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Modernism & Ecumenicism

Father, we want to thank You that You are the ladrdll the universe, the Lord of all truth. We pr&ather,
that as we study together, as we think togethat, Yiou will teach us. We thank You for this manmiamu
raised up to speak Your Word very clearly at a jgatar point in history. We pray that we might hakie same
clarity of thinking and the same boldness today #redsame prophetic vision to see what needs saioe
fearlessly in our moment in history. We ask thahEr, for Jesus’ sake. Amen.

The next section that | want to move on to nowearisom several other articles Schaeffer wrotdatragound
the same time that he wrote the little review o68all’s review of Connell’'s apologetics. This negttion is
on the state of the church in the 1940s and inquaatr on the state of modernism.

There were some months when Edith Schaeffer anchildren were in Philadelphia and Francis wasdiiag
around the United States. He gave a series ofreEctiuring that period in several different chusctiet were
then reprinted. There were basically four lectuiése whole thing is calleHere We Standas it was reprinted
later by the Independent Board for Foreign Missidhg the articles were “The Need of Europe,” whizds
published inChristian Life and TimesModernism, Barthianism, and the Ecumenical Moeati” which was
published inThe Baptist Bulletin“Revolutionary Christianity,” and “The Onenesslribelief,” which were
published inBiblical Missions the organ of the Independent Board for Preskatdforeign Missions. These
four articles were given first as lectures in mdifferent churches around the United States, ifirst
Presbyterian churches and then in other churchegtigBahurches, Methodist churches all around theed
States. They were published in these different maga and then brought together in this little Hegldere
We StandHe also wrote several other articles during geatod of several months and in the year or two
afterward about the state of the church at thag.ti@me of them look at the similarities betweemBgo
Catholicism, Greek Orthodoxy, and modernism (anccarelook at that later).

Today | want to look in particular at this artict®jodernism, Barthianism, and the Ecumenical Movanhie
This was first published ifithe Baptist Bulletinn 1948 and then reprinted in various differemtrie—in this
little booklet,Here We Standand also by the American Council of Christian ¢hes. Now, what does he
have to say in this article? In the introductioa,lboks back at the Reformation and shows howeadttiime
there was a unity and diversity in Reformation ches. There was a unity on basic issues of doctinsut

the deity of Christ, the virgin birth, the resuttien of Christ, justification through faith, and en. And above
all, he points out, the major branches of the Refdion were agreed on the absolute authority ap&oe, on
sola Scripturathat we stand under the Word of God. They hadgileements on all sorts of other issues that
were not so central, that did not define what theisfian faith is. But they were agreed on, theyeugnited on,
basic doctrines.

He goes on in the article to point out, second,itihall the Protestant denominations since theoReétion you
find something similar. That is, across all Praastdenominations there has been agreement, onityasic
issues of doctrine. This is what he calls “theastreof historic Christianity.” That is a phrase lsed over and
over again from that point onward, right through thst of his life: “the stream of historic Chrastity.” Thus
Protestant churches had this unity, this agreemecentral doctrines, all undergirded by a commitite the
authority of the Bible.

But there were, at the same time, differences oarskary but important issues. He points out thadigin

sometimes people could be very divisive on thesers#ary issues and regard them as if they hadatne s
importance as the central issues on which they agreed, nevertheless one could look back througlwvhole
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time since the Reformation and see that there wasrgl agreement on the nature of Christianity. alhd
Protestants were very much agreed on this, in tefrtiee basic issues.

The third point he makes in the introduction t thiticle is that when we come to modernism, we fin
something completely new. (He is using “modernisatefer to what is more commonly known as
“liberalism” today). He points out that the diffaee with modernism is that it differs at the poiotagreement
where all the rest of historic Christianity hasesgt—on the virgin birth, on the resurrection of i€hand the
deity of Christ, and particularly on the commitmémthe authority of Scripture. The difference with
modernism is that at all these points it has athffit position, a new position. In particular, mmikem rejects
the authority of the Bible. Modernism, he says,asg|erman higher criticism, which was the othey atthat
time that what we call “liberalism” was referred e carefully distinguishes between German highiécism
and textual criticism, which is looking at the téxtsee what the genuine text is and what it hasyo German
higher criticism simply rejected wholesale largetpaf Scripture on a literary basis or on a suijedasis.
Then he gives a brief, historical summary of Gerinigher criticism, or of modernism. He says it is
approximately 150 years old, going back to abo@01&® has held sway and been the dominant force in
theology in Germany for 100 years, from 1850 ughttime of his writing in 1948. It has held abgelu
dominancy in the churches in Germany during timaetilt has been tremendously dominant and active in
England for a period of 75 years, going back toualdi@75. And in the United States, particularlycsini900, it
has been increasingly influential. He makes thatabiat in the United States its primary entranas through
Union Theological Seminary in New York, from 190@aard. That is his introduction.

Then we come to the main point of his paper. Wieaddes is suggest that there are three phasesdafrniem
of which his readers or hearers should be awaris.i$lnteresting, looking at his analysis of tlevelopment
of modernism, or liberalism. He suggests that tfs¢ phase of modernism was the phase of “Tolerse The
Liberals or Modernists were saying to the reshefpeople in the church, to the Bible-believingi€ians,
“Tolerate us. Tolerate me in the name of love.” Avgdgives some interesting history on that. He agfs
during this first phase of modernism, while the mwists were in the minority in the major denomioreé and
they appealed for toleration, there was some diseigarried out by the Bible-believing Christiaiifie
example that he gives is the instance of the diseif Charles Briggs of the Presbyterian Chutd8A.
Briggs denied the inerrancy of Scripture. Dr. BVBarfield led the movement against him, to have him
disciplined. He was, in fact, tried for heresy andpended from the church. Schaeffer points otittiaas not
that Dr. Briggs was not liked personally, or thabple questioned the strength of his scholarshipirBthe
light of the holiness of God, and the obligatiorbeofaithful to God, church discipline was carread; a
biblical separation was practiced. He was discgaiand suspended from his ministry. This was tisé phase
of modernism: the phase of toleration, the demandolieration by the modernists, and this instawice
discipline, this one instance of discipline. Hessthat basically from the period 1900 to 1920, e/thle
Modernists were largely being tolerated after trie instance of discipline, the Bible-believing adtufell
asleep.

That brings him to the second phase. He descritgesdcond phase of modernism as “the battle.” By 820s,
Bible-believing Christians woke up again, afteritt®® years of sleep. They discovered that the muosls
were no longer a small minority in their denomioas, but in some cases were the majority. And niytwere
they the majority, but they had seized control aihmof the institutions and organizations of mahthe
mainline denominations. So Bible-believing Chrisiauddenly woke up, became alarmed, and joindtein
battle to try to do something about the modernisti®y wanted to try to discipline them, to try vk them
suspended from their ministries, to make pure tteirominations by standing up for the truth. Buthmytime
the battle was joined, it was too late to do amghiThe modernists had been tolerated for so land there
were now really too many of them to do anythinguabb Schaeffer says, “In that battle, as you labk, at
first there were thousands and thousands of misidieachers, Bible-believing Christians who stapdnd
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fought for the disciplining of the modernists. Hoxge when it gradually became apparent that they Rible-
believing Christians] could not win and could natify their denominations, the thousands dwindked t
handful.” There were very few who carried on in bBa¢tle when it became obvious that the battle avasry
huge one, that it was too late to join the battted that very little could actually be done. Hesstat the
consequence here was that the great majority défiblieving Christians in the mainline denominaso
dropped separatism.

Up to that point they had believed, in theory,eparation; that is, the separation of discipliningse who were
wolves in the church, as Paul uses that expressiose who deny central biblical doctrines. As bafs out,
that was the position of the church really for Wigle previous 400 years, back to the Reforma#anyou
look back through all that time, even though therch was plagued at various times by Unitarianisyn,
deism, by all sorts of other problematic teachiagsentral points, the mainline denominations held firm to
the view that it was important to try to maintane tpurity of the church and to discipline those wiere
teaching falsehood. All through that period, thed® rejected the central doctrines had to leaveliuech.
Thus unbelief was outside the church. Now thereavasw situation, and unbelief was inside the dhorcall
the central issues, particularly with regard todhéhority of Scripture. But suddenly, he sayshm 1920s and
early 1930s, many Bible-believing Christians drapg®eir commitment to separation—that is, their
commitment to the purity of the Christian churcimdéthis was simply because they could not win ajaire
liberals. And now separation meant not discipliniegple; separation ought to have meant leavinghhech
themselves. They could no longer purify the chufidiey could no longer discipline those who deniadimal
elements of a biblical faith. He says what showdenhappened at that point is separation in revBsse
“separation in reverse” he means, “If we cannotrgkof them by disciplining them—Dbecause theyraoer in
the majority or have such dominant influence thate is nothing we can do—we should still practice
separation. When we cannot discipline them, we Isheithdraw ourselves and form new denominations.”

Schaeffer points out that this second phase dbaltige was parallel to the Reformation in three svayrst, the
whole church had gone astray from the central iegstof God’s Word, just as it had at the timeha t
Reformation. The Reformers were faced at the begygnof the sixteenth century with basically the \eho
church having turned away and ceased from tea¢hengentral truths of God’s Word: the authority of
Scripture alone, salvation through faith alone, salgtation through grace alone. In this way the levlobiurch
had gone. It would be possible to stay in the dnardy by forgetting the concept of the purity bétchurch
based on the holiness of God. Thus the periodhihech faced in the 1920s and 1930s was parallbletdme
of the Reformation in that huge sections of therchumore or less the whole of the many of the majo
denominations, had become dominated by teachinguwhs contrary to biblical Christianity.

The second parallel he draws to the Reformatidhiss the whole church was lost because the batike
fought too late. Of course, at the time of the Refation it was different. The battle had been hastdreds of
years before. But basically the issue was the sdratthe church woke up too late to do anythingualit. He
says we have the same problem now in the twentasitury. In the 1930s and 1940s, we were in atgitua
where the battle was lost because we woke up tedddight the battle and put out those from therch who
were teaching unbiblical doctrine.

Then he draws a third parallel, and this is a paldrly interesting one. He draws a third pardiletween the
time of the Reformation and today. He says thakethaere many people at the time of the Reformatiba
agreed with Luther’s problems with the Roman CathGhurch. There were many people who agreed, “Yes,
Luther, you are right to criticize the Catholic @tl There are all sorts of real problems. Theeelat of
corruption and all sorts of departure from biblidakttrine.” They agreed with Luther’s attack, ey did not
agree with Luther's way of dealing with the probldmther insisted on standing up for the truth)lyeautside
the church. We see new denominations forming ar @urope during this time. For example, the Ludher

© Fall 1989, Jerram Barrs & Covenant Theological Seany



Francis A. Schaeffer: The Early Years Lesson 13, page 4

churches in Germany and Scandinavia, the Refortectkes in Switzerland, Holland, Scotland, and égan
and the Anglican churches in England. But thereevmeany people at the time of the Reformation who
disagreed with this way of dealing with the probldrhey said, “What we need to do is not to have a
revolution, not to start new churches, but ratbereform the Catholic Church from within.” Schaeféays
that, of course, is the cry of many people in aay.dEven though it is too late to discipline anyoeen though
it is too late to put anyone out, even though timay reject every essential doctrine of Scriptureatwe must
do is work at reforming the church from within.

Schaeffer points out what the reform movement endiltteenth century led to. It led, he suggeststomthe
transformation of the Roman Catholic Church, bu tmunter-reformation. And the counter-reformation
brought about the Inquisition, the rigorous persecuof anyone who disagreed with the Church of Bon
brought about the Jesuit order, a new militancyiwithe Roman Catholic Church to promote its teagéi
And it brought about the Council of Trent, whichesigthened the power of the papacy, placed traddio
equal footing with the Bible in an authoritativeywand led to a careful definition of Catholicisweo against
the Protestant position. Thus the efforts of th@ke wished to reform the church from within led tmivhat
they wanted, but to a tremendously strong reaffiloneand a total domination within the Catholic @tuof a
tremendously strong form of Roman Catholicism. Ebsngs resulted, rather than the moving of thenRo
Catholic Church in a more biblical direction.

In light of this, Schaeffer then asks the questare,those who work for reform today within the al@mations
now dominated by modernism doomed to bring abaustme kind of result as that of those who worked f
reform within the Catholic Church at the time oé tReformation? He says the parallel is very simhgr says,
“The church is gone. The historic stream for thestypart now runs outside the channel of the olbéished
churches. There are those who are staying in, galgeir principles are the same as ours, but wgaireg
about the solution in a wrong way. They, like tloemter-reformation, want reform, not revolution.& then
goes on to say very carefully, “I mean it withmaly soul. | hope that their effect is not to pusubsequent
history a chapter as appalling and tragic as thetes-reformation at the time of Luther. Howeverthis
moment, the parallel is strikingly similar.” Thue s not saying the same kind of thing will cerbaimappen in
our day, that the control of liberalism within thinline denominations will increase as time gogdHe says
that he hopes that will not happen, but theregarallel with the Reformation.

That brings him to the third phase of modernismchlés that “control.” The third phase of modernisnthe
United States is control. There are several pdiatsiakes here. First of all, he says the moderaistaow in
control absolutely in many major denominations. &idtthey build new churches? Where there churaliés
No, he points out that the church in fact was Igsis impact. Many of the modern or liberal chursinere
dying. He gives the example of New England. You saa this very clearly today. You could go up actbun
New England and already in the 1930s and 1940s there churches dwindling so much in their numbers
because of modernism that they were closing thearsl The churches were being boarded up and osed f
other purposes, just as in Western Europe. Of epurdNestern Europe today that direction hasdeithé fact
that now the great majority of people never go r@eanurch, because the church has nothing to $ay. T
powerful teaching of modernism in most of the maenominations and in many of the churches hadded
only to the churches dying, but also to an increéasgheism among young people. Because the chwaisinot
preaching the Word of God and was not giving theppeof the United States or of Europe the true d\adr
God, the culture as a whole (and particularly tbenger generation) drifted toward atheism, towajdating
Christianity and God altogether. We may say th&ia8tfer is absolutely right about that. The chitdoé
liberals, the next generation, are almost alwaysdnists, agnostics, or outright atheists. LibefaisTianity
very rarely carries on to the next generation, bsedhere is really nothing to carry on. Schaeféed the drift
here and the church’s loss of its hold on the yeunmgneration became such a huge thing that themigts
themselves began to realize the need for a newnamd vibrant religion.
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This brings us to Schaeffer's second point underctintrol phase. This is really the heart of higlar:. Into this
acknowledged need for a more vibrant religion stelpigarl Barth. Schaeffer says, “Karl Barth had éasl In
some ways it was the most stupendous idea thavsiome from the mind of man.” Now, what was this
idea? As he spells it out, this idea was how tometde the German higher criticism and the needforore
vital religion. How you can have at the same tini@atwvere called even then “the assured resultsoolienm
scholarship™? That is, the results of the crit@pproach to Scripture, by which we are requirediatdonger
believe what the Bible says in many areas. It igexu to literary, historical, and subjective aigim. Barth had
an idea of how to reconcile that and the need fooee vital religion.

At this point Schaeffer makes a little digressibhis is an important digression, because it isdaa ithat crops
up again and again in his teaching over the nexted%s, up until his death. He points out thahmpast all
philosophers, from whatever school, going rightkoacthe Greeks, have agreed on a certain principid that
principle is that there is such a thing as objectiuth. What does he mean by that? He says, “Beoal have
had all sorts of different ideas about the univef$ey may have been materialists, or idealistsluatists. But
they all agreed that a thing that is true is tnué a thing that is false is false.” He points dnatta new direction
in modern philosophy, which was called pragmatisreametimes irrationalism in the United States, teas
believe that something can be true today but falserrow. Or that it can be true for you but fdiseme. Thus
the truth is no longer regarded as something thabjective, true whether | believe it or not. Rathruth
depends on the individual. Truth is subjective,might say (though it is not a phrase he uses héradh is
subjective rather than objective. He gives an exanift has been stated that some of the irratistahave
said that someday someone will put a kettle omaestand it will freeze instead of boil.” There au@ objective
facts. There is nothing that is objectively trueuth, if you like, is “what works for me.” Or trutls what | think
is the truth. Or truth is what a particular cultoreparticular people think is true at a certaimmeat in time,
and at a later moment in time they may reject dnat believe something quite different. And then ibhérue
for them.

When Schaeffer was saying this in the context efdfurches he was lecturing at, it was a very mea to
challenge people with. Today, of course, that $ guifundamental part of our whole culture—thatgbedave
whatever morality they want to because it is tetiem, and they can have whatever belief theyt vzan
because it is true for them. At that time this \wasdea that | think most Christians had not eveguin to think
about when he started talking about it in the 1940slay you can reddabits of the Heartfor example, by
Robert Ballard and others, which looks at the valoiethe American people. The major point of thosk as it
goes around and looks at the value system of Amuesitoday, is that the great majority of Americange
think the truth is only true for them. It does haive to be true for someone else. “Truth is whdterato me.”
Thus our whole culture now has been completely esthdny this idea. But this was a radically new iotete
twentieth century. It marks a departure from theMltprevious history of Western philosophy.

Now, Schaeffer says that what Karl Barth has dsrte take this kind of thinking and apply it to dhegy.
Something can be false in history but also religiptrue at the same time. | am quoting Schaefbev:riKarl
Barth brought at least some of this thinking oveo ihis theology. He states that a thing can ksefad history
and yet religiously true. To Barth, history doe$ matter.” You may regard the Bible as not the Waoiré&God
and yet still find it subjectively true for your§elr at least parts of it. Schaeffer says, “To Bdlte Bible is not
the Word of God, it just contains the Word of G@¢hat may be the Word of God in it to you may notde
me. And what may be the Word of God today to eitfers may not be at all tomorrow. Thus, basictily
Bible is under subjective judgment just as it wader the older modernism.” Now he has a little ptresis on
Barth here. | will quote this paragraph in fullcbese it is important:
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Now, in fairness we have to say this: Barth seemitsetcoming more and more to the Christian position
He personally may be a saved man. It seems venyitgethat he is now nearer the Christian position
concerning the Bible than he was 10 years ago Bfehvas writing in 1948]. That is why | say that
perhaps he is a Bible-believing Christian. SomdeBi®lieving Christians in Switzerland who know
him told me that they believe he is. However, wkethis is so or not, this weakness of his conogrni
history has loosed a flood upon the world. Theheagrof Karl Barth is bad, but the teaching of thos
who follow him is worse. They take him not as haasv, but as he was 10 years ago, and they go
further than Barth ever would have gone. This sthbthought we may call neo-Barthianism [what
came to be called neo-Orthodoxy]. These men haveedaBarth’s position to such an extreme that a
woman in Paris last summer told me her daughtadhgarth say, “I am not a Barthian!” In other
words, even Barth himself wished to distinguish $ethfrom some of his more extreme followers.

Thus he says, “l am not in a position to judge whearl Barth stands personally before God, but euthany
doubt, his approach to Christianity, theology, &utipture has loosed a flood on the world—on tle®libgical
world, on the world of the church, on the wholesotiety. Rudolf Bultmann is an example of one oftBa
more extreme followers. Bultmann said that thereded to be no historical basis whatsoever for amgtthat
the New Testament says. We may have a personalrfa@hrist regardless of whether He ever existealoo,
regardless of anything that He ever did or not. Wanportant is our personal response to Him ttued
transforming effect that has on our lives, not winaty be true in history. He said that we may dewlgiljize
everything in the New Testament and still hold @odr faith. So Schaeffer acknowledges that Bairtisalf
would not go to that extreme position, that he Ieifnisad been heard to say, “I am not a Barthiartféwhe
looked at what some of his followers had done Wwithposition. And he does not know where Barthdsan
personally in terms of his relationship with GoditBvithout any question, the fundamental idea atiBs has
had a huge effect on the church, an enormouslywisste effect. Basically the effect is an applicatof the
thinking of the world to the Christian faith: Chrémnity no longer involves objective truth, butstsimply a
matter of subjective response. Schaeffer then gigesral examples of some of Barth’s followersréfers to
Reinhold Niebuhr at Union Theological Seminary ieWNYork. Schaeffer speaks of him as one of the most
dangerous teachers of this school of thought angavinethe world. Schaeffer says that basicallyhwhiis
position it does not matter what you believe. kslaot matter what you believe to the person infled by this
view.

Schaeffer says that this is what dominates in #reeFal Council of Churches in the United Statesianide
World Council of Churches. It really does not mattdat you believe to the person who holds thistjmrs
that truth is no longer objective but simply sulbipe and relative to the individual. Thus you canldban
ecumenism regardless of what people believe, whitleg are Roman Catholic, Greek Orthodox, old-line
modernists, Barthians, neo-Barthians, or Bibledwtig Christians—you can have them all togetheeyTinay
have completely opposite doctrines, but they drecatect, because they all have a valid religiexigerience.
We all share the same faith, in other words, bezawesall have our own personal response to Clinstigh we
may define who He is and what He has done in caelgldifferent ways. Now, again, this is the waynsany
people think about Christianity today. This is nader a new idea, but it is just a part of the whidé of the
church today. And it is certainly how the wholetaut regards religious truth. There is no doubt there is
hardly a single person—of course, there are somtehk vast majority of American and European uiebels
today assume it really does not matter what yoiebeland that even Christians do not think it nrattehat
you believe, as long as you are having some kinélafious response that is valid for you. In othwrds, he
is saying that the ecumenical movement, new ecuisen;j is based on the loss of objective religiought
Schaeffer quotes a pastor he spoke to in Saintsl.Missouri. He called this man to invite him ocauthiave
lunch with him. The pastor, a neo-Barthian or neodirnist pastor, said no, he did not want to. Sthiae
asked, “Why not? | had lunch with a Roman Cathptiest last week, and while we disagree about thing
had a very nice time together. | would be very lyajppget together with you.” But the man still sdido, | do
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not want to get together with you.” Schaeffer ask@dell, why not?” The man said, (and | quote naam
Schaeffer), “The fundamental difference is thiee Roman Catholic priest and you have somethimgimmon
that we do not have.’ | asked him what that wad, lm@manswered, ‘You and he agree that one is aigththe
other is wrong. We say you are both right.” ”

Schaeffer’s point is this: in one sense the Bildédving Christian and the Roman Catholic have sbmg in
common. We are agreed that there is truth abousCind salvation that can be discovered, thougldisagree
about what it is. But on that point we are agréekedt there is truth that can be found and we demagbout,
whereas the neo-modernist, the neo-Barthian, §€gs, can believe whatever you like, and it does matter.
You are all right. Everyone is the same. What ipartant is your valid religious experience, thasitrue for
you.” Thus all religious traditions become equathid.

What is the religious experience that someone \tais say, denies the historical resurrectionloist has? |
remember hearing on the radio once on a programtabe resurrection by an English theologian, “The
meaning of the resurrection for me is that evemgo know death is the end, | can have hope anywau
may ask, what does that mean? That just sounda li@em of nonsense. This is a very difficult quasto
answer, because people have fundamentally madsiaction between objective fact and religious eee.

Let me give an example frorhe Myth of God Incarnat®ne of the writers in this book, who teachegjnik,
at Nottingham, is Frances Young. Her chapterlie¢dThe Clouds of Witness.” This is the best deapn the
book, really worth reading. What she does is somgthery similar to what Schaeffer was to do latern
talking about the lower and upper story, thougthetpoint he had not yet developed that idea. VEhat
basically says is that there are two kinds of triitiere is what she calls “trivial truth”; she bmms this phrase
from Arthur Kessler. The two kinds of truth, theme the “trivial” and the “tragic.” That is Arthiessler’'s
phrase being used by Frances Younghe Myth of God Incarnat&he says that the trivial is things like
chairs, the weather, the ordinary facts of ourydexperience, and the things science can look easore, and
understand—the things that can be quantified. Tdgd is the level of meaning. She says that indiiel of
meaning we are no longer talking about facts. Vég@king about analogy, metaphor, and parablenout
about facts. We are not talking about literal tréife do not assign the things in the area of thgidrany literal
meaning. Thus she says, “I will carry on going hairch. And | will carry on taking the SacramentsadA will
carry on praying, saying the creeds, singing tharg; and enjoying the religious experience thageftbings
give. But I will not think that my prayers can aally alter history.” So we pray for our nation, wey even
pray for the weather, and so on. But we do notadigtbelieve that our prayers will alter historgdause the
two levels of the tragic and the trivial do not eeeme together. The tragic is a completely diff¢l@ea. And
to make it very clear that we understand what stsaying, she uses an illustration.

The only way you can really ever understand thiesg$ is by using an illustration. This is becawben you
are trying to set down ideas like this in bluntgwsition, you are left with something that does se#m to
make sense because you are basically, as Schs&ffersaying something is both true and not trileeasame
time. All this is both true and false, but it i$ djht anyway. She uses the illustration of thesroal piece,
“Mass for the Dead.” She says, “It has the powearaiavict me and terrify me even though | may assign
literal meaning to the idea of a final judgmentthe fact of facing God, to the reality of an dffer | know on
the level of the trivial those things are not triley are not real, they are not facts, they atditeoal. But the
music has the power to convict me and to terrify’rBehaeffer was to use much later the illustratbn
Heidegger saying, “Listen to the poet.” In otherds) “You cannot have any rational meaning in yidar but
listen to the poet. Poetry can move you.” Francesny is using exactly the same kind of illustratitivat
music can move you. In the same way, prayer, adorat God, reciting the creeds, and reading thg&oe
has the power to move you and even to transformwthout you necessarily assigning any literalhing it. It
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is true only on the level of the tragic, on thedlesf meaning, not on the level of actuality ortfac something
literal.

Now, our response to that, | think, has to be #aesas Paul’'s in 1 Corinthians 15:13-19: “If thisrao
resurrection of the dead, then not even Chrisbleas raised. And if Christ has not been raisedpoeaiching
is useless and so is your faith. More than thataseethen found to be false witnesses about Godydédave
testified about God that he raised Christ fromdbad. But he did not raise him if in fact the daag not
raised. For if the dead are not raised, then Chastnot been raised either. And if Christ haseen raised,
your faith is futile; you are still in your sinsh&n those also who have fallen asleep in Christoatelf only
for this life we have hope in Christ, we are toplteed more than all men.” Either Christianity iaded on
actual, historical fact—either it is really truethre real world of trivial, everyday events, oreeisis completely
wrong. Either it is true in the sense that if | Heebn there at the grave of Christ, | would hawngbhe empty
tomb, and if | had been in the garden at the tighe, | would have seen Him raised from the deaxuld
have touched Him and eaten fish and bread with éfirthe lake—either it is true in that sense os ot true
at all.

Schaeffer suggests that particularly what Barthadiid then particularly what Barth’s followers dedto say
that we can have faith even though it is no lorigstorically, scientifically, or factually true. Ng | do not
know where Barth stood with the Lord, but | do kninat not long before his death he came here tJthied
States. Various people had interviews with him. Aal Henry, | think it was, who was editor ©hristianity
Todayat that time, asked him the question, “If therd baen a television camera at the empty tomb, wibuld
have recorded anything?” Karl Barth did not ansthierquestion. Rather, he said, “Did you say youewem
Christianity Yesterde® Carl Henry's response was, “Christianity yeségrdoday, and forever.” In other
words, it is really always the same. But Barth dyngvoided the question. For him it was an irrelgva
guestion. It does not matter.

Well, the New Testament says it does matter. lrdsairrection did not happen, then we should sedpgo
Christians. But if you ask what someone’s religiexperience is, it is a purely religious experierideat is
why Schaeffer and | keep saying here that Chrigyiaands or falls on the fact that it is true. later started
talking about “true truth”; here he talks about jetiive truth.” But his point is if it is not truer everyone,
regardless of whether anyone believes, then ibigroe at all. And if it is not true tomorrow aglMvas today, it
is not true at all. It is either true or it is faldt cannot be both. The Christian must not gipehat traditional
understanding of philosophy—and not just of phifdsg it is what all ordinary human beings believe.

| know perfectly well when | go outside here thatle to drive on the right-hand side of the rdadnnot
drive on the left as well or | will get killed. time real world, in the actual world God has makiegs cannot
be both true and false at the same time. But inemotheology they are. They are false in the trieeel and
true in the tragic level, to use that illustratidiis illustration is remarkably similar to Schaefs “lower and
upper story” illustration, which is a perfect ilteestion of this. Something in the lower story its&g so you put
it in the upper story and have meaning there.
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