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Review of a Review (continued)

Father, we thank You for Your truth. We thank Yai ¥You have revealed Yourself to us in Your Word
and spoken to us. We thank You also for the wayeéf@al Yourself in creation. You have not left the
human race without a witness, but everywhere tigetestimony to Yourself. We pray, Father, that as
we think about these things and how to speak tplpethat You will teach us. In Jesus’ name we pray
Amen.

We have come, | think, to point number four in mynsnary of the points Schaeffer makes here in this
little article, “A Review of a Review.” | was disssing in the last lesson how the unbeliever is lsaing
tension (denying the existence of the God of tHaeBand yet living in His world). That brings us to
point number five.

As we think about the tension of the unbelievehdedfer makes the point that God is constantly
confronting the unbeliever with this tension, wiitis inconsistency. The unbeliever has developgd hi
system, his worldview, his set of beliefs about $eify about the world, about his life. And all timae

he is confronted by God with the actual world tBaid has made. Remember from last time that the
person is living in between the world of his woilkelv and the actual world that God has made. The
unbeliever is constantly confronted with God’s itesiny to Himself. You can think of Paul’s statement
in Romans 1:18-20 where Paul says, “The wrath af Sdeing revealed from heaven against all the
godlessness and wickedness of men who suppressitindy their wickedness, since what may be
known about God is plain to them, because God leakent plain to them. For since the creation of the
world God’s invisible qualities—his eternal pow&dadivine nature—have been clearly seen, being
understood from what has been made, so that menithi@ut excuse.” | have heard Schaeffer appeal to
this passage over and over again, using the infege&Sod is constantly confronting the unbelievethwi
evidence from the universe, from His own natured Are unbeliever is constantly pushing it down,
suppressing it, holding it down in his heart. Heasstantly being driven by the evidence to become
aware of the inconsistency, to become aware ofeih&on, but he pushes that down in unrighteousness
That is how Schaeffer understood those words of thRate in Romans 1. You can also think of Paul's
statement in Acts 17:27-28 in the sermon on Malis Wihere Paul says to the people there on the
Areopagus that God is not far from every one of‘ber in him we live and move and have our being.”
Thus every unbeliever is constantly surroundedheytéstimony of God, all the time. And Paul again,
Acts 14:17, says the same thing. In this situatiens trying to stop the people from sacrificing to
himself and Barnabas. There he says, “Yet he haleftdimself without testimony: He has shown
kindness by giving you rain from heaven and cropheir seasons; he provides you with plenty ofifoo
and fills your hearts with joy.”

This is Schaeffer’s fifth point, then: God is cargty confronting the unbeliever with the tensiath
what Schaeffer calls the illogicality in his owfeli If you look at the third page of this articieu will

see at the top of the page where Schaeffer sagidHhisays that many look at the beauty of the nabon
night and do not want eradication. They see thensjdr of creation, and they do not want what their
own worldview leads them to—which is that the waddiltimately meaningless and irrational. They
fall in love, and they do not want it to end indkaess. They experience the reality of love inrtbein
life, which is part of the world God has made, #&mely do not want it to end in just nothingness,clihi
in their view of reality it will. They will die, ath there will not be any more love. The human rate w
finish, and there will not be any more love for ang. It will all be gone; it will be worthless ihd end.
Or they fear to die. They face death, and in tivairldview that is what should naturally come to a
human being who is just a developed animal. But thar death, and feel they ought not to die. Tihere
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something in them that tells them man was not nbadige. Thus Schaeffer uses these three illustratio
of the way God is constantly confronting the undedr with the tension, with the illogicality betwee
his own understanding and the way things are imbidd God has made. The unbeliever is really
caught between two worlds. We may say that heuragd his face into his own world that he has
developed. But all the time he is actually livimgthe world God has made. He is really caught betwe
those two worlds. And God Himself is constantlynessing to him of that tension. Schaeffer says,
“God can and does use these illogical things iraued men to bring some of them to salvation.” Later
on Schaeffer stopped using the word “illogical’rdheHe tended to use the word “inconsistent” more
rather than “illogical.” But at this early stage isausing the word “illogical” to speak about ttesision.
So that is the fifth point.

That brings us to point number six. If God uses¢hmeans to save His elect, so may we use them and
pray that God will use these things and will useappeals to them in our preaching and in our
apologetics. In fact, Schaeffer says that we cannisatever is appropriate for the person. Now, ithis
important. He means that the person you are takking more important than the system of apologetic
that you develop. Each person you meet is in @&wifft situation. If you look at the last page ad th
article, he says:

The extent to which the person is illogical we hav@oint of contact. Therefore, to a certain type
we preach of sin and point out to him that by M &in he has been brought down to the gutter.
To some we give Dr. Machen’s bodKkje Virgin Birth To some we appeal to fulfilled prophecy.
To some we use the classical arguments. To somesevthe philosophical approach, we show
them the alternatives, whether it is the man ingihigeer or the philosophically minded

unbeliever. We use whatever point of contact wegenlf they flee from the nearer contacts
into the distance, we pursue them there. In eithee, it is Christ or death, Christ or Diana,
Christ or modernism, Christ or rationalism, Chassuicide...so it goes. The last step back to
which we press them is into the blackness of mraglity. And if they are already there, we ask
them why they have not committed suicide.

Now, what is he saying there? His point is thisnIfact the person in their inconsistency is loymore

in or closer to God’s world—even though in some svtheir thinking may be shaped by the thinking of
the age in which they live—we may be able to simdg straightforward evidences to appeal to them.
Here he gives the example of Machen’s bddie Virgin Birth.We may be able to show how the New
Testament clearly teaches the virgin birth and ¢ineevidences for the truth of the virgin birthr. e
may appeal to fulfilled prophecy. Now, later on &etier would come to point out that this was really
what Paul was doing.

If you think of Paul in the book of Acts, when laks to Jewish unbelievers, when he goes to the
synagogues he does not talk about the nature afrtiverse. He assumes already that they are living
partially in God’s world because they believe ia thod of the Old Testament. They believe the Old
Testament is God’s Word. They expect a messialn &awt, he appeals to fulfilled prophecy. He shows
them that Jesus was the Messiah. He appeals teread. Now, he is not talking about evidences here
in quite the same way that it is sometimes undedsio terms of evidentialism as a way of approétd.

is thinking of it within this context of the man wis caught between two worlds. Every unbeliever is
really caught between two worlds. But the clospeeson is to the world that God actually made, Hie w
already have some ideas that make him more opawéoy direct approach. Schaeffer uses the
language, “If they flee from the nearer contacts,pursue them to the farther.” There he is talking
about the “nearer” as the person to whom you d&ratzout the virgin birth or fulfilled prophecy. €h
person who has accepted a totally non-Christiaddvi@w, such as a humanistic worldview, is not open
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at all to hearing about fulfilled prophecy or tlaet that Jesus is the Messiah. When Paul is wéh th
Gentiles he does not talk about Jesus being theiktesThey would not have understood that idea.even
He talks about something different. He talks abwob God is, the nature of the world, and the natdire
the human person. He starts with the issues tbgtdéhson is dealing with. We pursue him to where he
is. The unbeliever who is most consistent is thegewho is living most in his worldview. Thus we

will use whatever is appropriate in communicatingémeone depending on where they are, how close
to or how far from a biblical position they are. ¥Whve are to work to do is to find a point of canta

The point of contact will be the area where thesperis inconsistent, or where there is a tensidnsn

or her own heart. We can look at the examples $i@ragves in the quote above. If the person values
human love even though there is no room for lovieisrworldview, that will be the point of contatit.

he values rationality even though there is no rémmmationality in his worldview, we will make th#te
point of contact.

Let me give you an illustration from one of our f@ssors with the Hindu man who came to discuss his
faith. Here was a man who clearly valued his owgnitly as a human person, who clearly thought there
was a fundamental difference between good and@uil.professor appealed to both of those issues in
his discussion with the Hindu man because those ter clear points of tension. This is because in
Hinduism and absolute Monism there is no roomtiervalue of the individual. And yet here is this
person with tremendous dignity, with a great déahtlligence and obviously a delightful persongali
who values himself as a person. So you appeahto Ytou show him that there is your point of cohtac
He values something that only has meaning wittbiblacal understanding. Thus you start from there
and show him the conclusion of his own position.

Let us look for example at an unbeliever who isidiiag in the middle between his own worldview and
the world God has created. He values his persgnbditus say. But in his worldview that does natke
sense (let us say he is a Hindu with an absoluteisfleiew like this man was, that is, everything is
ultimately one). What you do is push him so thatées where his worldview leads, that it leaves him
with no value whatsoever for his personality. Ybow him the conclusion of his position; you push
him to the logical conclusion. That is what Scheetfalled it later. He says here, “The last stegkba
into which we press them is into the blacknessrafionality. And if they are already there, we ask
them why they have not committed suicide.”

Now, it may sound terrible to speak that way. Heassaying this harshly. He is not saying it hbrstt
all. He is just trying to help us see what we niedo. This is exactly what Isaiah does when Hested
the people who worship idols. He pushes them tdahseolly of their own position, if they reallyitik
through what it means. This is also exactly whatl Baes in Acts 17. He shows them how foolish it is
to worship the things they do worship rather tHanttue God. Thus you are doing several things. You
are pushing the person to the conclusion, youtaowisig him the conclusion of what his own
worldview is. At the same time, you are showing livat the things he values, that point of tension o
contact, can only make sense within a Christiaretstdnding. You are taking the thing that is valeab
to him and showing him that it only makes sens@aa’s world. This is like Isaiah in Isaiah 40-4& H
tells them, “You are so much greater than an idadsnade them yourselves! How can you bow down
and worship them?” Man can only have real digndgduse he is made by God, not by worshiping
something that he has made himself. Thus you ais him the conclusion of his own position, and
you are at the same time showing him the glorhefGospel. You will never meet anybody who is
completely consistent within his own worldview. Taés always a point of contact. As Schaeffer says,
“If the unsaved man were completely illogical, awdhad no point of common contact, we could not
reach him, for he would have taken his life anthe@ut of our reach.” Anyone who is still alive,uyo
can still communicate with precisely because threyséll holding on to life, and life is God’s gifnd
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the extent to which they are holding on to lifethiat extent you have a point of contact with every
human being.

If we are thinking about the issue, the point Stieaenakes is this. Taking Bertrand Russell as an
example, he says that there is no God, as he ddes bookWhy | am not a ChristianThere he sets
forth his arguments against Christianity. He ackieolges there himself that “If there is no God than
individual life will end in the grave. And the wiehuman race will disappear completely when the
earth is destroyed, when the solar system endseT$fi@o future for the individual, no future fiwet
human race.” And he goes on to say that this mgwtshere is no value, ultimately, to moralitytor
any kind of human achievement—to intelligence,remativity, to anything we can build. And then he
actually says, “...only on the firm foundation of uglging despair can the soul’s habitation hencéfort
be safely built.” This means recognizing that ymaral choices have no value at all. Now, he has
acknowledged there that if he were consistent baldirecognize that there is finally no difference
between good and evil. It really does not makedifigrence in the end. Our professor made the same
point when he was talking about Hinduism in the g&had Gita. It is very, very clear in the discussio
between Krishna and Arjuna that Krishna is ackndgieg that in the end there is no difference
between good actions and bad actions. It makesfieoathce in the end. That is what amorality issit
when you have no basis for morality.

However, as you look at the life of someone liketBad Russell, you see two things. You see firat t
he was a moral person in the sense that he wasmwaral. He continued to make moral judgments, right
up until he was past 90 years old and died. Heaumaghere protesting against the atomic bomb and
against American intervention in Vietnam and thihigs that. He was always making moral judgments.
“This is wicked!” Well, he had no basis for that atboever, when he says that in the end it does not
really matter. But we can be thankful that he wa®nsistent in this way. If people were completely
consistent, the universe would be an appallingeplBat God has not left Himself without a witness,
and human beings do have the Law of God engravedennhearts. And thankfully they are not
completely given over to evil, to thinking it reallioes not matter what we do. Thus he was not dmora
he was a moral person in the sense of making muagments.

Russell was very good at making pronouncementstaborality in general and the immorality of
nations. His cause was Man, with a capital “M.” Bdtat he lost sight of was the importance of
individual morality. He would talk all the time altcthe human race and the importance of doing ¢hing
that were righteous for the cause, furthering tinese of humanity. But in the process his own ligsw

an absolute scandal in terms of the way he trdatedife, who was very faithful to him and lovedrhi
very dearly. Then when he was in the United Stdtethering the cause of humanity,” he stayed ia th
home of a professor of one of the universities @wNEngland. There he seduced the man’s youngest
daughter. And for him it did not matter because‘thhuse” was what mattered. Thus there was ceftainl
immorality in his life, but there was not amoralifyhere was not amorality in him or in most other
people.

You occasionally find people who are almost totaliyoral. The Marquis de Sade would be a good
example, the father of what is called Sadism. Hktha view that because men are stronger, thegean
whatever they like to women, physically and sexuaiind he lived this out quite consistently. It was
interesting; a man who spoke here recently saicd the Marquis de Sade’s mother-in-law who had
him put in prison in the Bastille in 1789 becausdreated his wife, her daughter, so appallingiyiyna
He really lived out what he believed, that you cbweat women exactly how you wanted to. He said,
“Simply because | am stronger, | can do what LTikée was really a naturalist in that sense, thahns
just an animal who sprung up from nature and inneathere is the survival of the fittest, of the
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strongest. “I am stronger, so | can do to womentexe | want to do.” He lived that out in practice.
And the French Revolution was an expression of tifehe strong destroying the weak. That was an
amoral revolution; it is a good example of amoyalit had no moral basis or foundation at all.

That brings me to the next point. Point number saséehis: we are not consistent, either. Thahéslast
point Schaeffer makes in this little paper. At émel he says, “Incidentally, | think it is worthwénilo
also call attention to the fact that after we areverted, we still do not hold a Christian worldvie
consistently, either. Many people are Christiarthwery little of what we would call a Christian
worldview. And none of us will be completely coneigt until we are fully glorified.” This is really
important. To have that humility about yourself sgas the way in which you speak to people. And if
you wanted to give a heading for this article,@rthis whole section, or for Schaeffer’'s apologgtive
could call it “compassionate presuppositionalisiWé must not imagine, this is really what he is sgyi
that the unbeliever is in total darkness and thatoeliever is in total light. It is not as simplethat. Of
course, in one sense it is. When a person becor@esistian, he or she is transferred from the korgd
of darkness into the kingdom of God’s beloved S&/e.are now fully acceptable to God. We are
covered by the blood of Christ so that we are p#sfeeceived by Him. We have peace with God. Thus
in one sense we are walking in the light fully. Buainother sense we are not walking fully in igét,
and we all know that very well. It is like Paul sag 1 Corinthians 13:12, “For now we see in a amirr
dimly, but then face to face. Now | know in palhten | shall know fully, even as | have been fully
known.” That is the reality in which we all find melves. Actually, any particular Christian indivad

is on a road heading out of darkness into lighty hristian is on a road, heading out of darkness i
light. We have not arrived yet. We all make pleottynistakes in our thinking, as the New Testament
acknowledges. None of us is perfect, either in wieato, or in what we think. Now, that is
tremendously important for the way we treat othkri€tians as well. We should not think, “I have the
perfect doctrinal system at every point, and otlaeescompletely wrong.” We acknowledge that we
make mistakes in our thinking.

This is important in apologetics, because it erabie to speak with humility to the unbeliever. | am
speaking as fellow sinner to fellow sinner, asofe@llseeker to fellow seeker. This is because, while
have found God (in one sense, or while God hasdao®), | am still seeking Him. | am still seekimg t
know Him better. So | speak as fellow sinner téofglsinner and as fellow seeker to fellow seekerd A

| must speak with compassion to a person who isdiin tension. | must speak in compassion, because
he is lost and because he is caught in the ten&imhl must compassionately point out to him thd en

of the road down which he is going. You must veaxetully and very gently point out to someone
where he is going, that if he were consistent haeldvbave no other alternative but suicide. Yourae
interested in arguments. You are not interestedaking points, in beating someone over the head to
make them realize what a fool they are for holdlng position. You are compassionately showing them
where this would lead them if they took it congiskeg At the same time, we are compassionately
showing them the truth that gives light. Thus onestmot imagine that what you are doing is pushing
person hard into his own worldview and saying, ‘sTisiwhat it means. Do you not realize where it is
taking you? It is leading you to death, irratiohglmeaninglessness, absurdity, amorality, and a
hopeless universe.” Then when you get him therdeande him feeling totally worthless, then you come
along with a nice way to comfort and say, “Actuatlyere is an answer here...” That is not what
Schaeffer is talking about. At the same that yaustnowing him where this leads consistently, ya&u ar
also showing him there is an answer to it. Yousli@wing him where the darkness is. You are pushing
him back into his own worldview. But at the sammdithat you are doing that, you also show him
where the light takes you, you are showing him vthatlight will give.
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The book of Ecclesiastes is a wonderful examphbhisf The major theme of Ecclesiastes is the total
vanity of human existence. But it is not unrelieggaom. In every chapter or so in Ecclesiastestiger
another theme that appears just briefly here amckttlshowing there is an answer to the problems. It
never spelled out in detail. It is not spelled iouts clearest form until the very last verseeafieath
there will be a judgment of God, when everythingttls done and thought and said will be brought to
the light, and that is the end of the matter. Nbevdoes not tell you until the very end of the badiat
the solution is to the problem he raises, and éven he does not spell it out in detail. But all
throughout the book he gives hints that there iar@wer to the problem of meaninglessness, with
which he has begun.

That is an illustration of what | am talking abovbu do not just push someone to absurdity because
they might very well commit suicide. You must ateth them at the same time that there is an answer
here. You do not want the person to end up in aisyiyou want them to end up in light. Therefore

you show them the light at the same time. With cassppn you point out the end of the road, and with
compassion you show the truth that gives light. iaue compassion because you have been found by
compassion yourself. That is the heart of the Go§pwist is compassion. He is compassion incariate
have been found by compassion, by the compassiGoof And therefore | speak with compassion to
others. | also speak with compassion because |inhavasistencies myself. | still have tensions and
confusions. | do not live the Christian life petfgcand | must not pretend that | do. | do notd&av
everything clear, and | must not pretend that lehaverything clear. | have some wonderful answers
God has given me, which | can share. And hopetfultye should be some consistency in my life so that
the unbeliever can see that there is a differemeg¢hat | do and the way | live. But | am not in@sftion

of having everything while this man has nothingd®as everything, and we are both looking toward
God, who gives truth. He has given me some, andlrfawnbly and compassionately want to share it
with someone else.

Let me give you an illustration of my own fatherh@n | went back to live in England, my father was i
his 70s. He was 74 and very ill. He had been a raatical socialist, a Marxist for most of his lifey

the previous 40 or 50 years, ever since just #ftefirst World War. Like many other young British
young men, he was made totally cynical about tleealing order by the first World War, which was
such a totally useless, worthless, and unnecessarySo many people’s lives were just so appalingl
destroyed by bad leadership, both from the govemaied from the generals. And my father saw most
everyone he knew get killed. He was in the trenchd&elgium and France. He could never talk about
it, even 50 years later, without crying. It was @f¢hose things that was just completely overwhegm
to him. And after the war, in reaction to everythime had been brought up in, he turned to Marxism a
having the answer. He was, you could say, a humaiesdid not believe in God. He did not think God
was necessary; it was just man here. But the péaticlirection he had gone in for answers was
Marxism because of its economic solutions and salcselutions.

Now, my wife and | came back from the United Statelsve near my father and mother. After
graduation from here, my wife and | went back t@land, because of their need. None in my family
were Christians at all, and | had spent very liitiee with them since being converted, just a weele

and there, before coming over here. At that timatwhried to do was to find a point of contactuse

the language Schaeffer is using here. Now, ingitigtion, a point of contact was this: he and my
mother were both very moral people. They assumedeibond half of the Ten Commandments as self-
evidently true, like many other people in our socighough increasingly less, if | may add). They
assumed the second half of the Ten Commandmentsweas/ou should not murder, you should not
steal, you should not commit adultery, you showtlbear false withess, you should not covet your
neighbor’s wife or his property. They thought thesee self-evidently right, that all decent human
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beings regard these as necessarily true. Thatheasay they lived. They were extremely good people,
as people go. They were a lot better in some waysanly speaking, than many Christians | know.
They were very compassionate to people. | remelberlittle boy taking, every Christmas, a basket o
food to an old man who lived alone in the villalyg, parents were very poor, but every year we took a
basket of food with chicken, a Christmas puddinglenay my mother, minced pies, and all kinds of
things so that he could have some kind of ChristiAad they were always doing things like that, keal
being kind to people.

So the point of tension was their morality, whicaswery precious to them and which they regarded as
self-evidently right. They were both tremendousaly put by the moral breakdown in our society. Even
back then when | went back to England in 1971o@8Western society, as it is increasingly todayswa
evidently morally bankrupt. Moral standards of gvMend, whether in the area of sexual morality,
honesty in the workplace, or in other areas, wegaying. Sometimes people will try to deny that,
saying, “People are always the same.” Well, of seyreople are always sinful, but there really are
differences in moments in history.

One illustration is this: when | was a little boyded to wander all over the countryside in tha afe
England where | grew up, by myself on weekendsghgs, and vacations. | would wander like that
without my parents having any fear at all aboutwaadering around. Now | have lived for the last 18
years in England just a few miles from where | gtgwworking in L’Abri there. | was talking to my
mother about this just recently. We have neveolgtchildren (I have three boys) wander around the
countryside by themselves. And my mother agreed mi¢. She would not even consider doing that
today. Things have really changed. Children aresat# in our society, wandering about alone. They
were 35 years ago, but they simply are not nowt iEhane illustration of what is happening in our
society.

For my parents this was a tremendous concern. Aiséd that as our point of contact. Now, | tried to
show them very gently, and they were open to dsngshis. It is because of the rejection of Gaat th
people have begun to live more and more consigtémthe fact that they do not believe there i®d.g
Like Dostoevsky said, “If God is dead, everythisgpermitted.” Everything is permitted. And that is
what is happening in our society. Everything issied permitted. Jean-Paul Sartre said over and over
again, “If God is dead, indeed everything is petaait and man is completely alone to do whatever he
wants to do and whatever he will do. And it realbes not make any difference what you do. It da¢s n
matter in the end.” | tried to show this to my pasevery gently. Of course, with your own paremish
your own father, you do not say, “Dad, you are@.f¥ou have got it all wrong. All your life you lia
believed these lies. If you only had the intelligeno see it, this is just ridiculous.” You do speak

like that to anyone, and especially not to your garents. My father is a very proud man. So, very
gently | started showing him, “This moral decayttyau see in society is the logical conclusion
beginning to work itself out of the worldview yoave adopted.” Now, that was a hard thing to say, bu
| said it very gently. And at the same time | wagisg, “The kind of morals you so rightly treasgen
only be held, can only have any real meaning, Ghstian foundation. There is a God who has a
moral character, who is holy, righteous, and jAsd His character provides the foundation for mityal
in the universe. This is a moral universe in whighlive. Good is really good, and evil is reallylev

And it will always be that way, no matter what pleognink. That is why you treasure morality—
because you have been made in God’s image, aedlly rs right. You have His law written on your
heart.” Thus, at the same time you are saying,sThwhere this leads, it leads to darkness anthdiéa
leads to the decay of the individual and of théurel” and at the same time you are saying, “Arnslith
the answer to the problem.” That was really a mégnshich we could communicate, and he became a
Christian. That was the point of real contact. Hes\able to say, “Yes, yes | see.”
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Now, you do not do this all at once. | had disomssiwith my dad over three or four months. Then he
became a Christian eventually, about six weeksrbédfe died. Actually, he became a Christian with Dr
Schaeffer personally when he was visiting us. My di@d of cancer and became a Christian just six
weeks before the end. And it was this point of aonthat really opened the door. Now, | have dbee t
same sort of thing with many, many other people & question of getting to know the people. That
why Schaeffer says, “If you have an hour with songegou spend 50 minutes asking questions and 10
minutes giving the answer.” What he meant by thaini order to communicate, you really have to find
out who they are. In this way you begin to find aiere their point of tension is, where there obe

in their armor, where there is a point where theysdill living in the world God made and still uatg

what is true, right, good, and just. It is fromttpaint that you start communicating the Christian
message. Do ordinary people—the ordinary personarstreet, the person out in the rural community—
have questions like this? Can one approach thdahsarkind of way? | would say absolutely yes. It is

not a matter of using intellectual language oritagkabout philosophy or anything like that. My fath

left school at the age of 16 and went to join i finst world war. He had no formal education. Hasw
quite a widely read person, but he certainly ditiread philosophy or anything like that. He actyall

read mostly travel books, about other culturessandn. He was not an intellectual at all.

Now, I think it has nothing to do with being intsttual, actually. That is where we have such coorfus
about apologetics. Apologetics has come to be thiooigas something that is for intellectual people.
do not think it is at all. | think you can say thdkings to children, to small children. It is jasinatter of
using the right words. When the Schaeffers firsttwe Europe, they went to do a children’s work.
They were talking about the world God has madeirtita to little children. They produced that serie
of studies on Genesis and on Lukggerybody Can Knowyou can take the most profound aspects of
biblical truth and communicate them very simplyp&ople.

Let me use another illustration. | have a convesahat is ongoing with my barber, the lady outhe
next town who cuts my hair. She raised this sasigei®ne day when | was there having my hair cut.
This was earlier this year at a time when a girsWweutally raped and murdered here in our community
She said, “Why are there so many things like tlagplening?” So | thought, there is a good opporunit
to say something. So we started to have a disqusStee is not an intellectual at all. But she is
concerned about what is happening in our socigiyytamoral breakdown. Thus | began to explore very
gently, in the limited amount of time you have ibaber’'s shop, what is happening. First of ajot

her to open up a little more, just to find out whlaé was thinking. She was talking about how her ow
husband watches pornographic films and about hewedising this is to her. This gave me the
opportunity to talk about general moral breakdothat it really has a practical effect in peopleves.

You cannot just keep watching pornography and aetht affect you. These images, these ideasyreall
change the way people think, about women, about arahultimately they change their behavior.
People really are profoundly affected by ideasiamafes. Their imaginations and their minds ardyeal
touched. And that began to be a point of contataltoabout what is happening in our society ang.wh
Because people have turned away from God and Hisnamdments and think they can make up their
own ideas of the way people can live. That cande gery simply. It does not have to be said in an
intellectual way. And there is no solution to threblem, except for people turning back to God and
having a solid source of knowing what is right avitat is wrong.

In fact, | would say most rural people are opethis particular argument. | say this because they a
generally more conservative in their morals andreafly appalled by what is happening in our cities
and in our culture as a whole. | would suggest tlmatonly in terms of talking to the individual, tgou
can preach on these things. We all ought to bechmeg on them regularly. It is precisely at a pdiike
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this that God’s Word really touches our world todéfe are communicating the truth, but we are
talking about a God who truly exists, who has aahonaracter, whose moral character provides the
basis for distinguishing between good and evil famanoral behavior in the human world. And then
what we see in our society is the ruin of a sodie& has turned away from God and insisted that isna
the measure of all things for himself. You can gase things really simply. | have been challenging
another class to try to think about how you wouwdchmunicate that particular idea to children of €igh
or nine years old. | think you can communicateeityvsimply.
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