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SEPTEMBER 2, 2017

Objective Truth
Was Hitler right?
http://www.biblechristiansociety.com/newsletter/19-apologetics-for-the-masses-issue-13 

How would you answer that question?  You would say, “No,” right?  I mean, of course Hitler was wrong to kill all those people in the gas chambers.  Who in their right mind would say otherwise?

But, here’s the thing.  If there is no such thing as truth, at least in the moral sense, then by what standard does someone say that Hitler was wrong?  Think about it.

Have you ever heard someone say, “Truth is whatever you make it?”  Or, “You have your truth and I have my truth?”  Or something else along those same lines?

Do the people who say these things ever stop to think about the consequences of what they’re saying?  I don’t think they do.

And what are those consequences?  Well, let’s look at just one: If there is no such thing as objective truth, then that means there is no such thing as God, the Author of truth.  Many people would agree that there is no God.  But, if there is no such thing as God, then there is no such as morality, at least, not an objective right vs. wrong kind of morality. 

Without truth…without God…morality is simply whatever each individual person, or each group of persons, defines it to be.  Homosexuality…moral for one; immoral for another.  Abortion: moral for one…immoral for another.  Same sex “marriage”…moral for one; immoral for another.  And on and on it goes.  Is there no objective morality?  Is there no objective truth?

So, I am going to show anyone who does not believe in God, or who does not believe in objective moral truth, why they are wrong.  And I will do so by answering the question above: Was Hitler right?

I want to start off, though, by asking another question: Why do we, as human beings, have value? If you’re Christian, you may already know the answer to that question. But, how does the “world” answer the question of, “Why do we as human beings, have value?”

Why do we, as human beings, have value? Or, do we have value? All of you have heard about the mass extermination of the Jews that Hitler and the Nazis carried out in the 30’s and 40’s that we now refer to as the Holocaust. Would you believe me, then, if I said that not a single human being died in the concentration camps? Not one single human being died in the concentration camps! 

How can I say that? I can say that because by German law that existed at the time, Jews were legally considered “not fully human.” They were classified as a “sub-human” species. Legally speaking, they were “non-persons.” One group of people passed laws that said another group of people were not really human beings. So, I say again, no human beings died in the concentration camps. Am I right or am I wrong?  Is that true or not?

I can just see some of you shaking your heads to tell me that I’m wrong.  Well, if you don’t believe in objective truth, you can’t tell me I’m wrong.  But, okay, let’s say that everyone who died in the concentration camps were human beings. So what? Why should we care? What value are they to us? Again, the question I am trying to get at here is, how is it that our lives have value? How do we determine whether or not any given human life has value? 

Do we have value only if we can be productive, if we have a job, or if we serve some useful purpose? Do we have value only if someone else thinks we have value? Do we have value only if we have an IQ of 100 or higher? Do we have value only if someone else loves us? Do we have value only if our “quality of life” meets some arbitrary standard set by others?

Well, I maintain, and I think most of you will agree with me, that we have value simply because we are alive…that human life has inherent value. In other words, simply because it is human life, it has value. But, what is my basis for saying that? It is this: we have value as human beings because God gives us value…He gives us value by His love for us. 

We don’t have value because we are productive. We don’t have value because we are useful. We don’t have value because someone else thinks we have value. We don’t have value because we have an IQ of 100 or higher. We don’t have value because another human being loves us. We don’t have value because we have some arbitrary level of “quality of life.” We have value, because God loves us. Any other line of reasoning leaves an opening for someone, somewhere, at some point in time, to declare somebody else as having no value…which is exactly what happened to the Jews in Europe 70 years ago.

This is why people who do not believe in God cannot offer any objective reason for saying that they themselves have value as human beings. The “world” cannot answer the question as to why we as human beings have value, because according to the world, we don’t have any inherent value.  We are just random, meaningless, accidents of nature. 
Without God, everything becomes subjective…merely one person’s opinion versus another person’s opinion…and the strongest person’s opinion prevails. Without God, might, in essence, makes right. I’ve talked to atheists before and I’ve asked them if what Hitler did to the Jews was wrong. And they answered that of course it was! Then I asked them, why? Why was it wrong for Hitler to kill six million Jews? Essentially, all they could answer me with was, “Well, it just was.” 

All they had to back their viewpoint was their own subjective opinion. They could not give me one objective moral argument for why the Holocaust was wrong.  Without God, you can’t make an objective moral argument that the Holocaust was wrong. In fact, without God, you can’t make the case that any killing is wrong. Without God, you can’t make the case that the terrorist attacks at the World Trade Center were wrong, that murder is wrong, that stealing is wrong, that rape is wrong, or any other such thing is wrong. After all, without God, we are just animals, and no one says that one animal killing another animal is morally wrong.

We have value because God loves us. Period. That is an objective moral standard. Any other argument that attempts to give value to human life, and leaves God out of the equation, ultimately boils down to someone’s subjective opinion. We don’t have value because I say we do, or you say we do, or because anyone else says we do…we have value because we are loved by our Creator.

Which means Hitler was wrong if, and only if, truth exists.  If, and only if, God exists. If God does not exist, then might makes right and Hitler was the mightiest in Germany at the time, so he had every right to do what he did. But, if God does indeed exist, then there is indeed such a thing as truth.  Objective…moral…truth.  And we need to be doing everything in our power to find that truth and live by that truth.   

“What is Truth?”
-Pontius Pilate, 33 A.D. (John 18:38)
https://www.biblechristiansociety.com/newsletter/394-what-is-truth
August 25, 2017

Pontius Pilate asked that question in response to Jesus saying He had come to “bear witness to the truth.”  People in our country, in our society, are still asking that same question today: “What is truth?”   

In fact, people have been asking that same question for the last 2000 years.  There is, of course, absolutely no problem with asking the question. Rather, the problem is that too few people today care enough about the answer to even bother asking the question, much less make the effort to find the answer.  Not enough people are seeking the truth, the whole truth.  Either they don’t care about truth, or they deny that there is such a thing as truth, or they just flat out hate the truth. 
[Censored] {Quote/Box: “There is no such thing as truth, either in the moral or in the scientific sense.” Adolf Hitler} 

{Quote/Box: “People hate the truth for the sake of whatever it is they love more than the truth.  They love truth when it shines warmly on them, and hate it when it rebukes them.”  St. Augustine} 

This is especially true when it comes to moral and religious truth.  Moral absolutes are denied and rejected.  Morality is said to be purely subjective and entirely dependent upon what any given individual “feels” is right or wrong.  The Ten Commandments no longer hold sway as objective moral standards, they have been replaced by one’s purely subjective feelings.   

 

[Censored] {Box/Headline: If Kaitlyn (Bruce) Jenner “feels” that “she” is really a woman, does that make it true?} 

[Censored] {Consider: If Kaitlyn (Bruce)  Jenner were to commit a crime, and suffered a cut during the commission of that crime, when the crime lab analyzed the blood found at the crime scene, will they determine that the suspect they are looking for is a man, or a woman?}
 

[Censored] {Box/Headline: If there are no moral absolutes, then was Hitler right?} 
[Censored] {In other words, if morality depends on one’s feelings, or on what a particular group of people arbitrarily decides morality should be, then how can you say Hitler was wrong, when he did what his “feelings” told him was the right thing to do?} 

And the religious beliefs of many are now no longer based on ancient truths and teachings, rather they are bound only by each individual’s imagination and, within Christianity, man-made traditions and each person’s private interpretation of the Bible.  A new interpretation - a new belief.  A new belief - quite possibly even a whole new denomination.  
Who’s right...who’s wrong?  What is the truth?  Who decides? 

http://www.biblechristiansociety.com/newsletter/20-apologetics-for-the-masses-issue-14 

What comes to my mind when I try to justify treating others civilly even though there is no God is this: Because I want to be treated civilly. We have this society and its rules so that we can ensure that we ourselves are treated civilly. We all just sort of agree not to bop someone else over the head for the fun of it, because we don’t want someone else bopping us over the head for the fun of it.

Therefore, when a person can’t protest, can’t vote, can’t even scream, that makes it ok to violate their rights without repercussions (abortion, euthanasia).

How would you handle this atheistic, humanist reasoning? -Jeff

If an atheist/humanist hits you with that kind of argument, it doesn’t negate any of what I said in my arguments. They are actually making my argument that, without God, might makes right. You could point out to them that they believe what Hitler did was essentially moral – to kill those he considered without value – but that they simply disagree with him on where to draw the line for whose life has value and whose doesn’t.


And, you could further argue that if it’s okay to take a person’s life as long as they “can’t protest, can’t vote, or can’t even scream,” then all you have to do is get a law passed saying atheists have no right to protest nor do they have a right to vote. They can scream if they want to, but we’ll lock them up in a prison camp where no one can hear their screams. Ask them if doing that would be morally wrong. If they say, yes, ask them how so?


Theirs is not an argument that human life has inherent value, theirs is merely an argument as to whose life has value in their eyes…in other words, it is a purely subjective valuation based on individual opinion. There is no objective moral standard involved here.


And this thing about I’ll treat you civilly so that you’ll treat me civilly is, again, merely a subjective social construct, which will work only if you can get rid of greed, envy, lust, jealousy, the love of power, and so on. In other words, it would never work. But, regardless of that, there is nothing there about human life having inherent value. Or about killing others being morally wrong. You need to make it clear that if the door is open for some individuals to place a value on some other individuals’ lives, then the door is actually open for all individuals to place a value on all other individuals’ lives. You, having this right to place a value on others’ lives, therefore place a value of zero on the life of every atheist and believe they should all be summarily executed. How can they tell you you’re morally wrong to do that? They can’t. 


I want to pose an answer to the question about the source of human rights that an atheist might give and I wonder about your response. What if they answered your question: Human “rights” are simply an implementation of the principle of “live and let live”. In other words the reason I want to insure you have “rights” are because I want to have those same “rights” for myself. If I am allowed to deprive you of your life and property, then there is nothing stopping others from depriving me of my life and property. 

You Christians say “love your neighbor as yourself”. I say “love your neighbor if you want to be loved” and conversely “hate and kill your neighbor if you want to be hated and killed”. So God has nothing to do with it. Human “rights” derive from the animal instinct to survive and preserve one’s own existence. -Paul

Basically the same question I answered above about wanting to be treated civilly, so you treat others civilly. I would give your argument pretty much the same answer. 

My argument was that without God, one cannot make an objective assessment about the value of human life and one cannot say that Hitler was wrong to do what he did. The argument you have presented in no way negates what I said. And, in fact, the argument you present actually reinforces what I said.

You stated: “Human ‘rights’ derive from the animal instinct to survive and preserve one’s own existence.” If that is the case, then worm “rights” derive from the exact same instinct in worms. Do worm rights have the same moral equivalent as human rights? They do if there is no God. Without God, one cannot say that he objectively has more value than a worm, or than a slug, or than a bacteria, or any other living creature. You can only give your subjective opinion in this matter. And, if it’s okay to put a worm on a hook to catch a trout, then it’s okay to put an atheist on a hook to catch a great white shark.

Again, this particular argument which you think an atheist might give says nothing about the value of human life or about why Hitler was morally wrong to do what he did. It is merely a utilitarian argument for not killing someone else so that your hide will hopefully be spared. 


In your argument for value coming from God, what if the atheist says that God is just your opinion- as it was the signers of the Declaration. Then what do say? -Fred

First, I say that it is not my “opinion” that our system of law is based on the belief in God. It may be my “opinion” (and that of the signers of the Declaration) that there is a God, but it is not anyone’s “opinion” that our system of law – our system of believing that each individual has the right to life, liberty, and the pursuit of happiness – is based on a belief in a God Who endows individuals with these rights – it is a fact. That can be clearly seen by reading the Declaration. So, if there is no God, then atheists have no rights under our system of law.

Then, I say that while the existence of God may be my opinion, it is also my opinion that atheists should be shot on sight and can they give me one good reason, other than their opinion, as to why that would be wrong to do so.


The following was my favorite:

I just finished reading Apologetics for the masses, volume 13 and have a complaint. While I agree with most of what you said, you can believe that all humans have a right to life without believing in God. While I am a firm believer in God and in the Catholic Church, what you said struck me as wrong. I actually wondered if this was the same man who spoke on the tapes or wrote the other newsletters. [Ed. comment: Ouch!] You don’t need a belief in a higher being or any religious values to believe in life. The simple fact that we are self-aware gives us the right to live. -Alex

Says who? Why does the simple fact that we are self-aware give us the right to live? That’s merely your opinion. What if someone disagrees with your opinion? What do you fall back on? Without God, you have nothing to fall back on but your own subjective opinion.


Why was Hitler wrong? Well, in your opinion, he was wrong because everyone he killed was self-aware. Why does human life have value? Well, in your opinion, human life has value because we are self-aware. So, does that mean it’s morally okay to kill an unborn child? They’re not self-aware. In fact, children aren’t really self-aware until several months after their birth. So, can we say it is morally acceptable to kill a 2-month old because he is not self-aware? Well, it is if your opinion holds sway. What about someone in a coma? They’re not self-aware, so it’s okay to kill them? What about someone who has been knocked unconscious, they’re not self-aware…does their life not have value while they’re unconscious and therefore it’s morally acceptable to kill them? 


You are right in that one does not have to believe in the existence of God to believe that all human life has value, but the point is, that without the existence of God, your belief that all human life has value is merely a subjective opinion…it is not an objective moral standard. And, the danger is, that someone can disagree with your opinion and not be morally wrong, since there is no moral standard other than someone’s opinion.


As I said in the last newsletter, without God, you can’t make the case that the Holocaust was wrong. In fact, without God, you can’t make the case that any killing is wrong. Without God, you can’t make the case that the terrorist attacks at the World Trade Center and the Pentagon were wrong. After all, without God, we are just animals, and no one says that one animal killing another animal is morally wrong. To say otherwise, without God, is merely one’s opinion.
In Conclusion

You cannot come up with an objective argument for saying that killing another human being is morally wrong without the belief in a God Who gives value to all human life and Who endows all human life with unalienable (aka inalienable) human rights. Without God, it is merely one’s subjective opinion that killing another is wrong. Which inevitably leads to the position of might makes right. Whoever is the strongest…well, his opinion carries the day.


Atheists, secular humanists, social liberals (those who see no problem with abortion, euthanasia, embryonic stem cell research, etc.) cannot make a consistent moral argument for their positions because they leave God out of the equation. They leave God out because I believe they know that to allow God into the equation means they would have to recognize their positions on those above-mentioned moral issues as being “immoral.” And, they simply can’t admit to that.

http://www.biblechristiansociety.com/newsletter/21-apologetics-for-the-masses-issue-15
As stated in the first half of this article, we have value because God loves us. That is an objective moral standard. Any other argument that attempts to give value to human life, and leaves God out of the equation, ultimately boils down to someone’s subjective opinion. We don’t have value because I say we do, or you say we do, or because anyone else says we do…we have value because we are loved by our Creator.

So, the question then becomes, when did we acquire this value? When did God start loving us? At the moment of our birth? When we became self-aware? When we were baptized? When we were first able to express belief in God? When did God start loving us? In Jeremiah 1:5, it says, “Before I formed you in the womb I knew you, and before you were born I consecrated you; I appointed you a prophet to the nations.”

Before I formed you in the womb, I knew you. God knows us before he forms us in the womb. And this verb, “to know”, when used in this context, means an intensely personal and intimate knowledge and love. And, in Jeremiah 31:3, it says, “…I have loved you with an everlasting love…” So, God loved us before He formed us in the womb and He loves us with an everlasting love.

So, when do we, as human beings, acquire our value? Obviously, we have value from the very first moment we come into existence…from the very first moment of our conception! God loved us…at the moment of our conception…as much as He loves us right now. That is an awesome thing! Think about it! When you were just one tiny little cell – a zygote, which is the scientific name for this one-celled human being – when you were just one tiny little cell traveling through your mom’s body…God loved you! And He has loved you ever since and ever will! 


Scripture tells us that God loves us even before He forms us in the womb and that He loves us with an everlasting love. So, if that’s the case, was there or is there ever any stage of your development as a human being, whether in the womb or out, that God did not and does not love you? No! Which is why the pro-life position…that life is valuable and should be protected from the very moment of conception…is the only rational and reasonable position for a just and humane society to take. God’s love for us is what makes this position valid. 


And that’s why an abortion that results in the death of the tiny one-celled human being is just as abominable in God’s eyes as an abortion that results in the death of the baby at 7, 8, or 9 months of development. It is just as abominable as the murder of a 6-yr. old or of a teenager or of an adult. Because God loves us with an everlasting love no matter what stage we are at in our lives. From a one-celled human being to a human being with billions of cells. From the tiniest baby to the oldest man. God loves us. That is what gives us value, and that value never changes. 


So, your value as a human being does not depend on whether or not you have been born. Your value as a human being does not depend on whether or not you have a boyfriend or a girlfriend, or a husband or a wife, or children. Your value as a human being does not depend on whether or not you have a job, or how much money you earn at your job, or what title you hold at your job. Your value as a human being does not depend on what kind of car you drive or what kind of house you live in. Your value as a human being does not depend on how old you are, what you look like, or whether or not you have physical or mental handicaps. Your value as a human being does not depend on how smart you are. Your value as a human being does not depend upon your “quality of life.”


Your value as a human being depends on God’s love for you. That’s it. And His love you have always had and always will have. So, each individual human life has value because of God’s love for that life. Now, let’s stop there for a moment and go back and answer the questions I asked in Part 1. How does the “world” answer the question of why do we, as human beings, have value? And, what is the prevailing answer to that question here in the United States?


Essentially, the “world” answers that question by saying that a person has value only if they are “wanted,” or if they are “useful.” For example, let’s say a woman is five months pregnant and looking forward to this baby being born. If a man comes up to her and shoots her or stabs her, and even though the woman lives, her unborn child dies as a result of this attack…what happens? Well, that man can possibly be charged with murder…he took the life of the unborn child. But, let’s say that same woman decides she doesn’t want her child and she goes to an abortion mill and has her baby killed by a doctor who literally rips the baby to pieces to remove it from the mother’s womb…what happens? Nothing. Nothing!


Think about that. If a woman pays money to someone, an abortionist, to kill her unborn child, then that’s perfectly acceptable in the “world’s” eyes. But, if some stranger whom she hasn’t paid money to kills her unborn child, then it’s called murder. Same woman, same child. Does that make any sense whatsoever? What’s the only difference in both situations? Whether the baby is wanted or unwanted. In essence, our society here in the United States, and in many other countries around the world, is saying that a child has value – that human life has value – only if it is “wanted” by someone else. This attitude not only diminishes the unwanted child, but it also diminishes the “wanted” child, as well. I mean, after all, you could just as easily not have wanted the child that you “allowed” to be born. The wanted child does not have any value of its own, but simply because it was “wanted” by someone else. That attitude devalues all life.


And that leads us to the question, that if a mother has a “right” to kill her child up to the moment of its birth, then why does that “right” just magically end with the birth of the child? What if the “wanted” child becomes an “unwanted” child a year after it’s born? Why can’t mommy take little Johnny or little Sally down to the unwanted infant clinic and mercifully put him or her to sleep? After all, they’re just not wanted anymore. And what kind of life would an unwanted child have…better to just end it early, right? Well, that’s actually the direction we’re headed in. More and more voices are calling for parents to have the “right” to kill their child up until the child turns one or two years old. You see, that would give the parents time to decide if the child is to their liking or not. And to make sure that taking care of a child is not too burdensome…or doesn’t cause too much disruption to their lifestyle. In other words, if the child stops having value in the parents’ eyes, then the child no longer has value and it’s okay to throw it out with the rest of the garbage. 


And why stop the killing at a person’s second birthday? I mean, after all, there are all these people out there who are no longer useful…who are a burden to society…they don’t have value to anyone. No one “wants” them. People with chronic illness, old people, the mentally and physically handicapped. The homeless. Drug addicts. What kind of life do these people have? What use are they to anybody? What value do they have? They have no quality of life. Why not just humanely put them out of their misery? Wouldn’t that be the best thing for them and for society? Wouldn’t that be the compassionate thing to do?


In other words, folks, if we get away from the notion that human life has value simply because it is human life…that every human life has value because of God’s love for that life…and we turn to the standard that human life is valuable only if it is “wanted” or “useful” or has a certain “quality of life”…if we do that…we have opened wide the gates of Hell. 


If we allow human life, any human life, to be devalued at any point from conception to natural death, then we are opening the door to every human life being devalued at every point between conception and natural death. If we do not fight for the right to life of every human being, no matter how small…if we do not fight for the dignity of every human life, no matter the particular circumstances of that life…if we allow some human beings to pass laws that classify other human beings as non-persons…then we should not be surprised when one day, someone passes a law saying that our life no longer has value. That we are no longer useful. That we are no longer “wanted”. That our quality of life doesn’t meet someone’s else’s arbitrary standard. That we have become a “non-person.” Maybe there will be a knock on our door, and we’ll open it to find that a van is sitting out front waiting to take us to the troublesome teen “clinic.” Or to the old folks “clinic.” Or to the handicapped “clinic.” Or to the redhead “clinic.” Or to the Jewish “clinic.” Or to the Catholic “clinic.”


What happened in Nazi Germany is happening now in the United States. A whole class of human beings have been labeled as “non-persons,” and it is acceptable and permissible to kill these non-persons. Whether for the “right” to choose, as in abortion; or for “science,” as in embryonic stem cell research; or for the “quality of life,” as in euthanasia.


Was Hitler right? Most of those who advocate these horrible things, are never made to think through the position they’re advocating. That’s why I always ask them, “Was Hitler right to kill 6 million Jews.” If they say he was wrong, but they don’t argue that he was wrong from the standpoint of an objective moral standard (the fact that God exists and we have inherent value because of His love for us), then they are left with merely their subjective personal opinion that he was wrong…they cannot claim that he was morally wrong, the best they can do is say that he was wrong…in their opinion. 


They are afraid to argue from the standpoint of an objective moral standard, because, as I mentioned in the 1st half of this article, that objective moral standard can and will be used against them when it comes to abortion, euthanasia, embryonic stem cell research, and other issues that they hold near and dear to their hearts. 


I had one friend of mine who took issue when I said that his position regarding Terri Schiavo was immoral (he was in favor of deliberately starving her to death). After he objected to my characterization of his position as being immoral, I attempted to dialogue with him on morality. I asked a simple question, “What are your core beliefs.” His response? He said he had no “core” beliefs. But, he said the following statements carry weight with him and he proceeded to quote from a few different religious and secular figures, one of whom was Jesus Christ. Guess which quote he chose for Jesus? From Matthew 25, “Whatsoever you do to the least of my brethren…” I then asked him if Terri Schiavo wouldn’t be considered as one of the least among us, which would mean that he was in favor of starving Jesus to death, since whatever we do to Terri we are doing to Jesus. I also pointed out that the passage he quoted from Matt 25 has Jesus saying, “For I was hungry and you fed me,” and I mentioned it seemed kind of hypocritical to claim that passage informed your beliefs about morality, yet you are all in favor of starving someone to death. He quit replying to my emails after that. 

In Conclusion
They have no response. At least, not a coherent, rational, intellectual response. They may have an emotional knee-jerk response, but that’s about it. 

Without God, folks, there are no objective moral standards by which to steer our lives. It boils down to whoever is the strongest gets to make the rules…might makes right. So go out and tell an atheist that you’re with him 100%, and oh, by the way, you hope he doesn’t mind too terribly if you use him as bait when you go fishing for great whites. After all, it would be so mean to put a helpless little fish on a hook.
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