to	conform	to	fact	or	reality.	We	should	now	ask
what	is	fact	and	what	is	reality?

Fact	or	reality	may	be	defined	as	that	which	may	be	reasonably	asserted.

But	this	raises	a	new	question:	What	may	be	reasonably	asserted?	My	answer	is	that
anything	which	is	probable	may	be	reasonably	asserted,	and	the	higher	the	probability,	the
more	reasonable	the	assertion.	A	few	examples	will	clarify	the	point.	One	fact	which	may
be	reasonably	asserted	is	 that	Columbus	discovered	America	in	1492.	It	 is	reasonable	 to
assert	this	as	a	fact	because	historians	unanimously	agree	not	only	on	the	occurrence	but
also	on	the	year	in	which	it	occurred.	There	is	sufficient	authoritative	evidence	to	make	the
event	probable.	Our	assertion	of	the	event	is	therefore	reasonable.

However,	 if	 just	 one	 historian	 were	 to	 maintain	 that	 Columbus	 did	 not	 discover
America,	would	it	still	be	reasonable	to	assert	that	he	did?	That	would	depend	on	the	basis
of	the	dissent.	In	any	case,	assuming	at	least	some	half-way	decent	basis,	in	the	presence
of	one	authoritative	dissent,	 the	assertion	would	be,	say,	one	 iota	 less	reasonable.	 If	 two
historians	were	to	dissent,	it	would	still	be	reasonable	to	assert	Columbus’	discovery,	but
the	 degree	 of	 reasonableness	 would	 have	 diminished	 now	 by	 several	 iotas	 (since
confidence	 must	 decrease	 exponentially	 as	 dissent	 grows).	 If	 the	 number	 of	 dissenters
were	to	continue	to	grow,	a	point	eventually	would	be	reached	where	it	would	no	longer
be	 reasonable	 to	assert	Columbus’	discovery	as	a	 fact,	but	only	as	an	opinion	or	 theory.
The	exact	point	of	transition	from	fact	to	theory	would,	of	course,	be	a	matter	of	opinion,



but	 this	 very	 circumstance	 illustrates	 that	 what	 may	 be	 reasonably	 asserted	 is	 often	 a
matter	of	opinion,	and	genuinely	so.	It	also	illustrates	that	the	difference	between	what	is
reasonable	and	what	is	not	reasonable	is	not	always	like	the	difference	between	black	and
white,	but	that	there	is	a	grey	area	where	one	slowly	fades	into	the	other.	It	should	be	clear
that	opinions	or	theories,	even	if	they	are	not	necessarily	probable,	may	also	be	reasonably
asserted	if	they	have	some	foundation	in	either	fact	or	logic,	and	they	are	clearly	labeled	as
“opinion”	or	“theory”	or	something	of	the	sort.

Another	 example	 should	 further	 clarify	 what	 may	 be	 deemed	 reasonable	 and	 not
reasonable,	should	point	out	the	difficulty	in	distinguishing	one	from	the	other,	and	should
also	illustrate	the	concept	of	a	confidence	level.

Suppose	that	Tom	is	holding	a	book	in	his	hand.	Since	he	is	quite	literally	in	charge	of
first-hand	information,	and	since	his	information	is	the	result	of	direct	observation,	he	may
reasonably	assert,	at	the	highest	confidence	level,	that	he	is	holding	a	book	in	his	hand.	If,
however,	he	should	instruct	his	friend,	Dick,	whom	he	knows	to	be	honest	and	truthful,	to
hold	 the	 book,	 and	 if	 he	 should	 then	 turn	 his	 back	 on	Dick	 and	 ask	 him	 this	 question:
“Dick,	 are	 you	 holding	 the	 book?”	 and	 if	 Dick	 should	 reply	 “Yes,”	 then	 Tom	 may
reasonably	assert	that	Dick	is,	in	fact,	holding	the	book	and	he	may	assert	this	with	a	high
level	of	confidence.

However,	 since	 this	 information	 is	 second-hand,	 the	 reasonableness	 of	 the	 assertion
and	the	confidence	level	of	the	information	must	necessarily	diminish,	even	if	only	by	one
iota.	This	 is	because	 second-hand	 information	can	be	distorted	 in	many	ways.	How	can
Tom	know,	for	example,	that	Dick,	through	some	sort	of	mental	lapse,	has	not	mistakenly
said	“Yes”	when	he	meant	“No.”	Even	if	Dick	is	re-asked	the	question,	his	mental	lapse
may	persist	as	is	often	the	nature	of	such	lapses	even	when	the	mental	processes	involved
may	be	of	the	simplest	kind.	Another	potential	source	of	error	is	that	Dick,	in	spite	of	his
honesty,	may	 find	 some	worthwhile	motive	 for	a	 lie	 (good	men	do	 lie—see	Chapter	 5).
Perhaps	he	is	tired	and	does	not	feel	like	holding	a	book	just	to	satisfy	the	requirements	of
this	silly	experiment.	“I’ll	quietly	lay	the	book	on	the	table	while	Tom’s	back	is	turned,”
he	may	say	 to	himself,	“but	 I’ll	pretend	 that	 I	didn’t.”	Here,	Dick’s	basic	honesty	 is	not
impaired.	He	simply	interprets	the	term	more	liberally	than	others.	Another	possibility	is
that	 Dick	 is	 actually	 basically	 dishonest	 and	 that	 Tom’s	 judgment	 of	 him	 is	 in	 error.
Perhaps	Dick,	for	any	of	several	selfish	or	malicious	motives,	will	purposely	lie	to	foul	the
experiment.	Or	perhaps	he	may	lie	just	for	the	fun	of	it.	Or	maybe	Dick	is	simply	not	well
and	his	slant	on	things	is	affected	adversely.	And	perhaps	there	are	still	other	possibilities
unthought	of	which	should	lower	the	confidence	level	of	secondhand	information.	In	any
case,	the	point	should	be	clear	that	second-hand	information	may	be	asserted	not	quite	as
reasonably	as	first-hand,	nor	may	the	confidence	in	it	be	as	high.

Now	further	suppose	that	a	third	party,	Harry,	should	be	brought	into	the	picture	and
that	 he	 should	 relay	 his	 information	 to	 Dick	 who	 in	 turn	 relays	 it	 to	 Tom.	 The
reasonableness	with	which	Harry’s	information	can	be	asserted	as	fact	by	Tom	would	be
further	 reduced	 because	 of	 the	 still	 greater	 possibility	 of	 mental	 lapses,	 errors	 of
communication	or	judgment,	outright	lies,	and	so	on.	And	it	is	clear	that	there	is	a	point
where	 the	 involvement	 of	 too	 many	 parties	 and	 adverse	 influences	 will	 prevent	 the
reasonable	 assertion	 of	 handed-down	 information	 and	 where	 it	 will	 lower	 the



trustworthiness	of	such	information	to	a	point	of	little	or	no	confidence.

These	 examples	 have	 illustrated	 the	 following	 four	 points:	 1)	 That	 what	 may	 be
reasonably	asserted	depends	on	 the	amount	of	evidence	favoring	 the	assertion;	2)	 that	 it
depends	on	the	trustworthiness	of	that	evidence;	3)	that	“reasonable”	and	“not	reasonable”
are	 relative	 terms	which	 slowly	 fade	 into	 each	 other;	 and	 4)	 that	 the	 point	 of	 transition
from	 reasonable	 to	 not	 reasonable	 is	 a	 matter	 of	 opinion	 (and	 therefore	 subjectively
determined	as	explained	below).

We	have	now	defined	truth	as	conformity	to	fact	or	reality,	and	we	have	defined	fact	or
reality	as	that	which	may	be	reasonably	asserted.	Putting	the	two	definitions	together	we
have:

Truth	is,	in	general,	conformity	to	that	which	may	be	reasonably	asserted.

We	have	just	seen	that	that	which	may	be	reasonably	asserted	is	somewhat	relative	to
circumstances,	 and	 that	 it	 is	 somewhat	 a	matter	 of	 opinion.	But	 if	 this	 is	 the	 case,	 then
truth	 is	 somewhat	 relative	 to	 circumstances	 and	 somewhat	 a	 matter	 of	 opinion.
Unfortunately,	 this	 is	 so.	 Truth	 is	 not	 as	 definable	 as	 we	 would	 like	 it	 to	 be.	We	 can
adequately	 deal	with	 it,	 however,	 by	 recognizing	 that	 since	 truth	 is	 elusive	 it	 should	 be
stated	with	caution.*2

Categories	of	Truth	To	further	complicate	matters,	there	are	many	kinds	of	truth	and	we
must	think	next	about	what	kinds	we	are	searching	for.	For	instance,	we	can	assign	a	truth
to	 either	 of	 these	 two	 categories:	 Objective	 truth	 or	 subjective	 truth.	 Objective	 truth	 is
simply	 truth	 which	 is	 impersonal	 or	 independent	 of	 the	 mind.	 Subjective	 truth	 is	 truth
which	 is	 a	 function	 of	 individual	 feeling,	 opinion,	 or	 judgment.	 The	 following	 is	 an
example	 of	 objective	 truth:	 Columbus	 discovered	 America.	 This	 is	 an	 objective	 truth
because	it	is	independent	of	our	minds	or	feelings.	It	does	not	matter	if	we	like	it	or	not,
care	 about	 it	 or	 not,	 or	 even	 know	 it	 or	 not.	 That	 the	 event	 actually	 occurred	 is	 an
impersonal,	unbiased	fact	and	is	therefore	known	as	an	objective	truth.

If	we	were	to	say,	however,	that	Columbus’	discovery	was	the	greatest	event	in	world
history,	 this	 would	 still	 be	 a	 truth	 but	 it	 would	 be	 a	 subjective	 truth.	 It	 would	 be	 a
subjective	truth	because	it	would	conform	to	a	reality	which	would	exist	in	our	minds	and
which	 would	 depend	 on	 our	 feelings	 for	 its	 existence.	 This	 is	 because	 there	 exists	 no
precise	 way	 to	 measure	 greatness.	 It	 is	 more	 a	 matter	 of	 opinion	 than	 of	 reasonably
assertable	 fact.	 In	 another	 person’s	 mind	 the	 greatest	 event	 of	 all	 time	 might	 be	 the
invention	of	the	wheel	and	in	still	another’s	it	might	be	the	signing	of	the	Magna	Carta,	the
fall	of	the	Roman	Empire,	or	the	invention	of	the	light-bulb.	The	superlative	greatness	of
each	of	 these	events	may	be	a	 truth,	but	 it	 is	a	subjective	 truth.	 It	 is	a	 truth	only	for	 the
person	who	believes	it.

Notice	also	that	these	subjective	truths	all	deal	with	the	same	topic,	history’s	greatest
event,	 and	 yet	 they	 conflict	 with	 one	 another.	We	 have	 now	 observed	 a	 peculiarity	 of
subjective	 truth:	 It	 is	 as	 variable	 as	 the	 human	 mind.	 It	 is	 this	 variability	 which
distinguishes	 it	 from	 objective	 truth	 which	 is	 relatively	 constant,	 invariable,	 and
nonconflicting.

The	difference	between	subjective	and	objective	truth	should	be	repeated.	Subjective
truth	is	 truth	which	is	a	matter	of	opinion,	judgment,	or	feelings.	Objective	truth	is	 truth



which	is	reasonably	assertable,	unbiased,	impersonal	fact.	The	difference	between	the	two
seems	clear	enough	but,	unfortunately,	these	definitions	only	raise	new	problems	because
it	is	sometimes	genuinely	difficult	to	tell	the	difference	between	subjective	and	objective
truth.	 For	 example,	 suppose	 that	 one	 capable	 historian,	 with	 the	 aid	 of	 new	 historical
evidence,	raises	the	possibility	that	Columbus	died	in	the	middle	of	the	Atlantic	and	that
his	 crew	 sailed	 on	 without	 him.	 What	 if	 this	 historian	 then	 holds	 the	 opinion	 that
Columbus	did	not	discover	America?	Does	the	truth	of	the	event	then	become	a	subjective
truth	since	it	now	has	become	a	matter	of	opinion?

The	only	way	to	answer	 this	question	 is	 to	say	 that	 it	 is	hard	 to	 tell.	 If	one	historian
were	 to	 hold	 that	 Columbus	 did	 not	 make	 the	 discovery,	 then	 it	 is	 doubtful	 that	 the
objectivity	of	 the	 event	would	be	 impaired.	One	 lone	dissenter	must	be	 taken	 lightly.	 If
two	historians	were	 to	doubt	 that	Columbus	made	 it,	 the	objectivity	of	 the	 event	would
probably	still	not	suffer.	But	if	many	more	began	to	doubt,	then	a	point	would	be	reached
where	the	truth	of	the	event	would	no	longer	be	objective	fact	but	would	have	become	a
matter	of	opinion,	and	 therefore	subjective.	We	see,	 then,	 that	a	kind	of	grey	area	exists
where	objectivity	can	slowly	fade	into	subjectivity.	In	general,	these	grey	areas	are	more
likely	to	occur	around	objective	facts	which	cannot	be	directly	observed	or	measured	but
which	must	be	established	by	circumstantial	evidence.	And	 to	again	complicate	matters,
the	 point	 at	 which	 the	 transformation	 from	 fact	 to	 opinion	 occurs	 is	 itself	 a	 matter	 of
opinion.

But	 the	 important	 point	 is	 that	 although	 reality	 never	 conflicts	 with	 itself,	 the
evidences	which	establish	reality	may	appear	to	conflict	with	one	another.	Whenever	this
happens,	objective	fact	can	only	be	arrived	at	through	subjective	opinion.	That	Columbus
discovered	America	may	be	as	objectively	true	as	the	fact	 that	 there	are	stars	in	the	sky,
but	if	the	evidences	of	this	fact	were	to	be	conflicting	and	inconclusive,	then	the	reality	of
this	event	would	have	to	be	considered	a	matter	of	opinion,	and	it	would	also	have	to	be
labeled	as	a	subjective	truth	even	though	it	deals	with	an	objective	fact.

And	 now,	 before	 moving	 on,	 one	 more	 example	 should	 be	 noted	 to	 illustrate	 the
difference	in	these	two	categories	of	truth.	If	an	artist	were	to	paint	a	picture	of	a	tree,	and
if	he	were	to	paint	it	so	that	his	picture	revealed	the	tree	exactly	as	it	existed	in	fact	(within
the	limitations	of	the	artist’s	skills	and	materials),	he	would	be	said	to	have	painted	the	tree
objectively.	Such	a	painting	would	be	difficult	to	distinguish	from	a	color	photograph.	If,
on	the	other	hand,	he	were	to	paint	the	tree	to	reveal	his	personal	impression	of	it,	he	then
would	be	 said	 to	have	painted	 the	 tree	 subjectively.	Such	a	painting	might	highlight	 the
shimmering	of	 the	 leaves,	 the	drooping	of	 the	boughs,	or	 the	writhing	of	 the	 trunk.	The
paintings	of	Van	Gogh	are	good	examples	of	this	impressionistic,	subjective	style.	In	fact,
Van	Gogh	himself	said	that	his	paintings	were	lies	but	yet	that	they	were	truer	than	truth
itself.	By	this	he	meant	that	objectively	they	were	lies	but	that	subjectively	they	were	as
true	as	truth	could	be.

Objective	paintings,	then,	reveal	reality	as	it	is	in	fact	and	subjective	paintings	reveal
the	 impression	 reality	makes	on	 the	 artist.	And	without	 elaborating	 further,	 it	 should	be
obvious	that	there	will	also	be	grey	areas	between	subjective	and	objective	paintings	just
as	 there	are	between	 subjective	and	objective	 truth	 in	general.	From	 these	examples	we
should	understand	not	only	the	differences	between	objective	and	subjective	truth,	but	that



this	difference	is	easier	to	define	in	theory	than	it	is	to	distinguish	in	practice.

The	next	step	is	 to	decide	which	of	the	two	categories—objective	or	subjective—the
fact	of	the	existence	of	God	will	fit	into.	It	falls	into	the	category	of	objective	fact	for	the
simple	reason	that	whether	or	not	God	exists	is	independent	of	our	individual	judgment	or
feelings.	Since	 the	existence	or	non-existence	of	God	 is	an	objective	matter,	we	can	say
that	 the	truth	we	are	searching	for	 is	an	objective	truth.	However,	 it	should	be	clear	 that
though	we	are	dealing	with	an	objective	truth,	there	is	no	guarantee	that	the	assertability	of
this	truth	will	be	entirely	an	objective	matter.	Although	reality	never	conflicts	with	itself,
the	evidences	which	establish	reality	sometimes	appear	to	conflict.	When	this	happens	it	is
a	matter	of	one	person’s	opinion	against	another’s	as	to	which	of	the	conflicting	evidences
is	 the	 more	 trustworthy	 and	 to	 what	 degree	 it	 is	 more	 trustworthy.	 And	 this	 is	 when
objective	fact	can	only	be	asserted	through	subjective	opinion.

Now,	bearing	 in	mind	 the	possible	elusiveness	of	objectivity	with	which	we	may	be
faced,	we	are	ready	to	move	on	to	some	additional	pairs	of	categories	to	further	describe
where	the	truth	of	our	search	lies.	These	subsequent	pairs	of	categories	will	be	handled	in
the	 same	 manner	 as	 was	 the	 foregoing	 pair.	 As	 each	 pair	 is	 discussed,	 the	 fact	 of	 the
existence	of	God	will	be	assigned,	if	possible,	to	one	member	of	the	pair	or	the	other.

The	 categories	 of	 alterable	 truth	 and	 unalterable	 truth	 are	 next.	 It	 would	 seem	 that
since	the	fact	of	the	existence	of	God	is	beyond	our	control,	it	is	therefore	an	unalterable
truth.	This	will	be	further	discussed	along	with	the	next	pair	of	categories.

Next	are	provisional	 truth	and	permanent	truth.	At	first,	 it	would	seem	that	since	the
truth	we	are	looking	for	is	unalterable,	it	must	also	be	permanent.	This	is	true	because	if
the	 fact	 that	God	exists—or	 the	alternate	 fact	 that	he	does	not	 exist—cannot	be	altered,
then	 it	must	 be	 permanent.	However,	we	 have	 to	 recognize	 that	 the	 actual	 truth	 is	 one
thing	but	that	our	impression	of	it	 is	another.	The	former	cannot	be	altered	but	the	latter
can.	We	are	 faced	with	 the	 fact	 that	 if	we	 find	a	balance	of	evidence	 favoring,	 say,	 that
God	 exists	 but	 not	 altogether	 ruling	 out	 the	 possibility	 that	 he	 does	 not	 exist,	 our
impression	of	 truth	must	be	 that	which	 is	 favored	by	 the	balance	of	evidence.	Since	 the
balance	may	 be	 altered	 by	 the	 discovery	 of	 new	 evidence,	 our	 impression	 also	may	 be
altered.	Our	impression	of	truth,	therefore,	is	not	permanent	but	provisional.	And	when	we
finally	arrive	at	the	conclusion	of	our	search,	total	up	the	evidence,	and	make	a	decision
either	that	God	exists	or	that	he	does	not	exist,	unless	the	evidence	is	overwhelmingly	in
favor	of	the	one	truth	or	the	other,	we	will	have	to	label	this	truth	as	“provisional,”	all	the
while	remembering	that	what	is	actually	provisional	is	not	the	truth	itself	but	merely	our
impression	of	it,	and	that	what	is	actually	alterable	is	again	not	the	truth	itself	but	only	our
impression	of	it.

It	should	be	clear,	then,	that	whenever	we	speak	of	“provisional	truth”	what	we	really
mean	 is	 provisional	 impression	 of	 truth.	Although	we	will	 not	 know	until	 the	 search	 is
completed	 whether	 our	 truth	 will	 be	 provisional	 or	 permanent,	 we	 may	 suspect	 at	 the
outset	 that	 the	 existence	 or	 non-existence	 of	 God	 will	 be	 a	 provisional	 truth.	 This	 is
because	there	are	many	people	on	either	side	of	the	issue	and	this	fact	alone	hints	strongly
at	the	provisionality	of	whichever	side	one	may	take.

It	 is	 interesting	 that	 the	 term	“impression”	 in	 “provisional	 impression	of	 truth”	calls



attention	 to	 the	 subjectivity	 involved.	 It	 is	 even	 more	 interesting	 that	 the	 term
“impressionistic”	which	may	be	used	to	describe	any	truth	for	which	there	exists	less	than
conclusive	objective	evidence	is	the	same	term	which	is	used	to	describe	the	painting	of
such	 subjective	 artists	 as	 Van	 Gogh.	 This	 similarity	 should	 serve	 as	 a	 warning	 of	 the
elusiveness	 of	 objectivity.	 It	 may	 seem	 that	 I	 am	 on	 the	 verge	 of	 saying	 that	 it	 is
impossible	to	be	objective	unless	we	are	in	possession	of	conclusive	proof.	This	is	almost
true	but	 not	 quite.	As	mentioned	 above,	when	we	 are	working	with	 evidence	of	 a	 truth
which	is	less	than	one	hundred	percent	conclusive,	we	can	still	be	objective	but	only	up	to
a	 point.	 Subjective	 individual	 judgment	 must	 creep	 into	 the	 picture	 to	 answer	 such
questions	 as:	 How	 much	 evidence	 is	 required	 to	 form	 the	 basis	 for	 provisional	 truth?
Which	evidences	count	more	than	others	and	which	ones	less?	The	point	is	that	we	can	be
objective	 in	 collecting	 evidence	 but	 that	 in	 weighing	 and	 comparing	 it,	 subjectivity	 is
inevitable.

Now	we	 have	 seen	 a	 preview	 of	 the	 problems	 involved	 in	 trying	 to	 decide	 on	 the
existence	 of	 God.	 In	 the	 absence	 of	 conclusive	 proof,	 subjectivity	 is	 inevitable	 and
controversy	will	be	quick	 to	follow.	Although	people	generally	agree	 that	subjectivity	 is
both	the	seed	and	the	soil	of	dispute,	it	is	often	“the	other	person”	who	is	subjective.	But
this	will	be	discussed	at	greater	length	during	our	search.

Next	are	the	categories	of	partial	truth	and	whole	truth.	A	partial	truth	is	a	fact	or	set	of
facts	which,	because	of	an	absence	or	omission,	is	likely	to	create	an	errant	picture	of	what
is	being	described.	A	whole	truth,	on	the	other	hand,	is	sufficiently	complete	to	probably
give	us	an	accurate	picture.	What	we	will	strive	for	in	our	search	for	truth	is	to	collect	as
much	of	the	whole	truth	about	the	existence	of	God	as	it	is	possible	to	get.	And	then,	if	we
are	lucky,	we	will	interpret	this	truth	with	enough	wisdom	to	give	us	a	significant	result.

Continuing	with	the	categories	of	subtle	truth	and	obvious	truth,	either	of	these	may	be
derived	 from	exactly	 the	 same	 set	 of	 facts,	 but	 subtle	 truth	will	 require	 some	prying	or
meditating	to	be	discovered,	and	when	it	is	discovered	it	will	often	overrule	the	obvious.
For	example,	 if	 two	weighted	 strings	 such	as	 surveyors’	plumb	 lines	are	allowed	 to	 fall
free,	they	will	appear	to	hang	parallel	to	each	other.	However,	since	the	earth	is	spherical
and	since	the	strings	hang	perpendicular	to	the	earth’s	surface,	they	cannot	be	parallel	but
must	 meet	 at	 the	 center	 of	 the	 earth	 if	 projected.	 The	 subtle	 truth	 has	 overruled	 the
obvious.	But	this	raises	a	question:	How	can	we	know	that	even	more	subtle	truths	do	not
lie	beyond	the	ones	we	discover,	and	how	can	we	protect	ourselves	from	the	possibility	of
such	 error?	 The	 only	 answer	 is	 to	 be	 cautious	 and	 discerning	 in	 the	 selection	 of	 truth.
Occasionally	we	may	err	but	in	the	long	run	we	should	fare	as	well	as	most	others	as	long
as	our	truths	are	carefully	selected.	This	is	the	best	we	can	do.

Dogmatic	 truth	 and	 undogmatic	 truth	 will	 be	 considered	 next.	 The	 former	 is	 truth
which	 is	 a	matter	 of	 opinion	 (subjective)	 but	which	 is	 asserted	 as	 if	 objective	 fact.	The
latter	 is	 truth	 supported	 by	 well-evidenced	 fact.	 Examples	 of	 dogmatic	 truths	 are	 the
unproven	miracles	 in	 the	 realm	of	 religion.	Examples	of	undogmatic	 truths	are	 the	 texts
written	 by	 historians	 in	 scholastic	 communities.	 It	 is	 true	 that	 the	 dogmatist	 never	 can
prove	his	truth	objectively	(for	if	he	could	it	would	no	longer	be	dogmatic),	but	it	is	also
usually	true	that	he	cannot	be	proven	wrong	(and	this	sometimes	becomes	the	pillar	of	his
argument,	 falsely	 so).	 The	 value	 in	 mentioning	 these	 categories	 of	 truth	 is	 simply	 to



recognize	 that	 they	 exist	 and	 to	 post	 a	warning	 not	 to	 accept	 dogmatic	 truth	 offered	 as
objective	fact.

Next	 to	 last	 we	 come	 to	 general	 truth	 and	 particular	 truth.	 General	 truths	 are	 like
statements	of	likelihood	or	probability.	We	can	apply	them	to	individual	events	as	long	as
we	realize	that	each	application	involves	the	possibility	of	error.	For	example,	suppose	we
refer	 to	 the	 dictionary	 for	 the	 spelling	 or	 definition	 of	 a	 word.	 As	 a	 general	 rule,	 the
dictionary	is	correct.	However,	since	dictionary	editors	and	their	helpers	are	humans,	they
sometimes	 make	 mistakes.	We	 therefore	 may	 encounter	 error	 by	 assuming	 the	 general
truth	of	 the	dictionary’s	correctness.	Nevertheless,	we	continue	 to	use	 this	book	because
the	 convenience	 is	 high	 and	 the	 risk	 is	 low.	 But	 when	 convenience	 declines	 or	 risk
increases,	 caution	 becomes	 the	 rule.	 For	 example,	 when	 we	 leave	 the	 house	 without
locking	 the	 door,	 as	 a	 general	 rule,	 nothing	 will	 happen.	 However,	 to	 leave	 the	 house
unlocked	for	an	extended	time,	even	on	a	single	occasion,	is	foolish	because	a	dishonest
person	may	find	the	house	open	and	ready	for	 looting.	Therefore,	we	act	 in	favor	of	 the
particular	truth	even	though	we	recognize	the	prevalence	of	the	general.	And	now,	we	may
state	our	 first	general	 truth	by	saying	 that	 it	 is	 safe	 to	act	according	 to	general	 truths	as
long	as	we	are	aware	of	the	risks	and	always	ready	to	compensate	for	particular	violations
of	these	truths.

Finally,	 the	 last	 two	 categories	 are	knowable	 truth	 and	unknowable	 truth.	Knowable
truth	is	that	for	which	sufficient	evidence	exists	to	assert	that	the	truth	may	be	known,	and
unknowable	 truth	 is	 that	 for	which	 insufficient	 evidence	 exists	 to	 assert	 that	 it	may	 be
known.	Theists	and	atheists	are	examples	of	people	who	assert	the	former,	while	agnostics
are	examples	of	those	who	assert	the	later.

The	 Approaches	 Now	 that	 truth	 has	 been	 defined,	 established	 as	 our	 goal,	 and
categorized,	 we	must	 decide	which	 approaches	we	will	 use	 to	 find	 our	 truth.	We	 have
several	 at	 our	 disposal:	 logic,	 common	 sense,	 intuition,	 guess,	 and	 authority.	 Some
discussion	will	be	offered	on	each.

To	begin,	logic	is	the	science	of	reasoning	to	demonstrate	the	validity	of	a	certain	fact
or	principle.	It	is	a	method	which	is	commonly	used	not	only	by	such	people	as	engineers,
mathematicians,	lawyers,	and	accountants,	but	it	is	also	used	by	philosophers	and	clerics.
In	fact,	it	probably	is	used	by	almost	everyone	to	some	extent.	More	importantly,	logic	is
reputed	to	have	high	reliability	as	a	method	for	finding	truth	and	this,	of	course,	should	be
a	primary	consideration.	However,	this	approach	has	at	least	two	limitations	which	make	it
fallible	 in	 spite	 of	 it	 rigorousness.	 The	 first	 is	 that	 since	 logic	 is	 used	 by	 people,	 it	 is
subject	to	human	error.	The	second	is	that	the	truths	discovered	by	logic	are	only	as	good
as	the	cultural	base	from	which	they	spring.	Hence,	they	do	not	always	withstand	the	test
of	time.	For	example,	Sir	Isaac	Newton’s	laws	of	motion	were	accepted	as	being	true	until
around	the	end	of	 the	nineteenth	century.	Then,	due	 to	 the	development	of	more	precise
measuring	devices,	 it	was	discovered	 that	his	 second	 law	 (F	=	ma)	 led	 to	 certain	 errors
which	in	some	cases	rendered	it	obsolete.	The	ultimacy	of	Newton’s	law	was	limited	by
the	cultural	base	from	which	it	sprang.

Since	our	cultural	base	is	simply	the	entire	accumulation	of	knowledge,	skills,	and	arts
which	 are	 available	 to	 society,	 it	 grows	broader	 and	deeper	with	 the	passage	of	 time	as
each	succeeding	generation	adds	its	newly	acquired	knowledge	to	the	accomplishments	of



the	past.	As	the	cultural	base	expands,	man’s	understanding	of	the	universe	expands	with
it,	and	as	new	truths	are	discovered,	old	truths	are	either	discarded	or	corrected.	This	was
the	case	with	Newton’s	law,	and	it	speaks	to	his	favor	that	it	required	the	accumulation	of
more	than	two	hundred	years’	knowledge	and	study	to	improve	on	his	work.

Moving	on	to	common	sense,	this	is	nothing	more	than	sound,	ordinary	sense	or	good
judgment.	The	difference	between	logic	and	common	sense	is	that	the	former	is	a	formal
and	systematized	method	of	 finding	 truth,	 especially	of	 finding	 the	greater	 truths	of	our
culture,	while	the	latter	is	also	a	sort	of	logic	but	one	which	is	informal	and	undefined	and
which	 is	developed	and	used	 in	 the	everyday	experiences	of	 life.	The	 thought	processes
are	much	the	same	but	the	training	and	application	are	different.	If	we	want	to	attach	the
greatest	importance	to	a	certain	truth,	common	sense	may	still	be	used	as	a	starting	point,
a	 guide,	 or	 a	 check,	 but	 in	 the	 final	 analysis	we	 should	 also	 rely	on	other	more	proven
methods,	if	such	may	be	found.

It	 is	 interesting	 that	 at	 least	 one	 fairly	well-known	writer	 has	 questioned	 the	 use	 of
common	 sense	 as	 a	means	 for	 finding	 truth.	 In	 his	 book,	Human	Destiny,	 Lecomte	 du
Noüy,	 a	French	 scientist,	 shows	with	 several	 examples	 how	 common	 sense	 can	 lead	 us
astray.	Indeed,	one	of	his	examples	involves	the	two	surveyors’	plumb	lines,	and	he	says
that	common	sense	misled	man	when	it	caused	him	to	think	that	the	lines	were	paralled.*3
Du	Noüy’s	opinion,	however,	 is	not	well	 taken	for	we	may	also	say	 that	common	sense
misleads	only	 those	who	 fail	 to	 realize	 its	 limitations	and	 that	man,	not	 common	sense,
errs	 when	 he	 says	 with	 finality	 that	 the	 lines	 are	 parallel;	 he	 errs	 when	 he	 labels	 as
permanent	truth	what	should	be	called	provisional	truth.	Nevertheless,	du	Noüy’s	warning
should	 be	 heeded.	Common	 sense	 is	 a	 good	method	 for	 finding	 truth	 but	 like	 all	 other
methods	it	has	certain	 limitations	which	must	be	recognized.	It	should	therefore	be	used
with	caution	and	its	truths	labeled	as	provisional.

The	 next	 approach	 is	 the	 intuitive.	 This	 is	 a	 way	 of	 gaining	 insight	 or	 awareness
spontaneously	without	 the	use	of	 reason.	From	my	own	experience,	 I	have	occasionally
felt	 an	 intuitive	 knowledge	 of	 some	 sort	 but	 I	 have	 never	 experienced	 this	 feeling	 so
strongly	that	I	would	chart	the	course	of	my	more	important	actions	solely	on	this	kind	of
awareness.	Even	 if	my	 intuitive	 feelings	were	powerful,	 I	would	 act	 on	 them	only	with
caution	 and	 only	 after	 giving	 due	 consideration	 to	 both	 the	 convenience	 and	 the
consequences	associated	with	my	actions.	On	the	other	hand,	intuition	has	value	as	a	door-
opener	to	truth.	We	all	have	intuitively	conceived	an	idea	which	later	proved	to	be	good,
workable,	and	exact	knowledge	after	having	been	verified	by	the	tests	of	time,	reason,	and
experience.	The	important	thing	is	that	intuitive	knowledge	or	insights	are	good	as	long	as
they	are	recognized	for	what	they	really	are,	and	that	is	provisional	knowledge.	They	are
provisional	 because	 although	 they	 seem	 true	 today,	 they	 may	 seem	 untrue	 tomorrow.
Intuitive	 truth,	 then,	 is	 like	 logical	 truth	 or	 common-sense	 truth	 in	 that	 it	 also	 has	 its
limitations	and	should	therefore	be	used	with	caution.	(Intuitive	truth	will	be	discussed	at
greater	length	in	Chapter	6.)

Continuing	with	the	guess	approach,	it	seems	that	a	guess	is	a	good	way	to	stab	at	truth
when	all	other	methods	fail	or	when	they	are	not	conveniently	at	hand.	And	just	like	truths
found	 by	 other	 methods,	 those	 found	 by	 guessing	 are	 merely	 provisional	 and	 must	 be
verified	by	time	and	experience.
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