
A few scattered thoughts on what it means to be a truth-seeker

Nietzsche - 
• Deception, flattering, lying, deluding, talking behind the back, putting up a false front, living in borrowed

splendor, wearing a mask, hiding behind convention, playing a role for others and for oneself – in short, a
continuous fluttering around the solitary flame of vanity – is so much the rule and the law among men that
there is almost nothing which is less comprehensible than how an honest and pure drive for truth could
have arisen among them.  They are deeply immersed in illusions and in dream images; their eyes glide
over the surface of things and see “forms.”  Their senses nowhere lead to truth…Given this situation,
where in the world could the drive for truth have come from?1

Truth Seeker:
1. One who pursues reality as it is and does not shy away from “hard truths.”
2. One who pursues true actions – a person who does truth – who does not shy away

from God’s light of truth that probes a life of authentic goodness.
3. One whose life is of the truth in the sense of their relation with God and the Word

of Life, Jesus Christ – a spiritual position – an openness to encounter the Theos
and his Son in true oneness.  Let us call this spiritual position: a spiritual
situatedness.

Everyone believes they are a truth-seeker.  Although there are very few who would be so bold
as to claim they do not seek truth.  But even in these exceptional situations there is still usually
some sense of justification for ones self.  There is usually a sense that, yes, one may be shunning
truth, but there is a good reason for it.  And if we were to really probe, we would probably find
that it is this reason that the person is really concerned with – as such it is their “truth.”  

And, of course, there are those who simply apathetic and just are not concerned to bother
themselves with thinking about “truth.”  They define their idea of truth, not consciously in their
mind, but unconsciously with their actions.

Some would suggest that a truth-seeker should value truth for truth’s sake “wherever it
leads”:

An honest pilgrim on the path to truth will not recoil from truths that seem distasteful or
“too horrible to be true” (argumentum ad horrendum), since what is the case may or
may not be pleasing to us. Rather, Truth should be sought for its own sake, but also in
tight relation to the intellectual flourishing of the individual. That is, there should be a
conviction that it is best for one to follow truth wherever it leads, whatever the effect may
be – and that this is the imperative for anyone with a modicum of intellectual rectitude. P.
? In “Why Truth Matters Most: An Apologetic for Truth-Seeking in Postmodern Times”
probably in JETS….Groothuis…

It is certainly the case that we should follow truth wherever it leads, but I find reason to quarrel
with the above view because it implies a separation of “truth” from God.  There are several
reasons that make it difficult to support this as a completed and satisfactory theory of truth:

1 Friedrich Nietzsche, “On Truth and Lies in a Nonmoral Sense,” reprinted in José Medina and David Wood, Truth:
Engagements Across Philosophical Traditions, (Oxford: Blackwell Publishing, 2005), 15.



1. It seems to me that Scripture rarely, if ever, presents truth as an end in and of itself.
Rather, truth is intimately tied up with God and, as such, there is no such thing as a
“pursuit of truth” that is not, in actuality, a pursuit of God.

2. This view seems to only allow a view of truth as propositional – truth as an object.
Hence, on this view it is conceivable that a person could collect all the true
propositions in the world, including “God exists,” “Jesus was the Son of God,” etc.
and still never actually be a changed person.  In this regard they would not be “of the
truth” in a Johannine sense. (John 18:37)  In fact, it is conceivable that Satan has a
great storehouse of propositional truths – much more than I may ever collect in my
puny lifetime.  It is the mark of the best liars to have the greatest mastery of true
propositions, for without knowing (in an intellectual sense) these truths it is difficult
to be deceptive.  But if one has a mastery of true propositions, then they can bend and
manipulate these truths so as to deceive.  And yet, in John 8:44, we find that the devil
“has no truth in him.”

3. On Groothuis’ own view he would be obligated to deny Christ if it were ever found
that Christianity were not “true.”  But all that this would mean is that Groothuis
would be convinced that the proposition “Christianity is not true” was true.  And
given Groothuis’ commitment to a strictly propositional view of truth it would seem
as though all that would be required to demonstrate that “Christianity is not true” is a
good argument.  But surely this flies in the face of the whole canon of Scripture,
which reveals that humanity is first and foremost a spiritual creation who has deeply
rooted inclinations for (“of the truth”) or against the truth.

4. In light of #3 Groothuis is essentially lending support to anyone who has ever denied
the Christian faith because they believed, with all their heart, that the statement
“Christianity is true” was actually false.  After all, they followed the truth wherever it
led them.

5. What Groothuis really seems to be asserting is that non-believers should be strong
enough to follow truth wherever it leads, not that he, himself, should deny the faith if
he finds that the assertion “Christianity is true” cannot be substantiated.

6. Thus for Groothuis to be a “truth-seeker” is to be a “correspondence-seeker.”  But it
seems that this may amount to little more than having a collection of true propositions
on hand in a similar way that one might have a collection of antique vases or rare
postage stamps.  

7. To view truth strictly as a correspondence divorces the human soul and spirit from
obligation or change.  This was something Kierkegaard despised:

a. Only in subjectivity is there decision, whereas wanting to become objective is untruth.  The
passion of the infinite, not its content is the deciding factor, for its content is precisely itself.
In this way the subjective “how” and subjectivity are the truth…When subjectivity is truth, the
definition of truth must also contain in itself an expression of the antithesis to objectivity, a
memento of that fork in the road…An objective uncertainty, held fast through appropriation
with the most passionate inwardness, is the truth, the highest truth there is for an existing
person.2

2 Søren Kierkegaard, Concluding Unscientific Postscript to Philosophical Fragments, Vol. 1, Translated by Howard
V. Hong and Edna H. Hong  (Princeton, New Jersey: Princeton University Press, 1992), p. 203. Emphasis belongs to
the cited text.



But truth does surely exist in a propositional sense.  In fact, it is built into much of what I am
doing as I write this text – much, if not all, of what I write are assertions and propositions.  And I
surely hope that they correspond with “the way things are.”  Groothuis even notes this, poetically
stating that “The idea of truth is part of the intellectual oxygen that we breathe.  Whenever we
state an opinion, defend or critique an argument, ask a question, or investigate one kind of
assertion or another, we presuppose the concept of truth – even if we do not directly state the
word, even if we deny that truth is real or knowable.” P. ? in “Why Truth Matters Most: An
Apologetic for Truth-Seeking in Postmodern Times” probably in JETS….

We risk being disingenuous if we deny that truth takes the propositional form, for example, I
would be disingenuous is I suggested that I didn’t care if the things I am saying to you did not
correspond with “the way things are.”  This kind of truth seems to be presupposed, as Groothuis
noted above.

We also risk a self-defeating statement if we assert: There is no such thing as propositional truth.
This surely seems contradictory, even to the wiliest of the so-called “postmoderns.”  In practice
we assert much with hopes that it will correspond with the real world – at least, with the real
world as we perceive it.

But here is the key point:
The propositional form of truth can be developed irrespective of one’s spiritual situatedness

Human beings are not just propositional processors: machines that can evaluate the proposition
apart from our spiritual situatedness.  

It is for this reason that we can never genuinely evaluate the claim “Jesus is the way to God” or
any other similar claim in a strictly propositional form of truth.  Eventually the existential weight
of that proposition will influence our decision making process and will reveal whether we are “of
the truth” or not.  As soon as we talk about “Jesus is the way to God” in any real sense the
existential outweighs the propositional.

J.P. Moreland is also one who seems to divorce “truth” from the existential discussion and even
from the Christian worldview – at least philosophically speaking:  

If there were a peculiarly Christian view of truth, two disastrous implications would
follow: claims that certain Christian doctrines are true would be equivocal compared to
ordinary, everyday assertions of truth, and Christianity’s claim to be true would be
circular or system-dependent and, therefore, trivial.  Further, the Bible does not use
technical philosophical vocabulary to proffer a precise theory of truth nor is advocation
of a specific theory of truth the primary intent of scriptural teaching.3

• In regard to the first it is clear that Moreland desires an “objective” truth that can be
evaluated regardless of spiritual commitment.  Such a form of truth is certainly available.
But just because truth takes the propositional form does not, necessarily mean that truth
does not take other forms – or that it is not also the case that truth is intimately related to

3 J.P. Moreland and William Lane Craig, Philosophical Foundations (Downers Grove, Ill.: InterVarsity Press, 2003),
131.



the soul of the human being.  Again, it seems to me that Scripture, and particularly the
Gospel of John, seems to connect “truth” with the person’s spiritual situatedness.

• Second, while it is true that the Bible does not proffer a precise theory of truth, it is not
the case the Bible has nothing to say that might inform our philosophy of truth.  This is
particularly the case in the Gospel of John where alētheia is such a critical concept.  And
there are philosophical issues that become so academic and theoretical that they become
divorced from reality simply by virtue of becoming so esoteric.  This is not always the
case, but one of the philosophical strengths of the Bible is precisely in the fact that it is
not technically philosophical.

What I am asserting is that to be a truth-seeker is to be God-seeker as much as it is to be a
correspondence-seeker.

What seems to emerge from the Gospel of John is that we seek truth, not as an end in itself…
rather, our spiritual situatedness is intimately connected with whether we are ever authentically
seeking truth.

In the Gospel of John, and in the whole of Scripture as far as I can see, there is no imperative to
value “truth for truth’s sake,” as though truth were something divorced from God.  Instead, the
imperative to be a truth-seeker is usually an imperative to be a God-seeker: the two are
synonymous.

In the end, it is very easy to define a truth-seeker…that is, as long as one has secured a definition
of truth!


