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Truth  and Va lue  are  two concepts  that  we use da i ly ,  but  in  d i f ferent  ways  by  
d i f ferent  people .   

Th is  ar t ic le  at tempts  to  show  that ,  despite  d i f ferences  in  interpretat ions ,  there  
could  be  only  one  poss ib le  def in i t ion  for  the  t ruth  behind any  g iven  set  o f  events,  
even  when these  events  are  exper ienced  d i f ferent ly  by  many.  I t  a l so  at tempts  to  
show  that  a  universa l  T ruth  revea ls  i t se l f  in  very  pract ica l  ways.  And that  the  way 
to  recognize  a  universa l  t ruth i s  by  the  last ing  benef i ts  o r  va lues  that  i t  confers  o n 
soc iety .  I t  conc ludes,  therefore ,  that  Truth i s  not  just  an  esoter ic ,  ph i losophica l  o r  
myst ica l  concept .   

We sha l l  f i r s t  use  examples  f rom  the  phys ica l  sc ience  to  make  the  po ints  in  th is  
ar t ic le .  Then we sha l l  apply  the  same  log ic  to  examine  the  contending  thoughts  o n 
the  factors  that  govern  outcomes in  our  l i ves .  That  i s ,  i s  i t  dest iny ,  chance ,  o r  one 's  
own ef forts/act ions?   

Hopeful ly  the keen reader  wi l l ,  a fter  fo l lowing  the arguments  put  forward,  be able  
to  draw  s imi lar  conc lus ion s  f rom  the i r  own object ive  observat ions  in  other  areas  of  
l i fe  that  are  more  fami l iar  to  them.  In  do ing  so ,  perhaps  they  too  wi l l  come  to  the ir  
own conv ict ion  that ,  indeed,  there  are  absolute  Truths ,  which,  when they  guide  our  
l i ves  and act iv i t ies ,  y ie ld  las t ing  benef it s .  
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The  concept  o f  va lue  inc ludes  the  not ion  of  something  that  a  person  l ikes ,  o r  would  
l ike  to  have ,  and  the  concept  o f  Truth  inc ludes  the  not ion  o f  “ that  which  i s  factua l ,  
correct  o r  proper” .  

What  each person  l ikes ,  o r  would  l ike  to  have i s  very  d i f ferent ,  and  a lso ,  l i kes  and  
d is l ikes  can  change  for  the  same  person  over  t ime.   That  which i s  factua l ,  correct  
o r  proper  i s  a l so  co lored  by  one’s  interpretat ion  o r  understanding  o f  the  events .  
Yet ,  m any  s t i l l  operate  under  the not ion  o r  be l ie f  that  Truth  and Va lue  should  be 
abso lute  and unchanging.  That  i s ,  they  should  have  the  same  meaning  for  everyone,  
a l l  the  t ime.  

Indeed,  th is  be l ie f  is  s t r ict ly  he ld  in  some aspects  o f  our  l i ves .  For  example,  
deve lopments  in  the  phys ica l  sc iences  have  been remarkably  success fu l  because  
pract i t ioners  in  the  f ie ld  sooner  or  la ter  g ive  the  same  interpretat ion  to  observed 
phenomena  in  our  natura l  env i ronment .  A l though ,  these  common  interpretat ions  
are  arr ived  at  a f ter  deta i led  observat ions ,  record  keeping  and v igorous  test ing  o f  
contending  interpretat ions  ( theor ies ) ,  unt i l  the  one  that  o f fers  the  best  explanat ion  
i s  f ina l ly  ident i f ied  and accepted.  The  accepted  interpretat ion  then  becomes 
incorporated  into  the  body  o f  laws  for  that  sc ient i f i c  d isc ip l ine .  For  example  the 
laws  o f  Phys ics  o r  the Laws o f  Chemist ry .  

Another  notable  phenomenon i s  that  the  v iab i l i ty ,  or  longev ity  o f  any  law i s  very  
c lose ly  re lated  to  i t s  e f fect iveness  in  be ing  put  into  pract ica l  appl icat ions ,  o r  in  
expanding  invest igat ions  in  the  f ie ld  o f  study .  Thus  for  example ,  I saac  Newton’s  
observat ions  and explanat ions  for  the  forces  at  work  dur ing  the interact ion  between  
bodies  at  rest  o r  in  mot ion  gave  r i se  to  his  laws  o f  mot ion.  The  factor ing  o f  these  
laws  into  the  construct ion  o f  machines  have  conf i rmed  the i r  va lue ,  and  contr ibuted,  
in  no  smal l  measure ,  to  progress  in  human ex is tence  and exper ience  o n earth,  s ince  
Newto n formulated  those  laws.  

One  could  just  as  wel l  descr ibe  the  Newtonian  laws o f  mot ion as  “ that  which a lways  
occurs  when bodies  at  rest  o r  in  mot ion  interact” .  And,  i f  something  a lways  occurs ,  
i t  means  that  th ing  i s  “a  certa inty” ,  i t  i s  inev i table ,  or  “ i t  i s  what  i t  i s” ,  when the 
condi t ions  are  r ight .  In  some  quarters ,  th is  a l ternate  def in i t ion  for  the  word  “Law” ,  
i s  used  to  descr ibe  “Truth” .  In  other  words ,  Truth  i s  that  which  i s  inev i table  and 
a lways  automat ica l ly  leads  to  the  same events/ result s  when  the  same condi t ions  
are  met .  

The  c lose  re lat ionship  between Laws  and  the i r  pract ica l  appl icat ions ,  which  lead  to  
progress ,  can  be  seen  in  a l l  f ie lds  o f  physica l  sc ient i f i c  endeavors ,  which  suggests  
that  one  leads  to  the  other .  

Therefore ,  i f  we  t rans late  these  phys ical  laws  to  be  Truths  and the  progress  
assoc iated  with  them  as  Va lues ,  i t  means  that  Truth,  when appl ied,  g ives  Va lue .  The 
fa i lures  and d isasters  that  fo l low  when deve lopment  i s  bui l t  upon faul ty  sc ient i f ic  
theor ies  supports  th is  re lat ionship  between Truth  and Va lue .  



The  forego ing  i l lust rat ion  o f  the  common acceptance  o f  laws  ( t ruths)  in  the  phys ica l  
sc iences  should  ra ise  quest ions  in  the  mind  o f  any  object ive  th inker  as  to  why  the 
same i s  not  ev ident  in  other  areas  o f  our  endeavors .  Instead  o f  the not ions  o f  
re lat ive  t ruths  and  re lat ive  va lues  that  are  becoming  very  entrenched  in  many  minds  
regarding  exper iences  and interpretat ions  in  these  other  f ie lds  o f  
human exper ience  and act iv it ies .  

Yet ,  the  st rong  ex is tence  o f  abso lutes,  as  wel l  as  i t s  success ful  appl icat ion  in  the 
f ie lds  o f  natura l  sc ience  o f fer  compel l ing  arguments  aga inst  th is  not ion o f  re lat ive  
t ruths .  Th is  argument  i s  even  more  compel l ing  when one  can  eas i ly  see  the 
confus ion  that  the  ex is tence  o f  many  re lat ive  t ruths  and  va lues  int roduce  into  
soc iety .   

But  then,  an object ive  person  cannot  ignore  the fact  that  we  a l l  see  th ings  
d i f ferent ly .  

But ,  does  that  mean we must  have  d i f ferent  interpretat ions  o r  meanings  for  the 
common th ings  that  we observe  o r  exper ience?  For  example ,  we  see and exper ience  
the  sun  d i f ferent ly .  Does  that  mean that  the  “meaning”  o f  the  sun  must  be d i f ferent  
for  each  person?  Should  a  person  whose  sk in  i s  sens i t ive  to  the  rays  o f  the  sun 
interpret  the  meaning  o f  the  sun  based  s t r ict ly  o n  the i r  sens it iv i ty  to  the  sun’s  rays?  
What  would one  th ink  o f  such a  person who,  because  o f  the i r  sk in  condi t ion,  re fuses  
to  acknowledge  any  other  ideas  surrounding  the  sun,  except  what  he  o r  she has  
exper ienced  o f  i t s  e f fect  o n  h im  o r  her?  

Couldn’ t  the  same  ana logy  apply  to  many  who,  under  today ’s  not ion  o f  re lat ive  
t ruths ,  want  to  be governed  only  by  the i r  own exper iences?  

Go ing  by  the  forego ing  log ic ,  perhaps ,  Truth  should  not  be  def ined  as  our  ind iv idua l  
exper ience  o f  an  event .  Instead,  a  better  def in i t ion  may  be that  Truth  i s  “ the  
interpretat ion  der ived  f rom  var ious  indiv idua l  exper iences .  An interpretat ion  that  
sheds  l ight  and  a lways  leads  to  a  cons istent  understanding  for  everybody” .  Just  as  
i s  the case  with the  laws  o f  sc ience ,  where  many exper ience  the ir  own observat ions ,  
and  out  o f  these  emerge theor ies ,  o r  at tempts  at  interpretat ion.  The  var ious  
theor ies  are  then  put  to  test .  And f ina l ly ,  the  one  that  cons is tent ly  g ives  
explanat ion  to  a l l ,  o r  most ,  observat ions  becomes  accepted  as  the  law,  o r  the Truth,  
that  gove rns/expla ins  that  act iv i ty .  

What  th is  process  te l l s  us  i s  that  the  march towards  uncover ing  Truth  must  
invar iab ly  inc lude  a  t imeframe dur ing  which  there  wi l l  be  mult ip le  interpretat ions  
o f  personal  exper iences  o f  common observat ions .  A l though  these  theo r ies  may  
d i f fer ,  they  expose  soc iety  to  the  var iety  o f  ind iv idua l  exper iences  that  need to  be 
taken  into  account ,  as  we  t ry  to  ident i fy  the inev i table  that  l ies  behind  these  
mult ip le  exper iences ,  i .e .  the  Truth!  

When seen f rom  th is  perspect ive ,  i t  would  be  wrong  to  ignore  o r  to  condemn 
divergent  exper iences  dur ing  the  process  o f  informat ion  gathering.  



History  shows that  no  sooner  is  a  theory  popular  than  at tempts  are  made  to  f ind 
ways  o f  putt ing  the  new understanding  to  use .  And,  wi th  that ,  the  benef i t s ,  i f  any ,  
o f  the  newly  d iscovered  theory  a lso  begin  to  emerge .  H is tory  a lso  shows  that  
incomplete  o r  fau l ty  interpretat ions  ( theories )  have been promulgated  as  laws ,  and 
the  erroneous  conc lus ions  soon become  ev ident  when the  deve lopments  based  o n 
them create  other  problems o f  the i r  own.  Whereas ,  deve lopments  o r  progress  based  
o n the  correct  interpretat ions  ( theor ies  i .e .  rea l  T ruth)  are  ever last ing .  Thus ,  for  
example ,  a l l  deve lopments  that  are  based o n the Newtonian  laws  o f  mot ion  (which 
re f lect  the t ruth governing  the  interact ions  o f  the forces  between  objects  at  rest  or  
in  mot ion)  have  a lways  produced  benef ic ia l  resu l t s .  Whereas ,  deve lopments  based 
o n incomplete  o r  fau lty  interpretat ions  sooner  o r  later  co l lapse.  

The  forego ing  should  lead the keen th inker  to  the conc lus ion  that ,  indeed,  Truth 
should  be  eas i ly  recognized  by  the  nature ,  qua l i ty  and  cons is tency  o f  va lue  that  i t s  
appl icat ion  confers  on  soc iety .  And that  Truth  has  nothing  to  do  with  be ing  esoter ic ,  
ph i losophica l  o r  myst ica l .  

Another  conc lus ion  that  a  keen reader  may  draw  i s  that  the  confus ion  in  soc iety  
today  i s  perhaps  not  due  to  re lat iv i ty  o f  exper ienc ing,  but  to  dogmat ic  c l ing ing  to  
personal  o r  group  interpretat ions ,  regardless  o f  the  outcomes  (benef i t s  o r  chaos)  
that  these  interpretat ions  are  e f fect ing  o n soc iety .  

A  l i t t le  b i t  o f  re f lect ion  wi l l  show  that  the  same  confus ion  ex is ted  in  the  past  in  the 
d isc ip l ine  o f  sc ience ,  unt i l  modern  sc ient i f ic  methods  were adopted,  s tart ing  around 
the  seventeenth  century .  Pr ior  to  th is  deve lopment ,  studies  in  the  f ie lds  o f  
a lchemist ry  and metaphys ics ,  for  example ,  were  r i fe  with  compet ing  and confus ing  
theor ies  and explanat ions  o f  observed events .  Many  o f  these  theor ies  o r  
explanat ions  bordered  o n the  esoter ic ,  superst i t ious  o r  myst ica l ,  and  s t i f led 
progress ive  deve lopments  in  the  f ie ld .  Th is  i s  qu i te  s imi lar  to  what  we  see  today  in 
the  many  theor ies  and explanat ions  in  the  f ie lds  o f  s tudy  that  are  c lose ly  assoc iated,  
in  many  people ’s  mind,  wi th  the  search  for  Truth,  these  be ing  Re l ig ion ,  Sp i r i tua l i ty  
and  Phi losophy .  

Maybe the  log ica l  quest ion  to  ask  is  "how  to  break  out  o f  the  current  impasse  among 
contending  re lat ive  t ruths ,  espec ia l ly  in  the f ie ld  o f  Sp i r i tua l  invest igat ion?"  So  that  
humanity  can  cont inue  o n i t s  match  towards  uncove r ing  the  universa l  T ruths  behind  
our  ind iv idua l  exper iences  in  th is  arena.  

I t  i s  log ica l  to  th ink  that  perhaps  the s implest  so lut ion would  be to  adopt  the same 
sc ient i f i c  approach  o f  assess ing  any  teaching/explanat ion  in  th is  arena  by  the 
last ing  benef it  i t  confers  o n  soc iety .  And that  i f  th is  were done,  much o f  the hype,  
hope  and hyster ia  surrounding  re l ig ious  and sp i r i tua l  fervor  would  d isappear ,  s ince  
focus  wi l l  turn  to  putt ing  these  interpretat ions  to  object ive  tests ,  and  judging  by  
the  resul t s .  Through th is  approach,  i t  should  become  easy  to  recognize  the 
explanat ions  that  have  the  most  las t ing  va lues  for  soc iety .    



Were we able  to  do th is ,  we  would  a l ready  be  putt ing  into  pract ice  the b ib l i ca l  
in junct ion  “by  the i r  works  ye sha l l  know them”  (Matthew 7:16) .  The i r  works  be ing 
the  use  to  which  explanat ions  have  been put  into  pract ice .  

No  doubt ,  th is  approach  would  quick ly  resolve  conf l i c t ing  explanat ions  that  are  the 
causes  o f  many re l ig ious/sp i r i tua l  conf l i c ts  that  we  see mani fest  in  soc iety  today .  

For  th is  to  happen,  we  have to  accept  a  common f rame work  for  test ing  explanat ions  
and hypothes is  in  the  re l ig ious  and sp i r i tua l  f ie lds .  S imi lar  to  how  a l l  modern  
sc ient i f i c  hypothes is  must  comply  with g iven  character i s t ics ,  and  tests  are  
conducted  fo l low ing  accepted methodo log ies .  

For  those  who wonder  i f  th is  i s  poss ib le,  the  answer  i s  yes .  

But  the  too ls  required  for  th is  process ,  in  the  re l ig ious  and  sp i r i tua l  spheres  of  
invest igat ion,  are  d i f ferent  f rom  the too ls  used  in  sc ience .  

The  fundamenta l  requirement  i s  that  the  testers  must  become  
int imate ly  fami l iar  with  the  t rue  nature  o f  sp i r i tua l  l i fe ,  based  on knowledge  o f  the 
fundamenta l  governing  pr inc ip les  o f  l i fe .  Next ,  they  must  be  able  to  use  the  too ls  
appropr iate ly  su i ted  to  the i r  invest igat ion .  I t  w i l l  a l so  require  the  wi l l ingness  to  be 
object ive .  

Perhaps  the  fo l lowing  wi l l  he lp  to  demonstrate  the  po int  be ing  made  here :  

Today,  as  in  the past ,  mank ind  has  debated  what  governs  a  person's  fate .  I s  i t  
dest iny ,  chance ,  o r  one’s  own ef fort?  Any  o bject ive  observat ion  o f  the l i fe  o f  
pract ica l ly  any  person  wi l l  g ive  ev idence  o f  some  o r  a l l  o f  these  e lements .  Which 
makes  i t  a  vex ing  quest ion  as  to  which  o f  these  i s  the  universa l  t ruth  o f  what  
determines  a  person's  fate?  

Now,  let  us  apply  the  same  log ic  d iscussed  ear l ier  to  see  i f  we cannot  arr ive  at  a  
universa l  answer .  

When the  average observer  cannot  see  any  ev ident  interconnect ion  between cause  
and ef fect ,  the i r  most  l i ke ly  answer  would  be  "dest iny",  i f  he  or  she  be l ieves  in  a  
supernatura l  power  that  pre -determines  a l l  outcomes.  Otherwise ,  the  observer  
would  ascr ibe  the  outcome  to  "chance"  o r  " luck" .  

When the  observer  can  see  a  poss ib le  interconnect ion  between  cause and ef fect ,  
they  are  more  l ike ly  to  att r ibute  the  resul t  to  the  e f fort  that  was  f i r s t  put  in .  

However,  we are a l l  fami l iar  wi th s i tuat ions  where  e f fort  was  put  in  under  the r ight  
condi t ions,  and yet  the  outcome  was d i f ferent  than  one would  have expected.  A 
be l iever  in  the  supernatura l  would  descr ibe  th is  s i tuat ion  as  dest iny ,  whi le  the 
unbe l iever  is  more  l ike ly  to  at t r ibute  i t  to  good o r  bad  luck .  



We can see  in  th is  example  that  none  o f  the  answers  can  leave  anyone  with  a  sense  
o f  certa inty  about  a  future  occurrence .  Not  even  those  who  be l ieve  in  dest iny .  Yet ,  
the  average person  would  prefer  to  have  re l iab le  answers  to  gu ide  them  into  the 
future .  Answ ers  that  we  can descr ibe  as  "the  t ruth  about  something" .  

Now,  assuming  we  approached  the  same  quest ion  with  an awareness  o f  the 
fundamenta l  pr inc ip le  o f  l i fe  that  "whatever  a  person  sows,  i s  what  he o r  she  wi l l  
reap" .  Then the  object ive  person  would make  every  e f fort  to  look  beyond  the 
obv ious  and seen,  for  poss ib le  causes  that  may  be  contr ibut ing  to  the  v is ib le  
outcome.  

This  e f fort  to  look  beyond  the  obv ious  and the seen wi l l  require  the person  to  use  
too ls  that  are  best  su i ted  to  th is  e f fort .  Th is  m ay  require  appl icat ion  o f  inference  
log ica l  th ink ing,  o r  reference  to  resources  that  can  "see"  beyond  the  v is ib le .  

I t  should  be  quick ly  added that  just  because  a  resource  i s  descr ibed  as  hav ing  the  
abi l i ty  to  see o r  infer  beyond the v i s ib le  does  not  mean that  such see ing  is  arb i t rary .  
Aga in ,  there  are  pr inc ip les  o f  l i fe  that  govern  such  abi l i t ies .  And with  knowledge  of  
these  other  governing  pr inc ip le ,  one  can  conf ident ly  assess  the  qua l i ty  o f  
informat ion  prov ided by  such  resource .  Thus  even here,  a  k ind  o f  log ic  appl ies .  

Now,  i s  i t  not  log ica l  to  expect  that  i f  people  knew and became conv inced o f  the 
t ruth  governing  the  outcome  o f  events ,  there  would  be  less  act iv i t ies  based  on 
ignorance ,  and  therefore  less  unhappy  resul t s  due  to  ignorance  o f  the t ruth?  I s  i t  
a l so  not  arguable  that  less  unhappy  resul t s  would  t rans late  to  a  greater  and  last ing  
benef i t  for  soc iety?   

There  are  many  sacred  wr i t ings  that  po int  to  these  fundamenta l  pr inc ip les  o f  l i fe .  
Unfortunate ly ,  modern  man has  become too sophis t icated  to  understand  o r  to  
accept  the  s impl ic i ty  o f  language  used  to  de l iver  the teachings  in  these  sacred 
wr i t ings .  But ,  a long  with  th is  increased  leve l  o f  inte l lectua l  sophis t icat ion  has  come 
a  lower  leve l  o f  Sp i r i tua l  awareness  and  matur i ty ,  which  i s  c lear  to  any  o bject ive  
observer .  

The  c learest  ev idence  o f  th is  immatur i ty  i s  the  inabi l i ty  to  mainta in  personal  o r  
group harmony,  or  to  l i ve  in  peacefu l  co -ex is tence .  Yet  i t  goes  without  say ing  that  
group progress  can  never  be  at ta ined  and  susta ined  without  cooperat iv e harmony.  

But ,  cooperat ive  harmony  requires  each  person to  learn  to  apprec iate  the 
perspect ives  o f fered  by  mult ip le  exper iences  o n  any  matter .  Because ,  even  l imited 
perspect ives  he lp  to  ident i fy  factors  that  need to  be  taken  into  cons iderat ion  as  we 
s t r ive  to  undercover  the  t ruth  behind  the  event  be ing  s tudied.  Content ious  and 
dogmat ic  c l ing ing  to  one 's  exper ience  or  understanding  a lone  be l ie  a  leve l  o f  
immatur i ty  that  wi l l  make  i t  d i f f i cu l t  to  see  and grasp  Truth.  



In  GOD’s  grace ,  the  governing  pr inc ip les  of  l i fe  are  aga in  g iven to  mank ind  in the 
book “ In  the  L ight  o f  Truth”  (The Gra i l  Message) ,  by  Abdrushin .  Th is  book i s  wr it ten 
in  language  and s ty le  that  can  be  eas i ly  understood  by  modern man.  

Therefore ,  when the  f ina l  reckoning  comes,  no one  who i s  ser ious  about  seek ing  
Truth  can c la im  that  they  never  had  an opportuni ty  to  f ind the i r  way out  o f  the  fog 
caused  by  conf l i c t ing  and contending  teachings  and be l ie fs .  Ne i ther  can  anyone 
c la im that  they  never  had  the opportuni ty  to  learn  to  recognize  t rue  va lue ,  f rom a 
sp i r i tua l  perspect ive .  

 


