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Review of a Review

Father, we want to thank You for the comfort andnata of Your love for us. We thank You for the
knowledge we have each day of Your existence avidwfcare for us individually. We thank You for
forgiving us each day and always receiving us. Néak You, Father, that Your creation speaks so
clearly of Your existence and power, of Your diviature. As we begin to think together today about
apologetics and how to approach those who are sbévers, we pray, Father, that You will be with us
and help us in our understanding. We thank Youhercontribution that Francis Schaeffer made irs thi
particular way. We pray that You will give us wisdand understanding of his thoughts. Help us to see
where they are right and where they are helpful bifdical. Teach us, we pray in Jesus’ name. Amen.

| thought it might be helpful at this point to spethe day examining an article entitled, “A Reviefraa
Review.” This article is the first statement | hdeen able to find of Schaeffer's approach to
apologetics. Let me give you a little bit of baakgind on why he wrote this particular article.

In the little magazineThe Bible Todaywhich had been coming out regularly for seveearg from
Shelton College with J. Oliver Buswell as its maamtributor and editor (and also many articles by
Allen McRae, George Seville, Mrs. Schaeffer’s fathén fact, there was a series of fascinating aicl
by him on various missionaries throughout histohy}that little magazine there was a whole serfes o
book reviews and articles by J. Oliver Buswell egsing his approach toward philosophy and
apologetics. It was in response to one of theseestthat Schaeffer wrote this reply, “A Revieweof
Review.” The original article was froffhe Bible Todayn May, 1948. The original article, the review
by Buswell, was called “The arguments from nator&od” with the subtitle: “Presuppositionalism in
Thomas Aquinas, a book review with excursions @lizer Buswell, Jr.” The book he was reviewing
wasAn Introduction to Christian Apologetidsy Edward John Connell. There was a long review of
Connell's book by Buswell. Connell was basicallkitegy what came to be called a presuppositionalist
position. It appears from the article that it wiasfact, right at that time that the term
“presuppositionalism” came about. Buswell saysdimarticle, “The term ‘presuppositionalism’ was
given me by my good friend Dr. Allen A. McRae ica@sual conversation some months ago. | caught up
the term immediately as an accurate designatioa ggnificant school of thought.”

It is fascinating just to read that little bit dfet history of how the term “presuppositionalisminga
about. It is now, of course, the name of one ofntlagor schools of apologetics in Christian and in
Reformed thinking. Over that year and the next yedihe Bible Todayhere is a whole series of
articles by Buswell and Van Til where they writdtgistrikingly against each other. In fact at oo&p
there is a fascinating little poem someone wrotidnéomagazine begging them to stop this debate
because it was becoming acrimonious. It is a reatfiysing little poem that was written by a
contributor, by a reader of the magazine, abostdkebate. | will bring it for you next time. Itigally
rather interesting.

It was into this discussion that Schaeffer wrots little article. What is intriguing about thistHink, is
that if you examine what he writes and if you exagnivhat J. Oliver Buswell and Van Til write in tkes
articles, there is a striking difference in whah&effer writes. There is a really ironical spintthis
article. He does not anywhere criticize either ppp®sitionalism or evidentialism. He tries to seme
common ground between them, whereas, if you readttier articles, you will see there is fairly none
of this. Acrimonious is perhaps too strong a wdwdt, it was a fairly heavy debate between these two
schools about the nature of apologetics. | thinkve said to you before that in later years when
Schaeffer was asked to give his view of Van Til #mepresuppositionalist school or to give his vigw
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Buswell and the evidentialist school, he would liguafuse to answer the question. Rather, he would
say simply, “I do not feel it is my calling to getvolved in academic debates about the nature of
apologetics. | see my calling as to be an evartgeli® who is seeking to communicate the Gospel to
non-Christians. It may be someone else’s callirp hot want to make a criticism of that or sayg mot

a worthwhile calling. But | do not feel it is miridde would always avoid getting into the discussion
Thus this article is particularly interesting besauit is an article in which he responds to arclartyy J.
Oliver Buswell and refers back to what he undedsavian Til to have been saying. Of course, Van Til
had taught him in seminary, and he makes thatelear here. You will notice in the statement at the
top of the article it says, “We are delighted tegant this article by the Reverend Francis Schaeffe
former student and a friend and an admirer of Bm Yil's.”

Now, that gives us a little bit of background abting context. Perhaps | ought to define the terms
“evidentialism” and “presuppositionalism” for yoefore we go any further. These will not be academic
definitions but simple definitions off the top ofyrhead. Evidentialism is understood to be that aggin
to apologetics that says we may reason from th@eeces, from the facts, from the information tisat i
available in the world. We may reason from that apgeal to the reason of the non-Christian to seek
demonstrate to him that Christianity is true. Ndwou read Buswell’s article, you will see that bery
carefully denies that evidentialism is simply makanrationalistic approach to the Gospel. He issist
that he believes and that Thomas Aquinas and Chklieved (he traces this very carefully) in
acknowledging that there is an intuitive knowled§&od in every human person. So Buswell very
carefully denies that he was saying we can simialgt with the facts out there and the bare reason o
man and come to a knowledge of God. He does nepadcat as evidentialism. The evidentialist
approaches the non-Christian by appealing to ttts that are in the world, appealing to the reaxon
the person, taking for granted he has some ineuknowledge of God, and seeking to convince him of
the truth of Christianity. Now, the presuppositibstaargues that the non-Christian is starting fram
assumption or a presupposition that is radicallyasied to Christianity. The presuppositionalist asggu
that the non-Christian has a worldview or way aisg things that denies the knowledge of God aerd th
possibility of the knowledge of God. The presupposalist argues that all of the non-Christian’s
thinking and all of his or her life is shaped bgtthasic assumption, that basic presupposition.
Presuppositionalism has traditionally accused atidksm of allowing too much to the reasoning
power of non-Christians. They also accuse evidisrticof suggesting that there are bare facts tteat a
accessible to everyone rather than acknowledgiaigetverything we see is determined by our
worldview. The accusations against evidentialiswehaeen very, very strong, extremely critical.
Basically, the presuppositionalists have accusectdentialists of not preaching the Gospel at all
because they allow too much to fall on man, tgpleier of reason, and so on.

That is just a little introduction to this debatéyich carries on right up to today. It is into tlletbate
that Schaeffer writes this little article, “A Rewieof a Review.” Perhaps | should add here one other
introductory comment. That is the comment Edithe&éter makes in her bodkhe Tapestrpn page
314. She says this, “This review, although shamazngly enough was to give all the basic ideasiwvhi
years ahead were to help Francis first in his otmurggles concerning truth, and which later stilraveo
be formed into a larger study called by some pet§baeffer's Apologetics.’ In his review of
Buswell’s review, the framework of what would cofater can be recognized immediately. The striking
thing is that everything that is distinctive antiteht has made it possible for Fran to talk taugends of
individuals in a living way, everything that liftedhat he had to say out of the dry dust of theoaéti
slogan-like words, was there in 1948 in embrydHihk she is absolutely right. When you read this
article, it is fascinating. It is very short, btibas a summary of what became the way he spoke to
thousands upon thousands of non-Christians overdes.
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Now, | want to divide my comments on this artiaiéoi two parts. The first is really irenical (“ireail,”

not “ironical”). Irenical means peace-making, cdiatory. These are comments he makes that suggest
there is an area of agreement between the two grbapveen the evidentialists and the
presuppositionalists. He does not us those wortiseimrticle. But he is suggesting there is a gianin
agreement between the two. | want to make fourtpdiare that he suggests.

He says that both agree, first, that we cannotlsismgue someone into the kingdom of God. The work
of the Holy Spirit is necessary for regeneratioow\it is very important to acknowledge that batles
say that. He carefully quotes Buswell saying thatause the accusation from the presuppositionalist
side is that evidentialists deny the power of tlodytEpirit and deny the necessity of the Holy Ssiri
work. This simply is not true. And Schaeffer isyweareful to point that out.

The second point he makes is this: both sides dljatebecause of the Fall, we cannot by reasamealo
examining nature, come to a saving knowledge of. Glaalv, he does not expand on what he means by
that in this article. If we ask what he means kat,thwould suggest there are two things he maynmea
One is that the Fall has affected the reasoningyabf the human person and the will of the human
person so that we have prejudiced thoughts. Weotleee or think clearly, particularly with regaad t
God against whom we are rebels. The second asp#tas that, of course, the world itself is no
longer perfect. The world is now under a cursey@s look at the world, you see the consequences and
effects of sin. That is why many non-Christians, &8kell, how can God be good if the world is bad?”
Just by looking at the world as it is now, aftex fall, you cannot come to a saving knowledge ef th
God of the Bible. This is both because of the pFotd in your own mind and heart and also because of
the problems in the world. Now, he does not sugtheste two reasons here. But | am suggesting one
really cannot have much else in mind if you say bezause of the Fall we cannot come to a saving
knowledge of God by reason alone, examining natem is a rebel and the world is damaged, to sum
it up. Again, Schaeffer is suggesting that botesidould agree on this. Both Buswell and Van Td an
Connell would have said this—both the presuppasiiists (Buswell) and the evidentialists (Van Til
and Connell). Everyone acknowledges that we aextdtl by the Fall.

Third, he suggest that both sides agree that faitiore than knowing facts. There has to be a peiso
response to the facts that we know. He does nohrimeare than” in the sense that there is reasonable
knowledge and then a great gap that you have tp pwver, and faith takes you over that gap. This is
often the way Christians speak, that reason willyge so far and then faith will jump the gap. Hed
not mean that. He means that knowledge of the faatsufficient, even if we had all the facts righ
There has to be a personal response to those Téissis like James saying, “Even the demons believ
that [there is one God]—and shudder!” They knowt,thay do not have saving faith. They know who
Christ is. They do not have any doubt about it.sSThe is not putting reason and faith in oppositmon
one another when he says this. Rather, he is s#y@mg must be a personal response to those facts.
Later on Schaeffer would come to call this “bowbefore God.”

Later on he would come to say that there are thoges necessary for the unbeliever. We all, everyone
acknowledge there is a moral bow that must be mafehave to acknowledge we are sinners who need
the grace of God in Christ. We have to bow befooel @1d acknowledge our need before Him, that is
what he means by the moral bow. We have to bowb&od, acknowledging our need of His
forgiveness in Christ. And all Christians will ackmiedge that. But he says there is a second baw tha
you must make as well. He called this a metaphlybma. That is, you have to acknowledge that God is
God and you are a human person. He is the Creatdryou are a creature. And that bow is also
essential for someone becoming a Christian, fowéng essence of sin is the refusal to acknowledge
God as God, to insist, “I am my own god,” and tastip the creature rather than the Creator. Thus to
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become a Christian there must also be a metaphysiea acknowledging that God is the Creator.
(Now, he does not develop this here. It was mamrysylater that he expressed it this way.) Third,
Schaeffer said there is an epistemological bow. Mdbaneant by an epistemological bow is that we
have to acknowledge that knowledge is only posdibause God knows everything. We can know
anything only because God knows everything. Thuamecompletely dependent on God for
knowledge. | have to acknowledge that my reasamadequate and that all true knowledge comes from
God. Again, that is a much later development oftviigameans here about faith being more than
knowing facts.

Fourth, he suggests that there is an agreemenebettlie two sides on this issue: it is possible to
communicate with unbelievers. He says, “Surely Isodles do that. | know Dr. Van Til talks to non-
Christians, and | know Dr. Buswell talks to non-iShans. They both know that language makes sense
and that God uses the spoken word to reach pesiptéey both do it. No matter what they may think
about how that is done, they end up in practidertglto people.” That is actually a very important

point. | remember | had an apologetics class withBDswell his very last year teaching here at
Covenant Theological Seminary (CTS). He said dttihee that he thought Van Til had put himself in
the position of not being able to talk with non-{Stians. He thought that Van Til was regarding the
non-Christian as so much in his own world, so tptsthaped by presuppositions, that language was
meaningless. | remember his expression exacthsditethat, following Van Til's argument, “As |
understand him, really what he means is that omghtais well say the word “lily” or “tulip” to theam-
Christian as “Christ died for you,” because languasgmeaningless to [the non-Christian] if he vl

in a totally different world than you as a ChristiaNow, we may want to come back and question that
later. But Schaeffer is saying here that whatelvey may say about their views, in actual practath b
Buswell and Van Til communicate with non-Christiaamsl take for granted that language makes sense.
They really agreed on this, in practice if nothedry.

Those are the four points that he makes, whiclygest are irenical. He is saying that there is comm
ground here between evidentialism and presuppasiigm. Now, what does he propose in terms of
how we develop an apologetic? | want to set thisheve carefully, because it really is the ess@fce
what is developed much more fully in his later lges and books over the next 20 years or morent wa
to make several points about this.

First of all, people have presuppositions. Non-§tfans have a presumption, or assumption, or a
worldview: they deny that God exists. They deny tha God of the Bible exists. They start with the
exclusion of the knowledge of God. They begin sinfpdm themselves to work out their understanding
of reality. Schaeffer adds that logically, the M@hristian’s worldview leads to irrationality, to

amorality, and to personal meaninglessness. Leepmat that. Schaeffer is saying that the non-
Christian’s presupposition or worldview, if follo@¢hrough logically and consistently, leads fircal

to irrationality; he cannot even demonstrate tHaevaf his own reason or that the world is an dyder
rational world. This is a point that was acknowleddnundreds of years ago: by reason you cannot
demonstrate reason or, because of cause and effectthe existence of the external world. Thus thi
leads logically to irrationality.

Such logic leads to, second, amorality. This isimehorality, but amorality. That is, it leads totno
being able to really give a basis for distinguighiietween good and evil. In a recent discussionwdst
one of our professors and a Hindu man, this p@meout very clearly. Starting from his
presupposition, the Hindu man had no basis fomggiat there is a final distinction between gond a
evil. No non-Christian does. The humanist, the mltst in our Western world, has no basis in thd e
for saying there is a distinction between good ewill That is why relativism is so rampant in Weste
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societies. It is as simple as that. It follows resegily that there is no final distinction, no wemsal, no
absolute by which we can say, “This is right, amat is wrong.” There is simply what individuals
choose to do, what the majority thinks. William @ialg put it, “If God is dead, good and evil is disxl
by majority vote.” Or it can be what the powerfelcitle. Thus the non-Christian’s worldview leads to
amorality, to no morality.

Third, it leads to personal meaninglessness. Stehvaddes not use that expression in this artialé ttat
is what he means when he says that the personltintiately choose suicide if he is consistent is hi
worldview. He will realize that his own persondélhas no meaning at all, that he as an indivitiaal
no meaning, and that death is the only way out.

So first, then, people have presuppositions. Iy fliedow the presupposition that God does not exist
through logically and consistently, it will leadetin to this complete impasse of irrationality, anfitra

and personal insignificance. It will lead them tocgde. Christianity, on the other hand, beginshwiite
presupposition that the God of the Bible existsd An that basis, worked out consistently, it answer
every question that we face, and it fits the wevkdfind around us. It makes sense. It answers our
guestions. It provides us a way of understandieguitiiverse. It shows the value of human reason—we
are made in the image of God, with rational mirahg] our minds cohere with the shape of the universe
that is there. Schaeffer does not say all this,Hmrethis is what he comes to express later ois ifh
clearly what he means. And it simply makes sengbheofvorld in which we find ourselves. It provides
basis for morality, provides a basis of persomgtigicance, and so on.

The second point he makes is this: thankfully, behevers are very rarely consistent to their
worldview. They are rarely consistently irration&hey are rarely consistently amoral. In fact, rehbis
consistently amoral. Nobody is consistently irraéib You have to live, after all. And only rarelg d

they come to the conclusion that their own lifeasnpletely insignificant and absurd, though sometim
they do, of course. So thankfully non-believersrarely consistent. Now, we would have to say that
they were completely consistent, communication wdad impossible between the believer and the
unbeliever because we would be in two totally défe worlds. That is just a little point | am adgliim
there, but | think this is clearly implied herethkey were completely consistent, if a non-belidixed
totally consistently to his or her assumption fBatl does not exist, communication would be
completely impossible between the believer and lime. This is because we would actually be living
in two quite separate universes. Thus inconsistéatlirrationally, as Schaeffer called it, or gjically

as in this article), inconsistently, non-believars often rational—they value their own reason even
though they cannot demonstrate its value. Thektabout the world as rationally ordered even though
they have no basis for thinking it is. They are ahoather than amoral. That is, they think thera imal
difference between good and evil. Everyone wijlati talk to them. You will find it. They may insist
that morality is totally personal, but if you getthe bottom of it, they will say that Charles Mansvas
wicked. And they will really mean it. Or they wihy that the Holocaust was totally wrong, that neats

a personal choice. If you push them, you will fthdt they will insist that certain things are rigimd

other things are always wrong. They may say theyelativists, but you just have to push a lititetd
see that they are not, or at least only very rafgtgy are not only moral in that sense that they
distinguish between good and evil, but they alsnetomes choose the good. They are not amoral, and
they are not totally immoral. And, also inconsiskgrthey often find life meaningful and carry on
living. Thus that is the second point: thankfulijwbelievers are rarely consistent. Much of the tihss
are quite inconsistent with their own assumptidinsir own view of reality.

Why is this? That brings us to point number th&ehaeffer says that this inconsistency is a regult
common grace. God has not abandoned the worldamlieners. God has left a testimony to Himself in
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creation. Creation witnesses to His existence. kasdleft a testimony to Himself in providence; He
sends His rain and sunshine to come on the justtendnjust. And God has left a testimony to Hirhsel
in the heart of man, because man is created ingdodige with a conscience. Thus the inconsistency
that you see in the unbeliever is a result of Ggdée in the world. Schaeffer puts it this wayshgs,
“The reason that people have the morals they hasté¢lee meaning they have are actually borrowed
from Christianity. They are not part of their owonrdview. They do not have any basis for moralg, bu
they insist on being moral. They do not have argidfr meaning, but they insist that life has niegn
They do not have any basis for rationality, buytimsist that life is rational and their reason khakie.
But that is all borrowed from Christianity; it il Borrowed from a Christian worldview.” That iseth
third point: why is there inconsistency? Becauséd Gas not given people completely up to evil. He ha
not given them over totally to a totally darkeneithain

Fourth, this means that the unbeliever is livingeinsion. He or she is caught between two worldiseat
same time. The one world is his or her own worldyikis or her denial of God’s existence, and
whatever goes with that in their particular vieleit particular religion. Whether it is thoughtdhgh

or not, everyone has a worldview. He is livinghatworld, but he is also living in the world tiabd
made. This is because, in fact, God did make toiddyand here the unbeliever is living in this \dor
whether he likes it or not. In fact, to live at alid not to die, not to commit suicide, to livealtthe
unbeliever has to live in the world God made. Stfeaealls this cheating. The more inconsistent the
unbeliever is to his own worldview, the more hehgating by living in God’s world and living on wha
it gives (rationality, morality, and meaning). Tless he lives in God’s world and the more he gives
himself up to irrationality, amorality, and meanegsness, the more honest he is being and the more
consistent to his position. Thus the person whoréashed the end of the road, who has reached the
point of being suicidal is being most consistentheating least. In a way, he is being most hoiést
person who is living almost entirely within a Chias1 understanding, holding onto Christian valaes,
Christian view of reality, and a Christian viewrationality, he is the person who is cheating most.
There are lots of people like that in Western geltivly parents were like that. They assumed youddcou
have everything the Bible gave while doing awayhwfte first half of the Ten Commandments. Lots of
people are like that, that you could believe that world is meaningful, orderly, rational, and
purposeful, that their personal life is meaning&iginificant, and valuable, that what you do really
matters and counts, that there is real love andqgsérin relationships, in family and marriage, tha

is a moral universe, and it really matters whettoer do right or wrong. My parents did not have any
basis for any of those things, but that is whay theed with. But it was all borrowed from Christiidy,
and they had no right to it, really. That is thenp&chaeffer is making here.

Every individual in the world, every individual whexists, has their view of reality that they have
developed from their own head. They make up th&ir view of the world about who they are, what
their purpose is, what the meaning of life is, Hovknow the difference between good and evil, wbat
do with their life, what matters to them, and so Buat everybody actually lives in God’s world. They
cannot escape from it. They drive down the roatherright-hand side in America and on the left-hand
side in England. They live in the world God has mahd they have to in order to function; if thag d
not they would crash immediately. This simply takasonality for granted. They make moral
judgments all the time, even if they have no bamishem—even if they deny them theoretically and
say, “Morality is purely relative. It is entirelypuo the individual to choose what he wants.” Butree
time he listens to the news and in his heart Imeaking judgments, saying, “It is terrible that therson
was killed.” People do that all the time. No mattdrat they say in theory, in practice they makeahor
judgments every moment of the day about every p&gdmehavior. And even sometimes they do things
that seem good. In fact, quite often they do thithgs$ are good. As Paul says, their conscience
sometimes accuses and sometimes excuses themth&lyuemre actually living in God’s world all the
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time or much of the time. They cannot escape iatThthe reality that is there. To the extent toch
they are consistent with the worldview they haveetigped, to live within it, the more they live i the
more honest they are. That is what Schaeffer imgayhe more they move over into God’s world and
take for granted biblical morality, the rationalaypd coherence of their own mind and the univexsd,
their own personal value, the more they are chgatinmd taking what Christianity gives, its benefits.
That is the point that Schaeffer is making.
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