HOW CHRISTIANS SHOULD RESPOND TO POSTMODERNISM:

1. INSIST AND CONTEND THAT THERE IS SUCH A THING AS ABSOLUTE TRUTH!

a. THE BIBLE DECLARES THAT THERE IS SUCH A THING AS ABSOLUTE TRUTH. — Psalm
40:11 “Let Thy truth preserve me”; Psalm 100:5 & 117:2 “His truth endures to all generations”;
Psalm 108:4 “Thy truth reaches to the clouds”; Psalm 19:7-9 “The law of the Lord is perfect,
converting the soul, the testimony of the Lord is sure, making wise the simple. The statutes of the
Lord are right, rejoicing the heart...the judgments of the Lord are true and righteous altogether”; 2
Cor. 6:4,7 “But in all things approving ourselves as the ministers of God...by the word of truth...”;
“Eph. 6:14 “Stand therefore, having your loins girt about with truth...”; 3 John 4, 8 “I have no
greater joy than to hear that my children walk in truth...We therefore ought to receive such (i.e.
faithful evangelists & preachers), that we might be fellow-helpers to the truth.”

b. THE BIBLE DECLARES THAT IT IS AREPOSITORY OF ABSOLUTE TRUTH. — John 17:17
“Sanctify them through the truth, Thy word is truth”; 2 Tim. 2:15 “Study to show thyself approved
unto God, a workman that needeth not to be ashamed, rightly dividing the word of truth.”

c. JESUS CHRIST CLAIMED TO BE THE INCARNATION OF ABSOLUTE TRUTH. — John 14:6
“] am the way, the truth, and the life, no one comes to the Father but by me.”

d. JESUS CHRIST’S WORDS ARE ABSOLUTE TRUTH. — John 1:17 “Grace & truth were realized
through Jesus Christ.”

e. THE HOLY SPIRIT GUIDES INTO ABSOLUTE TRUTH. — John 14:16-17 “And | will pray the
Father, and He shall give you another Comforter, that he may abide with you for ever; Even the
Spirit of truth; whom the world cannot receive, because it seeth him not, neither knoweth him: but
you know him; for he dwells with you...”; John 16:12-13 “I (i.e. Christ) have many things to say
unto you, but you cannot bear them now. Howbeit when he, the Spirit of truth is come, he will guide
you into all truth: for he shall not speak of himself; but whatsoever he shall hear, that shall he speak:
and he will show you things to come.”

2. FORCE POSTMODERNISTS TO THE LOGICAL END OF THEIR HUMANISTIC THINKING.

Example 1 (from Cal Thomas):

“In January 1982 I lectured at the University of California, Santa Barbara campus. Among other points, |
attempted to make a case that a nation which does not have a proper base for its moral absolutes
(‘inalienable rights’ as Jefferson called them) could not long survive as a free nation. | said that the base
for those absolutes in the United States has been the Judeo-Christian ethic. When it came time for
questions, a rather self-assured student got up and asked a question that went something like this:

‘I’m a 3.8 average political science major and I don’t see any reason at all why we need the Bible or the
Judeo-Christian ethic in matters pertaining to a nation or to public policy.’
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Since he was rather cocky in his question, I decided to mimic him in my reply. ‘Is that right, Mr. 3.8,” I
said. “Tell me, what is to prevent me from taking out a gun right now and shooting you to death because |
don’t like the tone of your question?’’>Well, there’s a law against it,” he replied, still cocky.

‘What if I was able to get enough people together who agreed that the law should be changed and that |
was perfectly within my rights to shoot people who ask cocky questions? On what basis will you be able to
tell me that such an act is wrong?” The student fell strangely silent and sat down.

’You see,’ I said, somewhat more gently, ‘without a firm set of inalienable rights which, by the way, are
inalienable because they are endowed, in the words of Jefferson, by our Creator, we are left only with
majority rule to determine what is right and what is wrong. Our history and the history of the world is
replete with the corpses of those who have fallen to the excesses of majority rule.””

Example #2: “The other incident occurred on the campus of James Madison University in Harrisonburg,
Virginia... A young woman student approached me following a debate in 1982. The student asked virtually
the same question:

‘Why do we need to invoke the Judeo-Christian ethic in order to have a free nation?”’

I replied by asking her a question. *Why can’t you shoot your neighbor if his dog messes up your yard?’
Her answer was unlike any I have ever heard. *That behavior is not part of my socialization process,’ she
said. *Your what?’ >My socialization process. My parents used a socialization process that does not allow
for that kind of behavior.’

*All right,” I said, ‘but what if the dog is your dog and he messes up your neighbor’s yard and your
neighbor has a different socialization process, one that allows him to shoot you? On what basis do you
make a moral claim that what he is about to do is wrong?’ The student stood there and could not
answer. It appeared no one had ever challenged her logic to any extent whatsoever.”?

Example 3: (from Os Guinness):

To properly understand this example one must read the brief fictional story of “Dr. Emerson Eames,
distinguished professor of philosophy and warden of Brakespeare College, Cambridge (and) one of his
brightest students, Innocent Smith.” By G. K. Chesterton.* While the story is fictional, it “is not simply a
flight of Chesterton’s imagination, but the fruit of his own life. In 1892 Gilbert Keith Chesterton was an
eighteen-year-old student at the Slade School of Art in London. Far from the stiff-upper-lip primness of
the caricature of Victorianism, the end-of-the-century world of art was swirling with decadence,
cynicism, and pessimism. Chesterton himself was also drawn to the macabre and the occult. 1n other
words, his world was remarkably similar to our postmodern one. But however much such pessimism
and cynicism was the rage and however drawn to it he felt, one thing kept Chesterton back: What he
described later as a ‘thin thread of thanks,’ a sort of ‘mystical minimum of gratitude.” Bursting with
gratitude for the gift of life, he was waking up to wonder as he set out to search for a philosophy that would
allow him to be realistic and yet ‘enjoy enjoyment’ too. In the course of his search Chesterton not only came
to faith; he came to faith by becoming an arch-skeptic about skepticism, a radical disbeliever in the
fashionable disbelief. He found the skeptics and cynics not skeptical and cynical enough. Far from
stopping short of tough questioning, the faith Chesterton came to was the other side of such questioning—
and all the stronger for having gone through it.””®

2 Cal Thomas, “Book Burning” (Crossway Books: Westchester, Illinois, 1983), pp. 29-30
% Ibid, pp. 30-31
4 See for instance, Os Guinness, “Time for Truth” (Grand Rapids, MI: Baker Book House, 2000), pp. 89-92
® Ibid, p. 93
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“Chesterton’s journey in life and his story in “Manalive” highlight an effective response to skeptics
and those who insist on a radical relativism that is impervious to traditional claims to truth. Curiously,
his approach is exactly the opposite of what most people try to do. Advocates of traditional views of truth
often respond to relativists in the same way as English or American tourists traveling in France who speak
their English more slowly and loudly. Similarly, proponents of traditional views commonly underscore the
objectivity of truth in ever more earnest and labored ways. And then, when they fail to carry their point, they
mask their frustration by issuing dire warnings of the consequences of disagreeing with them. The result is
mutual incomprehension and a stalemate.

“Chesterton shows us another way—in fact, two other ways—from an honored tradition in Christian
witness that is too often neglected today. For when it comes to belief and unbelief, no argument in the
world is unarguable. Every argument either has been or will be put forth by someone. But while all beliefs
appear consistent to those who believe them, they always have one of two problems: They are either a)
constricting, or b) contradictory...Then comes the strategy used so well by Chesterton and the best
protagonists of faith. The wilder and more dogmatic an argument is, the more important it is to argue against
it on its own grounds...we will explore two ways to do this, as put forward by Peter Berger as the two best
ways to counter radical relativism.

“The first effective strateqy for countering relativism on its own grounds is negative: ‘Relativizing the
relativizers.” By this is meant applying to skeptics the skepticism they apply to others, thus pushing them
out toward the negative conseguences of their own beliefs. With a good cigar and a glass of port,
Chesterton’s professor has one attitude toward life and death in his comfortable apartment, but quite another
when hanging grimly to the buttress while staring down the barrel of a gun. When turned on him, his
philosophy of life is cold comfort.

“As Berger points out, the strategy rests on two assumptions. The first is that relativism and skepticism
entail a hidden double standard-the relativism is inconsistent and incomplete. All too often relativists
relativize others but not themselves. They relativize the past but not the present. They pour the acid
of their relativism over all sorts of issues but jealously guard their own favorite ones. In the film
“More Than a Minute”, a student named Quincy remarks to a classmate after a lecture by an atheistic
professor who has asserted that there is no such thing as absolute truth, “For a guy who doesn’t
believe in absolute truth, he sure is dogmatic!”

Hugo Chavez of Venezuela is a classic example. He...outspokenly stated that for his country it is
“Socialism or Death!” Yet the source of the enormous amount of money available to him which he
used to influence the Caribbean and South America for socialism/communism was, ironically being
supplied to him by capitalism, the vast majority of it from his capitalistic selling of oil to a country he
excoriated: the United States!

“The strategy’s second assumption is that consistency and clarity are linked. The task of encountering
relativism, Berger writes, is to ‘see the relativity business to its very end.’ Press relativism to its consistent
conclusion and the result is surprising. Far from paralyzing thought, relativism is itself relativized, the
debunker debunked, and what emerges is an almost pristine realization of the importance of truth.”

“Wasn’t this the assumption behind the prophet Elijah’s challenge to Israel in the ninth century B.C.?
(1 Kings 18). If Baal, and not YHWH, was God, then follow Baal, he cried as he offered the prophets of
Baal the first opportunity to verify their god. With the bulk of the people sitting uneasily on the fence
between God and Baal, Elijah knew that pious calls to return to God would have fallen on divided hearts
and deaf ears. He had to mount the challenge on their grounds.

6 Guinness, pp. 94-95



“For if YHWH is God, then Baal is not, and the fastest way for the people to see it was to push them
toward the false faith that was bound to be falsified by reality (1 Kings 18:21). The disproof came first
and cleared the ground for the proof, for with the false falsified the true could be verified. ‘The
LORD—he is God! The LORD—he is God!” was the people’s conclusion with heartfelt conviction.

“The same logic runs down through the centuries. Jesus said, ‘By their fruit you will know them’—not
by their seed. If you had spoken to the prodigal son the day he left home, would he have listened? If
you spoke to him the day he hit the pigsty, would he have needed to? [Luke 15] ‘See where it leads to,’
Augustine advised in dealing with falsehood. ‘ Follow it out to ‘the absolute ruddy end,” C.S. Lewis
remarked with characteristic Englishness. Push them to ‘the logic of their presuppositions,” Francis
Schaeffer used to say. ...Sir Alfred J. Ayer...was candid about the failure of his (own) principle: ‘Any
iconoclast who brandishes a debunker’s sword should be required to demonstrate it publicly on his own
cherished beliefs.”””’

“Again and again the lesson is simple: While no argument is unarguable, some thoughts can be
thought but not lived. So we should never stop halfway in dealing with skepticism but follow ideas
uncompromisingly to their conclusion. When heads collide with the wall they will have reached the limits
of their position and will be open to reconsider. In this sense, reality is what we run into when we are
wrong, for when we are right, we don’t run into it. ‘There are times,” Vaclav Havel wrote, ‘when we must
sink to the bottom of our misery to understand truth, just as we must descend to the bottom of a well to
see the stars in broad daylight.’

“The sobering fact... (is) that Ideas have Consequences...Because the skeptics’ view is finally untrue, it
is in their interest to discover it in good time. But even if we care so little that we say and do nothing, life
itself will most likely push the skeptics out to face reality anyway, and the final outcome may be far less
pleasant. Put differently, all people at some point behave true to their beliefs. Sooner or later they will
act on the assumptions they truly hold and reap the consequences. We often say that people don’t ‘live
up to their beliefs,” but it would be more accurate to say that, in a crunch such as temptation, they switch to
other beliefs and live up to those instead. We do live by our beliefs. The question is, which ones?

“Now although someone’s beliefs and assumptions may not be true and do not describe reality, they
will still drive their behavior. So if someone doesn’t believe in truth, count on him to lie. If someone
says there are no objective facts, expect her to be careless with facts to further her own interests. If
someone explains everything by referring to evolution and the ‘selfish gene,” be sure that at some
point he will be extremely selfish on behalf of the fitness of his own survival. If someone describes
newborn babies as ‘replaceable’ and of no more value than snails, you can bet she will become an
advocate of ‘involuntary euthanasia’ (in other words, murder-mwe), and so on.

“The principle holds true also for nations, for ideas have consequences. Differences make a difference.
Behavior follows beliefs as surely as thunder follows lightning. What starts in the studies will end in
the streets (cf. the USA in 2021!). When it comes to postmodernism, the stunning fact is that we do not
have to predict its consequences—we have already seen the influence of its core ideas on history. Do
we really imagine there can be no consequences a second time around?’®

7 Ibid, pp. 95-96
® Ibid, pp. 98-99



