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“All Viewpoints Are Just as Good, So Why Should I Choose Yours?” My rationale for choosing this particular objection over the other two has to do with its fundamental nature. That is, this question, which is shrouded in the throes of relativity, essentially strikes at the very heart of truth itself. It essentially assumes that there is nothing which can be held with absolute certainty. And as such, if one cannot contend for the notion of truth itself, then the defense against all other objections comes crumbling down with it. For example, one cannot advance the exclusivity of the Christian worldview over all other religious contenders. Nor can one advocate for the existence of the one, true God who is concerned about the suffering in the world and whose moral character provides for the foundation for justice. If, on the other hand, one can build a case for the notion that truth is real and necessary, then the first bricks can be laid in the foundation of Christianity’s veracity. 

(NOTE: The rationale for this sermon is included in the Endnotes.)
Good evening. It is such a privilege to be with all of you Regarding the question of who my audience is, I am imagining that I have been asked to speak at an evangelistic gathering sponsored by a church (presumably in America). This is one part of a regular monthly series sponsored by the church on different objections to the Christians faith. The church members have been encouraged to bring their non-Christian friends for a meal, a talk, and follow-up opportunity for Q & A. Thus, those who compose my audience presumably include a divergent range of philosophical and spiritual perspectives—atheists, agnostics, nominal Christians and committed Christ-followers. The purpose for this talk then is to encourage the believers, as well as, challenge both the believers and skeptics to reexamine the true nature of this particular objection, particularly in light of its implications for our world. this evening as we discuss a very important question: “All viewpoints are just as good, so why should I choose yours?”

Opening Illustration: My conversation with Scott, the postmodernist

I used to be a pastor at a church on the west side of Indianapolis in Indiana. One Friday morning, our senior pastor, Mike, invited me into his office where I met a woman who was weeping uncontrollably. Pastor Mike introduced me to her and she explained that her son, Scott, had run away from home. She hadn’t seen or heard from him for the past six days. I was brought in to speak with her, because Scott had actually been at our church on Wednesday evening, just two days before. Apparently, he had been on probation and had gotten into trouble, so he decided to run away. His mother had come to us just to find out if he was okay.

I remembered Scott vividly from the previous Wednesday night. He had not been in the youth group meeting before, and he was very vocal in his skeptical beliefs about Truth and religion. We ended up talking for nearly two hours after the church had closed that night.

Scott was the most purely postmodern skeptic I had ever met. In fact, he epitomized the core idea we’re going to talk about during these few minutes together. He genuinely believed that everyone should have the freedom to believe whatever they wanted—that every person’s perspective was equally valid. This story is intended to set the tone for the direction of the talk. It will also be told in three parts as a general backdrop for the talk. It is an example of the real-life implications of this particular objection.

I will be sharing more about that significant conversation a bit later, but suffice it to say, Scott would be one who would genuinely be asking our question for this evening:

“All viewpoints are just as good, so why should I choose yours?”

This is a very good question indeed….and one that is particularly relevant today.

For the Christian, who has been essentially commissioned to promote a worldview based on exclusive truth claims, this question gets to the very foundation of the Christian faith. After all, Jesus says, in John 14:6, “I am the way and the truth and the life. No one comes to the Father except through me.” This would suggest that Jesus is the way to heaven, not just one option among many. That is the basic message of the Bible. But let’s be realistic, is Jesus really the only way to heaven?

How can Christians claim such an arrogant idea? What about the person who has never heard of Jesus Christ? What about my neighbor lady who has tried to live a good life and do right by other people? Or, what about those of other faiths whose religious devotion puts many Christians to shame? Are you telling me that because a person who practices his or her faith with utmost devotion is not going to heaven simply because they happen to worship God in a different way than you do? And worse still, if heaven does exist, are you suggesting that there may be Christians there whose faith was less than devout simply because the believe “the right things,” while there will other people who don’t make simply because they didn’t believe those right things?

These are very legitimate questions that can’t be overlooked. Christians must be willing to honestly wrestle with them. And our topic for today lends itself to these very concerns. These questions are meant to present some of the more common questions/objections people have concerning Christianity in order to both help the Christians in the audience recognize the legitimacy of such questions, as well as, building understanding and credibility with the skeptics in the audience.

But for those among us who are exploring religion and spirituality, it is equally compelling to consider the implications of this idea. Are all viewpoints really just as good? If so, does it even matter what we believe? And this idea becomes particularly difficult when we ask ourselves, “So, what should we do with those who are intolerant of other people’s perspectives? Is their viewpoint just as valid?” These questions are intended to help some of the skeptics/seekers begin to wrestle through the implications of their objections.
 
If, on the other hand, there are certain ideas that reveal the truth of our human experience better than others, they must at least be considered, especially for any of us who claim to want to better understand the world and our experience in it.

How do we determine the path toward a greater understanding of our world? What is our criteria for determining the validity of different perspectives?

So, today we want to briefly look at the two related aspects of this question:

“Are all viewpoints equally valid?” (If so, then our discussion can come to end early this evening. There’s no point in going further. Because we can just choose to embrace everyone’s worldview equally, and attempt to live in mutual peace and harmony.)

	If the answer to the first question is “No”, then we must consider a second critical question: Namely, “Which perspective(s) should we choose over the others?”


The second part of this objection is contingent on the first. For we cannot address the question of why we might choose one perspective over another if we haven’t first determined whether certain perspectives are any better than others. So, given our time constraints, we’ll spend most of our time considering the fundamental assumption in this objection and from there, point toward its answer. It is important to separate the two parts of this particular objection, and as I stated in this section of the talk, the fundamental issue here concerns the question of Truth. In fact, this question of Truth proves to be the essence of this particular objection. Thus, the overarching trajectory of this talk will be to address the fundamental question of Truth. For, from it flows the answer to this objection (and so much else).

In the Gospel of John, chapter 18, we see Jesus being brought before Pontius Pilate on His way to His eventual execution. During the course of His interrogation, Pilate asks Jesus a basic question which has been weighed by philosophers for ages. And it is the question which lies at the very heart of the objection we are considering this evening:

“What is truth?” (John 18:38)

There are different answers to this question. In fact, Os Guiness, in his book, Time for Truth, captures the different perspectives on Truth well. He describes three baseball umpires who are debating their different philosophies of calling a baseball game:

Illustration: The philosophy of umpiring baseball

“There’s balls and there’s strikes,” says the first, “and I call them the way they are.”

“No!” exclaims the second umpire. “That’s arrogant. There’s balls and there’s strikes and I call them the way I see it.”

“That’s no better,” says the third. “Why beat around the bush? Why not be realistic about what we do? There’s balls and there’s strikes and they ain’t nothing till I call them.” Os Guiness, Time For Truth: Living Free in a World of Lies, Hype, & Spin (Grand Rapids, MI: Baker Books, 2000), 12. This light-hearted illustration helps to clarify the various views on truth.

What is truth? As this conversation illustrates, many people have differing views on Truth.

What do we mean by Truth?

For the sake of this talk, I want to focus our attention on “big T” Truth. Dr. Douglas Groothius’s defines Truth in two important ways:

A two-part definition:
	By Truth, we mean Truth that is absolute, objective and universal (That is, it applies to everywhere, engages everyone, and excludes nothing.)

Truth corresponds with reality. Something that is true connects with the reality or facts it describes. Douglas Groothuis, Truth Decay: Defending Christianity Against the Challenges of Postmodernism (Downers Grove, IL: InterVarsity Press, 2000), 12, 67, 69, 72, 83.

The fundamental assumption in this objection we are considering tonight concerns the existence and nature of Truth. Is there really only one universal Truth awaiting our discovery, or is truth a relative concept that we each create for ourselves? Is there some absolute standard of interpretation of our world, or are there no true facts, ‘only interpretations,’ as Frederick Nietzsche would have us believe? Friedrich Nietzsche, Notebooks: Summer 1886-Fall 1887 vol. 7, 60. Information comes from Wikiquote website: http://en.wikiquote.org/wiki/Friedrich_Nietzsche.

When we consider this assumption that all viewpoints are just as good, I’ve often wondered why we tend to gravitate toward this idea. What is it about this concept that draws us?

Or, put another way, why do we tend to bristle at the idea that one perspective should be embraced over and above another? What is it about the idea of absolute Truth that doesn’t sit well with us? I wound venture to suggest a number of reasons: This section is intended to be a transition toward the foundation of the talk about how Truth is necessary for valuing people and ultimate meaning.

	First of all, in today’s modern world we have become natural skeptics, less inclined to accept things uncritically. And this approach to understanding life is not necessary a bad thing. In fact, even the Bible advocates a certain level of skepticism. In 1 Thessalonians 5:17, Paul tells the church to “Test everything. Hold on to the good. Avoid every kind of evil.” But we must determine whether there are any limits to skepticism. For unlimited skepticism is not realistically feasible. Otherwise, we could trust nothing.


	Secondly, I think we resist the idea of some kind of absolute Truth, because we tend to resist authority. This is quite understandable given the multitude of abuses we’ve seen by those in authority—both outside the Church and within. But at some point we must ask, “Is authority an inherently bad idea?” A certain amount of authority is necessary for any group of people to function in healthy community.


	One of the other  big reasons we bristle at the idea of absolutes is because it seems arrogant to assume that we “have all the answers”. Nobody likes the arrogant guy in the room.


Illustration: My classmate who bragged about his grades.

I remember back in 5th grade, our teacher was passing back a test we had taken, and one of my classmates raised his hand and asked, “Miss Nordlinger, am I the only one in the class who got an ‘A’?”
Grrrhhh! (Needless to say, we all wanted to pummel him. )

Nobody likes an arrogant person. But before we too quickly dismiss a person who is claiming truth there is a thought to consider before we move on: Does arrogance come in terms of knowledge, or in attitude? For example, if two blind beggars were looking for food and one came to other and found it, which would be the better alternative to share that knowledge with his friend who is hungry or not? Does his telling his friend, “I found the way” demonstrate arrogance? Perhaps, if he shared his discovery to demonstrate pride or selfishness. But, if he shared that knowledge to help his friend, it could hardly be consider arrogant. On the contrary, it demonstrates hope. In fact, we may even argue that the greater offense than perceived arrogance is the selfishness of withholding the key to life.

	The fourth, and perhaps the most significant, reason we resist the idea of putting one perspective over another, and instead believe that every viewpoint is equally significant, is because we value people. (And it is this final reason that warrants our considerable attention.)


This is a desirable, even noble, motivation. People are extremely valuable indeed.

And those who promote the tolerance of others do so because of that belief in the value of people. It is this valuing of people which affects how we view them.

The idea is this: When we consider the attitudes and actions of others, it is difficult to suggest that what a person may think or feel or do is wrong. Because I value you as a person, who am I to suggest that I should dictate how you live your life? The goal in life is to find happiness, right? So, if the way you live your life makes you happy, if it works for you, then I should be happy for you.

Likewise, I should certainly resist any attempt to impose certain absolutes on your life. And those who would do so are, at the very least, naïve, if not even dangerous. Therefore, we should allow people the freedom to live by the dictates of their own conscience.

Indeed, I wouldn’t dare suggest that anything you choose to do for yourself is wrong…because you are a unique person—with hopes, feelings, desires and dignity.

This perspective is extremely attractive, and understandably so. Who among us, after all, would not choose a world of mutual respect and peaceful harmony?

With this increasing emphasis on personal conscience comes an embrace of relativity. But with relativity comes a much more insidious evolution.

With the absence of absolute Truth, the foundation for all meaning itself begins to slowly erode with it; for there is no immovable standard by which to judge the value of something or someone.

Meaning about anything is determined by its relationship to something else.

Take the political arena, for example: Each of us presumably has certain opinions, even convictions, about various political issues.

And if we were to put ourselves somewhere on the political spectrum, some of us would find ourselves taking a much more liberal stance to the far left on that spectrum. Others of us might find ourselves on the far right as firm conservatives. And most of us would probably find ourselves somewhere else on the political spectrum.

But how do we determine where we might fall on the political spectrum?

Essentially, it depends on what we believe about various political issues—whether it be the economy, healthcare, foreign policy, or the multitude of moral/social issues.

We find our place on the political spectrum based on our response to the various political planks (positions) put before us.

Let’s take abortion, for example, simply because it can help to make this point.

Consider the statement: “Abortion is wrong.”

How would you respond to that?

The very conservative leaning among us might say, “Always!”

On the other hand, the very liberal among us might respond, “Never!”

And realistically, most of us would probably respond somewhere in the middle, “Not always. It depends on the circumstances.”

This very simplistic analogy is an attempt to make this point: Our beliefs/behaviors on an issue like abortion are based on the unwavering statement, “Abortion is wrong.” Our position is contingent on its immovability.

Likewise, depending on where a political candidate stands on the particular political plank of abortion will determine whether we are to the left or right of his position (and more importantly, whether or not he can count on our support in the next election). The use of a political analogy is intended to clarify the point being made here, that the value of something is based on its relationship to an unwavering standard.

The difficulty comes when we remove the standard by which we find our bearing. And this idea moves quickly from the theoretical to the real-world.

For if we suggest that all viewpoints are just as good, or that there is nothing a person can do that is wrong, then we must be consistent and also acknowledge that there is nothing a person does that is right either. Because as soon as we determine that a person’s actions are right in this situation or that one, we’ve begun to make value judgments.

So then, nothing is moral, and nothing is immoral. There is no means by which to judge a person’s actions one way or the other. So what are we left with? Everything becomes “amoral”, that is, it has no moral value whatsoever.

Sadly, this is where the notion of absolute tolerance begins to break down. For, true tolerance cannot exist without objective standards, and those who adhere to this philosophy are inviting the inevitable consequences:

A person’s value is lost altogether within the very philosophy that is working so hard to protect it.
	And concerning moral values, if there is no standard of right and wrong behavior, there is no means by which we can condemn immoral behavior. Ethical behavior is impossible, and we have sewn the seeds of our own inevitable destruction.

It seems then that some objective moral standard would be in our best interests perhaps. As difficult as it may be for some of us to admit, we actually need some standard of Truth which says that some perspectives are better than others.

Truth gives us a basis for meaning and purpose. And it also provides the foundation and rationale for any sense of justice in our world. In fact, this was the very conversation I had with the professor in a doctoral class I was taking at Indiana University.

Illustration: A conversation in my doctoral class about the implications of relativity

The primary emphasis of our class was evaluating a number of foundational theories, including critical theory (Marxism), feminist theory, queer theory, postmodern theory, etc… In each analysis we were looking at that disenfranchisement of certain sub-groups of people—Marxism illuminated the plight of the working class against the powerful elite. Feminist theory addressed the plight of women, queer theory highlighted the struggle of gay, lesbian, bisexuals, and transgendered people, and so on…

During the final lecture of the semester, Dr. Lopez talked about postmodern theory, and playing the role of a postmodern advocate, he built a case for the absence of absolute Truth. As he pointed out, as you can make no claims to truth, because as soon as you do, you have placed one person or group of people over another.

I decided to challenge his idea, and for the sake of clarification asked him, “So, are you saying that one truth claim is no more valid than any other?”, to which he responded, “Yes.”

I then decided to press the point further and commented, “That would imply that the truth claim of the child molestation victim is no more valid than that of the pedophile. And if we can’t make the case for certain truth claims, we have effectively undercut our ability to seek any kind of justice in the world. For justice assumes that we can say, ‘This is right.’ or ‘That is wrong.’ Ironically, it seems then we cannot fight for all of those disenfranchised groups that we have been advocating for all semester—the poor, women, homosexuals, etc…. Justice is always dependent on Truth.” This actual exchange is used to demonstrate the ultimate futility of postmodernism.

The point is the same—that we can only truly value people if there is some foundation of truth upon which to stand—if we realize that, in reality, not every perspective holds equal weight.

But, if the existence of truth is in our best interest, we are still left with the second part of our question: How do we determine where to find it?

The answer to this fundamental question can be found in the story of a young football player named Nate Haasis:

Illustration: Nate Haasis’ passing record and Integrity

Nate Haasis was the quarterback of his high school team and during the final game of his senior year, he was set to break the single season passing record for the state of Illinois. Near the end of the game he only needed 37 more yards to break the record.

The ball was snapped. Nate dropped back and completed a pass to one of his wide receivers. And in that moment he set a new record.

But after the game he discovered that during a timeout his coach had conspired with the opposing coach to set up a play that would allow Nate to make the pass and break the record. The game was virtually over, with Nate’s team already winning by a wide margin, so they decided to essentially hand him the record.

When Nate found out about the conspiracy, he wrote to the Illinois High School Athletic Association and asked that his name be removed from the record book. From his perspective, the way in which he broke the record undermined the efforts of those other players on the list, and he didn’t feel as though he deserved to have the record. The IHSAA granted his request, and Nate’s act of integrity became a national story. This story can be found online at: http://query.nytimes.com/gst/fullpage.html?res=9C00E7DF1330F932A35752C1A9659C8B63" http://query.nytimes.com/gst/fullpage.html?res=9C00E7DF1330F932A35752C1A9659C8B63 It represents a good example of integrity, which is the basis for eventually pointing the audience toward God as the answer to this objection.

The question I put to the group of students then was, “What is integrity?”

Their immediate answer was, “Doing what is right”, which is true.

But then we pressed further. What does it mean to do what is right?

The students gravitated from one answer to the next and finally settled on the idea that doing what is right essentially means to obey the law. Again, this is true…to a point.

Is the law infallible? What if, for example, the government was enacting a law with which we disagreed? Is it ever okay to practice civil disobedience?

This was, in fact, the very dilemma facing Dr. Martin Luther King Jr. when he fought for civil rights in places like Alabama.




Illustration: Martin Luther – “Letter from Birmingham Jail”

Dr. Martin Luther King Jr. faced the government head on by peacefully protesting against the segregation laws in Birmingham Alabama in 1963. When confronted by a group of pastors from Birmingham, he wrote his famous response to them entitled, “Letter from Birmingham Jail,” in which he outlined his position on civil disobedience. He differentiates between what he calls just and unjust laws and argues that we not only have the freedom to resist unjust laws, we have the obligation to do so. Martin Luther King Jr. “Letter from Birmingham Jail” 16 April 1963. Found online at: http://www.stanford.edu/group/King/frequentdocs/birmingham.pdf" http://www.stanford.edu/group/King/frequentdocs/birmingham.pdf 

Dr. King is speaking to an idea that our Founding Fathers also understood at the birth of our country. Concerning the idea of liberty, historian Lord Acton explains that true freedom is not the power of doing what we like but the right of being able to do what we ought. Guiness, 86.

Whenever we point to what we ought to do, or what should happen in a given situation, we are assuming that there is some moral framework to which we are all bound.

This is the same idea that C. S. Lewis speaks to in the beginning of his classic book, Mere Christianity. As he points out, we need only watch two children fighting over a toy or a board game to understand this principle. One may yell at the other, “That’s not fair!” without realizing that even at that young age they are appealing to some unseen moral framework to which they both have an intuitive understanding. C.S. Lewis, Mere Christianity (London: Harper Collins, 2002), 3-4. As Lewis effectively demonstrates in his book, the reality of an accepted moral framework begs the question, “Where did it come from?” And it points us that much closer toward God.

But, this brings us back to our fundamental question, “How can we determine what is right?”

Illustration: The continuing conversation with Scott Yard, the postmodern

It was this question that prompted much of my discussion with Scott, the student who had come to our church that evening. In fact, when asked about whether or not there should be any rules, he emphatically suggested that “The only rule should be that there be no rules.” He failed to realized the self-defeating nature of his statement, but nonetheless, he genuinely believed this idea.

This is the difficulty in which we find ourselves: How do we as humanity determine what our framework for Truth should be? How do we determine what is “right”?
 
If, for example, we were commissioned to create the moral foundation for all human civilization, how would we go about it?

First of all, who decides the rules? And how are they decided? Are perspectives given equal weight? Or, are some perspectives eliminated in favor of others?

And if, we cannot hold all perspectives with equal weight, what is our criteria for selecting your perspective over mine? Or put more simply, since we can’t all be right, who is right?

What principles guide our decision? One of the common answers put forward to this question is the idea of utilitarianism. That is a big word for the basic idea of doing the greatest good for the greatest number of people.

In fact, this is the philosophy that Superman believed in…

Illustration: Christopher Reeve and Embryonic Stem Cell Research:

In 1995, the actor, Christopher Reeve, who was made famous for playing Superman in the movies, was involved in a horse-riding accident which left him paralyzed from the neck down. He has since passed away (back in 2004), but during the remaining years of his life, he was a strong advocate for seeking ways to cure diseases, including his own paralysis. And he spent considerable time and money toward that end.

When speaking before the United States Senate on March 5, 2002 about the need for embryonic stem cell research Christopher Reeve made this statement:

“Today 100 million Americans suffer from serious or currently incurable diseases. 54 million Americans are disabled. Our government is supposed to do the greatest good for the greatest number of people; beyond that we have a moral responsibility to help others.” Christopher Reeve, Senate testimony before the Senate Health, Education, Labor and Pensions Committee, 5 March 2002.

When considering how to address the multitude of difficult issues facing our world, this utilitarian idea of “the greatest good for the greatest number of people” seems to make sense. Realistically, we cannot accommodate every perspective, so we have to determine how best to move forward in the evolutionary process.

There is, however, a very significance problem with Mr. Reeve’s reasoning. If, for example, those people in that Senate chamber realistically posed the question, “What is the greatest good for the greatest number of us here in this room?” there is at least one inevitable conclusion. If Mr. Reeve’s perspective were taken to its logical extreme, how could we honestly defend the suggestion that Christopher Reeve himself shouldn’t be the first to go?

Who, after all, is most draining on the aspirations and happiness of the rest of the group? How much does it cost to keep Mr. Reeve on his ventilator machines? How much money is spent on keeping this one person alive, a life that many (in their most candid moments) would consider “not worth living”? This particular illustration is intended to demonstrate the futility of a pure utilitarian philosophy when considering human rights and dignity. Many people commonly embrace this strategy for the common welfare without really questioning its implications.

We need only look to the evolution of German society to see the consequences of what happens when people begin to make such judgments about which of us are worthwhile and which of us are nothing more than “useless eaters,” as the Nazis deemed the invalids in their culture.

And again, who among us is to make such decisions? Who is wise enough, benevolent enough, and capable enough to create the moral culture of the human race?

The humanists among us, who believe that we can save ourselves if we would just apply the best and brightest among us toward these kinds of questions, have been unable to reconcile the tragedy that was the 20th century. At the beginning of that century the promise of human potential was virtually limitless. Given that that the 20th century was essentially the most destructive in human history, the optimism has been tempered.

When we consider that King Solomon, whom the Bible says was arguably the wisest man in the whole world, was unable to follow the moral laws of God, who among us would consider ourselves worthy of determining the moral foundations of our culture? This paragraph, and the previous one about humanists, is intended to demonstrate the tension between the idealism of humanism and the reality of its actual application. The hope is to use this understanding to point us beyond ourselves and eventually on to God.

And yet, when we hear stories and see examples of integrity by people like Nate Haasis, there is something which resonates deep within us.

Why is that? Because it seems to point us in a different direction—to a destination beyond us.

We must consider that if there is no one in this current state of human existence who is able to orient our moral foundation, perhaps we must look beyond this world for answers to the question of “What is right?”

And indeed, there is One who is beyond us, the one true God who has revealed Himself to us through nature and the Bible.

Certainly, there are those who resist the notion of anything beyond the natural world, and certainly the idea of a Creator God who has ordered our world is more unsettling still.

But imagine what the world would be like without some standard of truth, some unwavering foundation of morality: Where would the standard of right and wrong be? Where would the sense of justice be? Where would our sense of purpose be?

But, there is right and wrong, and as I shared with my doctoral professor, the perspective of the pedophile and the perspective of his innocent little victim are not equal.

As much as we might be inclined to play the mental gymnastics in order to rationalize such an idea, we know deep within us that some things are always right and some things are always wrong.




Illustration: Finish the story with Scott, the postmodern

I shared earlier about my conversation with the young man named Scott, who was the Skeptic’s skeptic. In the words of Paul Harvey, I want to tell you “the rest of the story”…

As I mentioned, Scott stayed after the youth event that evening and we talked deep into the night. We seem to be going around and around, continuing to wrestle through the implications of his belief that everyone should be able to do what they want.

For the sake of our discussion, I asked him a theoretical question: “So, if I reached in my pocket and pulled out my pocket knife and plunged it into your chest, I should have the right to do that.” True to his philosophy, he answered, “Yes.”

And then I asked, “But, would you want me to do that?” He responded, “It doesn’t matter what I want.”

It was at that moment that our conversation turned a corner, because I was able to tell him, “Scott, it does matter what you want, because you matter.” I went on to share with him that idea of everyone being able to do what they want sounds inviting in theory, but in reality, it doesn’t work. Why? Because we live in community with other people, who may have different beliefs and behaviors than we do. And we have to figure out how to all get along.

More importantly, we have an obligation to respect people, because they are indeed valuable. But they are not valuable simply because we say they are. Ultimately, our true value comes from God. This ending to my conversation with Scott is a key transition toward the source of meaning and the intrinsic value God has given each of us.

This is why it is always right, for example, to save Superman, even if he is confined to a wheelchair. By virtue of his being uniquely created in the very image of the Creator God, he has inherent dignity which cannot ever be measured on human scales.

And so, we come full circle. Are all viewpoints just as good? No. Not if we believe in the necessity of some standards of Truth and objective morality. And as we’ve discovered, Truth is a necessary component of value and meaning.

So if certain perspectives are better than others, we must determine which ones reveal a more accurate understanding of our world.

I would contend, just as I did with young Scott, that we should pursue the perspective (or we might say, the worldview) which genuinely elevates the value of each and every person.

Essentially, there are two primary options in our modern culture—either secular humanism or biblical Christianity. On the one hand, secular humanism is built on the foundation of evolutionary theory and comes through what Richard Dawkins calls “the blind watchmaker”. That is, “Natural selection, the blind, unconscious, automatic process” which “has no purpose in mind.” Richard Dawkins, The Blind Watchmaker (London: Longmans, 1986), 1.

Biblical Christianity, on the other hand, speaks of a Creator God who uniquely created each and every one of us because He wanted us to be here.

In Psalm 139, King David describes the intimate purpose that God had for us even before we were born. David writes, “For you created my inmost being; you knit me together in my mother’s womb. I praise you because I am fearfully and wonderfully made; your works are wonderful, I know that full well. My frame was not hidden from you when I was made in the secret place. When I was woven together in the depths of the earth, your eyes say my unformed body. All the days ordained for me were written in your book before one of them came to be.”

Every person—man, women, boy, girl, young, old—it doesn’t matter…every person has infinite value. I do and so do you. It is God who has created us.

And in Him we find meaning. In Him we find truth.

This is why Jesus says, “I am the way and the truth and the life. No one comes to the Father except through me.” Only in Him will we find the Truth we are looking for.

For as the Bible says, it is in Christ that “we live and move and have our being” (Acts 17:28).

And so, we each have a choice to make: Assuming Truth does exist, assuming there is a perspective that is better than the others, are we willing to pursue it?

I don’t know where you are on your journey in life.  Nor do I presume to know what kind of experiences you’ve had with the Christianity or the Church. Having talked with many of my skeptic friends over the years, I know the horror stories of those who have had bad experiences with Christians. And for that, I can only say, “I’m sorry.”

It’s important not to mistake the Church for Christ. That is, we tend to look sometimes at the Church, or people in the Church and assume that that’s what Christianity is all about.

The truth is, Christianity is not a religion. And Christianity is not about the Church. It is really about a person—Jesus Christ. And God has give each of us the opportunity to be in a personal relationship with Him. This final section is intended to gently undermine the skeptic’s objection to Christianity and the Church and to encourage them to thoughtfully consider Christianity for themselves, and more importantly, the person of Jesus Christ.

In fact, that is why we were created in the first place—to love God and be loved by Him.

But, we need to reach out to Him. And if we do, the Bible says we will find Him. God Himself assures us, “You will seek me and find me when you seek me with all your heart” (Jeremiah 29:13).

God desperately wants to be in a relationship with us. But a true love relationship requires the freedom to choose. And He doesn’t force our hand. The choice is ours.

I would encourage you to thoughtfully consider what’s been said here tonight. I hope and pray and your might be spurred on as we all walk this journey called life together.

Thank you.


















ENDNOTES

