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New Modernism and the Bible

Father, we want to thank You for this day, for bleauty of it. We thank You for the wonder of Y oeaton.
Everything You have made demonstrates to us smgsly Your power, Your divine nature, and Youligbin
designing such a marvelous universe. We thank &u-ather, that You have spoken to us in Your Wéod
have not left us alone just drifting around in sde and confusion. You have spoken so that we noay Who
You are, who we are, and what You have done fosalmtion. It brings resolution and reconciliatiamo our
lives. We pray, Father, that in what we study tbgetn this hour You will help us to understand the
preciousness of Your Word and the truth You hagkespto us. In Jesus’ name. Amen.

Our topic for today is Schaeffer’s paper, “The Ndadernism: Neo-Orthodoxy and the Bible.” This was a
paper that he gave in 1950 at the Second Plenargcil®f the International Council of Christian Ghhes
meeting in Geneva, Switzerland. At this point hd haen living in Switzerland for between one and ywars.
He had more time to reflect about the new theolétg/took some of the ideas we saw in the lastlanve
looked at about Karl Barth and Barthian theologg daveloped them more. One of the fascinating thaigput
this lecture he gave and the article that came itasnthe way we see seed thoughts that becamé moce
fully developed in his later teaching and writitig fact, we could really call this the intellectu@ilmate of the
new theology. He tries to summarize some of thatpdrom the philosophical thought of the cultunel éhe
social thought, which he sees as the backgrounithdbétne development of the new modernism of neo-
orthodoxy. Later on in the late 1950s and early0E96e gave a series of lectures called “The kteigl
Climate of the New Theology.” It was developed inah greater detail than it is here. Those lecture® part
of what was behind his bookscape from ReasandThe God Who Was Thenqgublished at the end of the
1960s. Here he began to develop some of thesehtsfay the first time. He suggests that it is mgit to see
neo-orthodoxy theology just as a theology that@rnghe minds of theologians who felt like theyded to
have something to say. Rather the theology anditigrof the new modernists and neo-orthodox thaalog
has to be seen, and can only be understood, $@e®it against the context of the intellectuahate of the
early part of the twentieth century.

He starts the article by describing his own expegeand the experience of many other people like hike
himself, many other people grew up in liberal clwasthat no longer taught the supernatural Chmiyiaf the
Bible. They did not teach that Jesus is God and fiieour sins, but they taught a very watered-dovassage
about human relationships, the universal fatherhadd@od, and the universal brotherhood of men. 8itba
says in his own life, as he grew up going to arbehurch, this had no message that compelledoinim
interested him at all. It did not strike him asrigesomething that was intellectually attractiveaigiously
forceful in any way. Like many other people, hdtdd from liberalism into a position of agnosticisithis says
that we cannot know God at all or that we simplyndb know anything about Him, and it is not everrtivo
knowing anything about Him. He was in a state afartainty and agnosticism. He says that many pdikae
him drifted from liberalism into that state of agtioism. From that state of agnosticism, like hilfygseany
people came to know Christ when they heard Himrlglgaoclaimed for the first time and came acrdss t
Christ who is proclaimed in the Scripture.

He suggests that it is against that backgrountiefdilure of liberalism to proclaim a Gospel tt@iched
people, drew people, and compelled people’s intetbat we see the development of the new theolehigh
he calls transcendental theology. The idea istthascendental theology, rather than speakinglhidiberal
theologian from simply within the perspective ofitan beings, it proclaims that there is indeed alvtioat
comes from outside the human situation and speakeeh to give men the Word of God. It is a trandee
word. It has a strong authority, coming from outsidan so that man can escape from agnosticismoéterbt
have to be driven into a position of uncertaintyhwio answers to his needs. There was fundameatalbed
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against the background of liberalism for a new lbgp It was a theology that had an authoritativadvfor the
human condition.

Schaeffer says that as we look at the intelleatliimlate of the twentieth century and behind the tiesology,
we fundamentally see a denial of the absolutenkesath. When we look at twentieth century thinkimgone
field after another, there is a rejection of theadhat truth can be known and that truth standbsolute
opposition to falsehood. He sets this out in vaiaays, looking at some of the thinkers and ideashave
shaped the way people think in the twentieth cgntde starts with the approach to logic of somentireth-
century thinkers. He suggests that many of thene lséepped out of logic.

If we look at the whole history of Western philobgpgoing right back to the Greeks, an idea that alevays
common was that there was truth here, and oppasiedstfalsehood. There is fundamentally an aesth. This
was an idea that Schaeffer developed in much grdatail later on. A is opposed to non-A, as hd &ater on.
Truth and falsehood are in absolute oppositioratthether, and nothing can ever change that. Hgesis)
however, that in twentieth-century philosophy, éhbas been a radical change or revolution in pbybgal
thinking. Instead of thinking about truth and félsed, there is now the philosophy of pragmatismoeisited
in particular with the name of Dewey. In pragmatirere is essentially the idea that it is not astjoa of what
we know that is true as opposed to what is falsgehd, the truth is found in what is useful oushle to the
thinker, philosopher, or scientist. Once you sa{,tiiou have completely rejected the idea thaetigetruth
here and falsehood there. Truth may be here oe ihéris useful. It could be the opposite of whratth was
once seen to be if it is useful. Once one saysthigatrue is useful or “meaningful for me,” the udhaotion that
some things are true and the opposite of thenlge feas completely disappeared. Truth is now définéerms
of its value to the individual. Dewey would haviedrto defend this total relativism by saying iatually only
the scientist or philosopher who can really saytvidhaseful and therefore true. He tried to say itot just the
man in the street who can say what is useful todnohtherefore true. It is the trained scientigharker who is
able to say what is useful and true. Fundamenitiadye is a denial of antithesis that truth andetad®d are in
opposition to each other. That whole notion haagpgared, and people consider what truth is on l=ielp
other grounds. Truth is no longer absolute; it @tis useful, meaningful, and has value. Thahs area
where our approach to truth or understanding selhlis changed in twentieth-century culture.

The second thing he mentions is the logic of thiopbpher George Hagel. Schaeffer refers to Hagel's
dialectical thinking, which says that truth is aigered in the process of history. We see at orggestahistory
what we might call a thesis. Then a reaction to dexelops, an antithesis, or its opposite, whichgposed to
the thesis. Then as history moves forward, theglreesl the antithesis come together to form a gamh
History progresses and moves upward. That synthessmes a new thesis, generates its own antitlaesls
moves onward. That was Hagel's key to understankiistgry. This appears to deny that truth and fadse
are opposed to each other. Truth is somethingghatthe process of becoming and being realizdusdery
unfolds itself. That is a second part of the irtetibal climate of the new theology.

The third issue that Schaeffer mentions is sontee@thanges that have taken place in modern sciklgce
points out that in science up until the end ofrireeteenth century there had been a confidencéntiratin
beings could totally understand the universe withgower of human reason. As some scientists tlanwagy
from God, they saw reason simply as a tool forralete understanding and comprehension of physical
reality. Then he points out that as modern scidrasedeveloped in the twentieth century, the oldmatistic
approach to physical reality has had to give way tather different understanding. He mentions rsg¢iings
here. He talks about how physicists have had tcecimnterms with light being both waves and parsicldeas
that appear to be in antithesis to each other, sggbto each other, and paradoxical, we have targay
complimentary, and both are true. In the area ieih®e, instead of talking about antithesis or paxadve have
to talk about complimentarity or two complimentamyths. He mentions as well Einstein’s theory ddtigity,
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which is that the motion of objects is relativeech other. For example, you could stand on thergrand
throw a baseball at a wall at 15 miles an houry@r could stand on a moving platform that is movan@ve
miles an hour toward the wall, throw the baselzalt] the baseball would now go at 20 miles an Hbyou
have two cars that travel toward each other atiil€s an hour, their speed relative to each oh@0D miles
an hour. That was part of Einstein’s theory oftireiy. Some thinkers understood that to mean évatrything
in the universe becomes relative. Because vel@itglative to the observer, other aspects of odetstanding
of reality become relative as well. It was appliedur thinking about everything. Everything isatéle to the
position of the observer. People began to thinkda understanding of everything is relative te tibserver.
We may say that is an inappropriate use of theryheforelativity, but in many people’s minds thaebry
appeared to take away the certainty of being abkebow anything with any objectivity. Rather it deywls on
the subject.

Schaeffer mentions as well Heisenberg’s uncertgntgciple, which says there are elements of uag@st in
the basic structure of reality. If we look at thieraic structure of things, we cannot predict absdjuwhat the
various particles in the subatomic structure aiagyto do. We can only predict with a level of pabidity what
any individual particle will do. We have no abselgertainty. Schaeffer does not develop any ofetipegnts in
detail here, though he would develop them much.late simply points out that in the twentieth cegfdrom
the time of Einstein in 1905 when he first madedpscial theory of relativity public, science hasieged the
way people think. It takes a different approacheicognizing that it does not have certain knowlealgeut
everything, and there is an element of relativitg ancertainty in its knowledge. In some areadedls with
probability rather than an absolute determinakbdditse It has encouraged an attitude of relativityvard all
knowledge. What we understand is relative to theeoker.

Fourth, Schaeffer looks briefly at the social scen This was an area in particular that he deeelopore fully
later. He says in the social sciences they treaiamubeings just as objects or things to be studiedexample,
the sociologist will do a statistical survey ang gzat 60% of the people do a certain behaviorntioat
description of what people do, the sociologist wWikn create an “ought.” If 60% of the people thamkmarital
sex is right and that is what they practice, theas iight. Schaeffer developed this idea of sagatal law or
morality in much more detail later on. He mentidneery briefly in this article. But this was a paf the
background of the new theology. There is relativisrathics and law in our culture.

Fifth and finally, Schaeffer mentions the arts ish@rt paragraph. In the modern arts, particulariyainting
and music, there is a message of the uncertaintyiarelatedness of all things. The arts in partictéflect
where the general culture is. It has an uncertabtut what is seen with the eye. Its message ¢gibecome
very subjective, so it is hard for me to look gaaénting and say what it was intended to be. Mpoese has to
be entirely subjective. | do not think any of usulebprobably agree if we were to say what a paldicpainting
is. The same would be true with many examples afenoart. The response to it is subjective, becansds
uncertain what the artist was trying to portrayatidition, there is a lack of relatedness in mo@etnSchaeffer
does not develop this here, but later we will labkhe first article he wrote on art to see whahag to say in
more detail.

He gives these five examples, first in relationgbipogic, antithesis, and pragmatism. Next hestalkout
Hagelian dialectic, science and relativity, theiglbsciences and statistical surveys of peoplefab®r to
determine morals and law, and finally the arts sHggests this intellectual background is the cdantewhich
the new theology is to be understood. One shouldoo& at the new theology and see it as some tigénhs
who have invented out of their own heads a newltiggdfor the twentieth century. The theology hab¢o
understood against this background of where thergéoulture is. It is simply a reflection of thatlture.

© Fall 1989, Jerram Barrs & Covenant Theologicah@eary



Francis A. Schaeffer: The Early Years Lesson 15, page 4

He goes on in the article to ask what this willgaroe. As neo-orthodoxy and the new modernism tekests
bloodstream this intellectual climate, what effedt this produce for its approach to the Christfaith and
theology? He makes a series of points here. Thething it produces is the belief that Christigraén be true
religiously even if one might say it is historigafhlse. The Garden of Eden, for example, desciifdess man
as a sinner, though it is not necessary to regasl heing an historical account of how man becasianer. It
simply describes the human condition. It may hawéistorical content, but it is religiously true éwhay say
we are uncertain about the historical events aisldge, but that does not matter for what we nifaipk about
the Christ of faith.

This first consequence of the new theology reftectn its culture is that a thing can be falsetanel at the
same time. History and faith do not necessarilyehtavaccord to be able to hold onto Christian dloetrThe
first opposition that is produced is one of histeeysus faith.

The second thing we find is that theology may bkedin contradictions, particularly as you look arBiian and
neo-Barthian theology. It appears to rejoice int@mictions and paradoxes. The more contradictoons
paradoxes there are, the better. It is sometinfBeudii to tie it down and say exactly what a thegian means.
If you look, for example, at the discussion thas®all, Schaeffer, and one or two others had with Rarth,
he appears to contradict himself in the discusgiban he talks about the doctrine of the Trinity #mel person
of Christ. He does not seem to mind that at alk the same when you read some of Barth’s writihig. very
difficult to pin it down and identify what he saysbecomes extremely difficult to understand. Hesv
theology does not require of itself that it be t@diy meaningful. Paradox does not matter to itaose
theology is in a completely different area fromaaélity or logic.

We may say that the second opposition that thethewlogy allows is one of logic over against faithe idea
taken from science, which is a misapplicationhat tyou can have complimentary truths that appebetin
opposition to each other. They may appear to beddlg false, but they will be true anyway. Thatis
misunderstanding of science, because whenevercecianes something like that it just means it dagshave
a big enough picture of the particular thing to emstand why it is the way it is. There is a higre=olution to a
problem like light consisting of both waves andtjgéas. What appears to be a paradox or contraddics not
so when we have more knowledge. Neo-orthodox tlggalejoices in paradoxes and contradictions. It see
necessity whatsoever of having logic and faith ditagntogether.

The third area that Schaeffer mentions is thahthwe theology, as it reflects on and is shaped byritellectual
climate, says that it is impossible for us evepdgsess truth. The theologian Bruner says, “Trughtipossess
us, but we can never possess truth.” That soukdslivonderful statement, and one might say asrist@im
there is a sense in which that is true. Chridtésttuth, and He possesses me far more compléigtyltposses
Him. We might put it another way if we think abadéas and say that we do not know or understanddéod
any aspect of His revelation perfectly or complet#/e do not possess it in the sense of havinggagoasp on
it. That is not quite what the neo-orthodox the@agneant by that statement. Really he dismissed th
possibility of having certain knowledge at all.

Schaeffer later on made the distinction betweermngaivuth but not having exhaustive truth. He dnesmake
that distinction at this point, but it became ofis favorite statements later on. Because Godspaken to
us, it is possible for us to have true understaméiwen though it is not exhaustive understandingpésitional
statements in Scripture, as he called them latemeally true though they are not exhaustive.do-orthodox
thinking, this meant that apologetics were disndsséogether. In Karl Barth’s teaching, it is sedmost as
sacrilegious to seek to reason about God, to abaat God, or to seek to persuade people that t@mity is
true. Rationality and faith are seen to have ngthindo with each other. | cannot reason with soraebut
there is simply the response or leap of faith. Mt an expression Schaeffer used later. He spadaksd this
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here, though not in those terms. The individuahibed simply to respond without necessarily bajivgn any
reason whatsoever on which to respond. There ratimnality where faith is concerned. We may sat th
reason and faith are set over against each othereTare no reasons as to why we should believaré/e
simply compelled to believe by our own encountahvdod and with His Word. Truth cannot be possessed
apologetics are dismissed, and one cannot ratiodeltuss God or the evidences for His existenberdis
simply the response of faith.

One of the fascinating things in all this is howthése ideas have become a part of so much evealgel
Christianity today without people even being awairg. That is something we can talk about on aaoth
occasion. As most people in our culture think ofi§tfanity as religion rather than truth, and eveost people
in our churches think this way, it is just an iration of how deeply we are affected by these ideasple in
our churches think this way without being awaré,cdnd everyone would want to deny that they &@-n
orthodox or a neo-modernist. But, in fact, thisesy deeply a part of what Christianity in thistoué has
become.

Fourth, he says this produces the denial of bibéio¢hority. The Bible is said to contain the Waifdsod
rather than being the Word of God. It becomes déficult in neo-orthodox thinking to identify a gacular
passage of Scripture with the Word of God. The Wadr@od is when | encounter God in reading Scrigtur
The Word of God cannot be identified with the tigself. It is rather with what happens as | read@are, but
it is almost as if | were struck by lightning. Seffar uses the expression, “A crisis takes pladehasr the
Word preached or as | read the Word in Scriptund,then | encounter the Word of God.” He carefplynts
out, and this became a much bigger theme in hisngrater on, that the essential word is the word
“existential.” On page eight of the article, he tpsothe theologian H. T. Kerr, who says, “The eraithe
moment is evidenced by the transition from olditradal authority in terms of inerrancy and verbdhllibility
to the current existential view that the Word ofd3® somehow written yet apart from the words ef Bible.”
Schaeffer says, “This last quotation is especialiyortant, because the term existential is thativlihe pure
subjectivists in art and music also apply to thdwese” He recognizes that the word existentialgediin
philosophy, art, and music for the artists andqduphers to describe their own thinking. It is waat is
objectively true that matters; it is my existentesponse this moment in time that matters.”

Schaeffer points out that this view of Scriptureyrba made to sound wonderful. Often people will, S&ye

are interested in worshiping the Bible. That isradlof bibliolatry, an idolatry of the Bible. It isot the text that
matters to us. It is the message that comes tmos&od through the text.” That is another wayayfisg the
same thing. It can sound very wonderful. We aréenédrested in the message that God communicates But
it very carefully denies that the text as it isttem is actually the authoritative Word of God. &etfier points
out that inevitably this leads to a subject apphdacScripture and authority. He quotes Bruner sang that
you end up with a position that says what becor#soaitative is what feels to me to be in accorthvtine
Spirit of Christ. That is one determiner of whas laathority. As | read Scripture and | am struck gome part
of Scripture is in accord with the Spirit of Chrigten that is the Word of God to me. This is altgtsubjective
position.

You will see how that has crept today increasingly evangelical thinking. When you think of mudwihat
is read about the whole discussion of men and wamére family and in the church, up comes thisitpms It
is almost exactly the words of Paul Jewett in lmekiMan is Male and Femaldde writes, “The teaching of
Paul on the structure and authority is not in ageuith the Spirit of Christ. Therefore we dismisamd see at
this point that Paul was not in tune with the SmfiChrist.” That is a completely subjective irgeatation. “It
is dependent either on my own individual respoosgetide what is the Spirit of Christ, or it is dedent on
where our culture stands at the moment. If ourucelsays any view of structure in marriage or en¢hurch is
something that is not possibly right, then the tiiegh-century Christian will read Scripture and #ag not in
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accord with the Spirit of Christ.” He is saying tlias out of tune with the spirit of the age, Itiat has nothing
to do with understanding the authority of Scriptutés a completely subjective, relativistic appch to
Scripture. Schaeffer points out that in the endnib@-orthodox theologian is bound to accept curtl@nking as
also being God’s Word. He quotes from Neibuhr ogepd and 9 where he says that secular idealisnksplea
Word of God on occasion. Once you deny the bibliesl as having authority, you are driven necebseto a
subjective position and allowing the culture to éavsights that you will regard as God’s Word tadBye
fourth point is that neo-orthodox thinking sets slubjective over against the objective. Insteaanobbjective
Word from God, which is open to all and to whichralist submit, we have a subjective Word of Godnehe
we have to determine which Scripture, if any, sggakd’s Word to us today. Our thinking will be venyich
shaped by our culture.

The fifth point Schaeffer makes is that the nevoltbgy, against the background of the culture, itadly
becomes relativistic. Ecumenism will necessarilgrtnok theological differences. Once you have saith
cannot be known or that truth appears in the pso€history’s development, you are no longer poaition
where you can say what theological positions are or false. It becomes possible to synthesiziaadllogical
positions. Schaeffer says this is exactly what s@eiin the World Council of Churches’ ecumenicalement.
The truth becomes unimportant. Unity, bringing gedpgether, is seen as more important than titib.
opposition here is that unity stands over aganusht

The sixth point Schaeffer makes is that in practice kind of neo-orthodox theology or neo-modernism
almost bound to become centered on political inmwlent and action rather than the Gospel that idgred
in the New Testament. Once you have abandonedlthedb Gospel and the Bible as God’s Word, you are
driven toward seeing some particular purpose hedenaw in the transformation of society as the jpriyn
calling of the Christian. In this context, he psiout that inevitably people who are shaped byetidsas will
lose their perspective. Their political thinkinglMdecome relative as well. He points out how Karth was
equally critical of the Soviet Union and the Unitethtes. There is a loss of perspective there.itHaat look at
the appalling brutalities of Stalin’s regime in whi60 million people were killed and say it wa® e of
government and a dealing with society that waditatean and unbelievably wicked. He did not seat tihe
United States, for all of its faults and weakneskas a better political system. He had a losedpective so
that the Soviet Union and the United States weea 88 being equally bad. He suggests that ondimdlin
most people in neo-orthodoxy a drift to the letieTeft feels that it can create human progransolee the
problems of society to create a new utopia. In$hith area, Schaeffer suggests that there will lwss of
perspective in terms of political and social thimki

The seventh result of influence of the climate @b+orthodoxy is that we will be driven to confusioorally.
You will no longer be able to speak a clear woadrfrGod that says, for example, adultery is wrong,
homosexual practice is against the commandmenbdf & abortion is wrong. Once neo-modernism has
forsaken the Bible as an authoritative Word, aNilt do is add to the moral confusion of soci€ffat is most
certainly what has happened in the last 40 yearesschaeffer wrote this paper. Many of the chusche
particularly those on the liberal side, have ndpé&e at all in the moral confusion of our cultuféey have
simply increased it. | have met hundreds of youegpte who have said that their pastors have bealhyto
unhelpful to them when they faced moral dilemmas @rallenges in their own lives. They have hadure s
word to give them. There is simply relativism. &e seventh point is that there is a rejection ofahabsolutes
in favor of relativism as the new theology is ifhced by the culture of the twentieth century.

Finally, the eighth point that Schaeffer makesashinks about the new theology is that it will Bawo final
ground to stand on in dismissing the subjectivi$rold modernism. One of Barth’s own major contribas
was to look at the liberal theology of the nineteerentury and dismiss it as being completely stihyje. It
was he who made the famous statement that thesemiét-century liberal theologians looked down tled of
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history at Jesus and saw their own faces lookirf lng from the bottom. They all remodeled Jesukeir

own image. If you go to any theological- or usealbstore and pick uphe Lives of Jesus in the Nineteenth
Century Barth reflects the political and social commitmeuoitshe individual who wrote the book. The Jesus
they found in the New Testament was the Jesuswiaeyed to find, the Jesus who reflected their oworipies.
Barth makes a tremendously powerful criticism afateenth-century liberalism in its quest for thetdniical
Jesus at that point. It became totally subjectiviési approach to Scripture and the person of Ct8chaeffer
says that the new modernism has gone down exaetlgame path, even though it appears to reject that
subjectivism by saying there is a transcendent irord God. In the end it is equally subjectivemiay stand in
the pulpit and thunder, “This is the voice of Golt the voice of God is just a babble of differeoices,
depending on the theologian who speaks. That i$ whdave found in the years that followed.

There was another quest of the historical Jeswkthaare were a whole new series of theologiesviiaed
quite radically from each other as we look at tlifedent voices of neo-orthodox theology. Eachh@m has a
different encounter with the Word. Each of thenmsprés a different voice of God thundering to therch.
Schaeffer says even though it rejects subjectiakthe old liberalism, it ends up in the same posibecause
it has no objective authority. It may claim to hareobjective authority, but in the end it is sehjee. It
depends on the individual recognizing God speatortgm rather than being able to say, “This is\tfierd of
God written in Scripture.” This is Schaeffer’s firiticism. Having been shaped by the intelleclahate of
the twentieth century, neo-orthodoxy descendssaotgectivism.

He finishes his article with a plea to evangelichristians to have a consistency in thinking auihg. He
wants them to have a worldview that is conforme@aoal’s revelation in Scripture, not conformed te th
intellectual climate of the twentieth century. hiosild be conformed to God’s revelation of HimselScripture.
He challenges us to develop a Christian mind aritht@ a consistency of living as well. It is nobegh for us
just to say no to neo-orthodoxy, but we have t@ giurselves in self-sacrifice for other peopleludimng those
caught in neo-orthodox theology. We must commiselwes to the unreserved giving of ourselves teroth
people.

Schaeffer met many young people in Europe who wetesimply in the position of saying, “I have a dugfic
commitment to atheism. | am sure there is no God,lam sure that the universe is simply a matemnalerse.
It arose by evolution, and this is where it is gpiand this is what it means for my life.” | wolddy there is an
increasing number of such people in our societg imrethe United States as well at the present tintes
come here a little bit later than it came to Eurdide suggests that he met many people who are Hejah
stage and who feel that knowledge of or beliefrigthing is impossible. Everything we know is unaert He
describes young people who are deeply influencetthdgxistentialist position. This position does start off
with a series of positive statements such as ‘ielselin man. | believe in freedom. | believe ineswe.” These
are humanistic statements that are fundamentatlynggtic. We do not have God, but now we have nvda.
do not have a word from God, therefore we have lmal@veloped from man. We are not created by adivi
determiner, but we are completely free. You dohaste that kind of optimistic belief in a universgheaut
God. Instead you have existentialism, which goesstap further and says, “If there is not a Godntive have
nothing left to believe in. We do not even know# know anything at all.” One is in a position ohtplete
uncertainty and becomes uncertain whether one maw knything at all. It is not necessary to haaglre
existentialist literature to come to that positidhat was the position | came to myself as a noris@an at
university before | had read a great deal of erisést literature or anything like that. It isygply part of the
air we breathe in this culture. We are in a sitwratvhere there is a lack of certainty and a fediag true
knowledge about who we are and why we are hersaiyyrimpossible. One does not simply know anything
therefore you are unsure about everything. Youatamake positive statements (there is no God, iram, |
am free), because that is a very optimistic vieweality and the older humanism. Instead, one & position
of being uncertain.
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Many of the more extreme forms of modern populasimbave to be understood that way. Punk rock & on
illustration. You do not have a positive beliefanything; you simply have a series of negativeestants. It is
rage, despair, distress, and uncertainty aboutTHat has become an increasingly greater paheo€tlture in
which we live. It is one of the reasons why so maoyng people are open to taking cocaine, for exaniis
is an enormous problem. My boys at school yestendalya talk on cocaine where the doctor who workis w
drug addicts said that he believes it is the getatiagle problem that the United States has fat#ae several
hundred years of its history. It is going to becoraey much greater. He said there were severalrednd
thousand babies last year who were born here asneaddicts because their mothers had been takiraine.
He was talking about the tremendous problemsiaftérms of coming off cocaine. It creates a ttdaak of
interest in anything once you have taken cocainkeb@eome addicted to it. As you look at a phenoméike
that, simply telling people not to take drugs doesdo anything. Telling them how dangerous drugsdaes
nothing, because we are in a situation where paaplenger have anything to believe in or any reashy
they should do anything.

Schaeffer says you are “adrift on a black sealitaek night.” That is the heart of what existensial says.
Existentialism does not try to say that it is alggophy for people to follow, but it simply artietés where
people are in a world that has said God does nst. diis not an optimistic world; it is a desperavorld. The
existentialist writers like Sartre and Camus diti fieel that they were trying to lead people indivection of
existentialism. They simply felt that they articield where society already was in its state of uacdy. That
is where | was without reading those things. For @nyou who have ever been in a situation like,thaeally
is desperate. You feel like you are on a blackis@ablack night. Nothing seems worth doing. Theneothing
that you can get up the energy to feel stronglyughabout to pursue. You are just left with thdifegof
alienation from fellow human beings, your studiegraversity, your teachers, and from life itsdlfis a
complete uncertainty about who one is and whethermas any value at all. It is a very desperatinfpe

Schaeffer uses the expression, “To them the werkdmass of flying, unrelated particles, and tleey ipon
them necessity of running away and standing stth@ same time.” He sums it up perfectly, anddys st in
these stock terms because he met a lot of young/@ado spoke this way. That is exactly how | felkould
find myself sometimes on the street just feelikg liunning away. But what would | run away from2Th
people around me did not know me, so they wergaople to run away from. You get a desperate siiase
you have to run somewhere, but there is not anyavteerun. You have nothing to run to, and in a way do
not know what you are running from. You run frofe litself, but you stand still at the same timegaaese you
know you have nowhere to go. He simply articulatbat was true of many young people he met in Eurlbpe
Europe this was already true in the 1940s, andstriow become an increasingly major part of Westeltare.
It is true in Eastern Europe as well.

The whole foundation of our civilization has beeview of a universe in which God exists, which G
created, and into which God acts. As a resultetlee moral foundations. We are created to liveéotain
reasons, to live in a certain way, with a purpse is not even discussed. It is taken for granfédé was true
for people whether they were Christians individyailt not. At any period in time, not everyone was
individually a Christian, but there was a strucfuneaning, and purpose to people’s lives. It wasmen
thought about. It was part of the context in whiemople lived. In our society, increasingly todayriwore and
more people, and it has already been that waydorars in Europe, there is not the meaning, ofepose,
or background. You do not have to be an intelldcty@to university, or read existentialist litereg to end up
in that position. You simply end up there because lyave nothing else. That is where the culturand, it is
really important to know that.
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Sometimes people will read Schaeffer and think heegvabout a tiny minority of intellectual studemtho
have had the misfortune of studying under existdistiprofessors at university. That simply is trak, though.
Schaeffer describes the state of desperation ofaiety, and it manifests itself in all sorts ofrhs. People try
desperately to make some meaning for their livedrigs, alcohol, sex, or material goods. It isedifg of
complete uncertainty about who we are, what wealaneg here, and what we are for. It is a moderpatis in
the literal sense of the term; it is a dis-easé wite’s existence. People do not know who theypacause the
whole roots of the culture have gone.

Schaeffer pinpoints the cause of existentialisitinéarticle by saying it is because people in ogrety no
longer believe in God. He lays the fault at therdafdhe churches. This happened in Europe in ahngueater
way than here. The churches in England, West Gerpkaance, and Scandinavia became dominated lnalibe
teaching much earlier than in the United Stateseaily in the eighteenth century in England, mucthef
church was deistic in its teaching. It did not eed in the supernatural God who is declared irBibée. It
simply believed in a creator who then left the @nse to run alone. It rejected many of the suparaht
elements of Christianity. The effects of that oa thulture were delayed by the evangelical revivalax
Wesley and Whitefield in the eighteenth centurythfstt time, masses of people turned back to genuine
Christianity. But by the 1850s, liberal teachingjée to become more and more dominant in the chsirahe
over Western Europe. It was a gospel that had ngtioi say to people and denied all the supernatlgaients
of Christianity. People were left with nothing ted for in terms of what Christianity really hasdffer. It did
not offer a God who gives meaning and purpose tdiwes, salvation, or any kind of moral foundation
Increasingly, people just stopped going to church.

In England, for example, the greatest part of treghHddist church had almost ceased to exist by 1BGére
were still Methodist churches, but it became ov@¥9iberal by the end of the nineteenth centuryewhgrew
up as a little boy in the late 1940s and early $9%fkere were already two or three generationgopie in
England who had not been going to church. Thereng#isng to go to church for. Some people mighk gti
at Christmas and Easter out of habit, but all Western Europe, the great majority of people didguoto
church. Today the number is climbing to five% o fieople who go to church. In the village whereotked in
England, we had a project in the summer to whidhKifs came. One could assume that most of thdreinil
we tried to reach knew absolutely nothing aboutBhee, their parents knew nothing about it, aneirth
grandparents knew nothing about it. You had theseegations of people who were totally ignorant. €agiety
does not have anything to put in its place. It rofigr material well being, education, or scienad, those do
not fill a person’s heart. It does not give thesease that life is worth living for.

For example, in England there was somewhat of anauic resurgence under Mrs. Thatcher’s leadership.
There was a survey in Britain in one of our popdanday newspaperEhe Observerthat asked people a lot
of questions like “Are you better off under Mrs.albher’s government?” The majority of people resjsah
that they were better off: they had more money, thei lives were more secure. They were askedhanot
series of questions. “Are you any happier? Are yaue selfish?” They answered that they were nopieap
but they were more selfish instead. People reaitjeustand where they are. They do not have anythiraly,
to live for. They do not know who they are. Theg at sea in a universe in which there is no ulinma¢aning.
They are not just one generation away from biblkZiatistianity, but they are three or four genenaiaway
from biblical Christianity. Even the memory of i disappeared completely for most people in Wester
Europe. If you go to France to work, the great mgjof people you meet are completely cynical deophey
are existentialist in the deepest possible wayyTwenot trust themselves, and they do not trustrgpeople.
They are alienated people at a very deep levely Tty have never read existentialist literature,itiis what
the existentialists try to say.
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If you read William Barrett, Sartre, Camus, Cagpks, or any of those other writers, in their wgs they try
to describe what has happened in our culture. Bneyot the founders of a philosophy that sayssbmething
new to believe in and to be followed. They desctite=human condition. That is why the most accéssib
works of theirs are plays, paintings, music, novafgl short stories that were incredibly populdeyrang a
bell in people’s minds. When | started reading exigalist literature, it was after | had alreadyne to that
position. | remember going to see the fildvbo is Afraid of Virginia WolféBlowup,andThe Silenceand |
found them personally overwhelming, because th@yessed where | already was. The universe is slikat
the film said. Nothing one does has any meaninthérfilm Blowup there is a wonderful image of what human
life is really like. It is a film worth seeing, bagse it describes what existentialism is. Therdvaoepeople
playing tennis on a tennis court, and another reavaitching them. He realizes that they do not lzalall.
They play back and forth without a ball. They hi thon-ball out of the court. He walks past, shiigs
shoulders, picks up the ball that is not there, thnolws it back in. It is a tremendously profoutatsment that
life is nothing more than a meaningless game. Taereules for playing tennis and rules for lifegdgou

might as well shrug your shoulders and carry orer&lis nothing really happening, though. There masven
a ball there.

The film was advertised as murder without guilt &g without meaning. There is a murder in thefibut

you are never sure whether the murder really tdakep You do not know what happened and whether it
happened or not. There is no guilt connected wijthnd in the relationship between a man and a wdinere

is no love. There is just sex without any meanirrgmember seeing those films, and | was alreadystate of
despair and feeling like my life was completely megless. | was adrift, and when | saw those filthey had
an incredible effect on me. They articulated rebHiliantly what | had not been able to articulatgself about
where | was. They were devastating, and | knew np@ople who had the same response to them. They wer
driven even deeper into the position where theyew&hose films were so popular because they refleahere
people are. It is the same with some of the wifdens of modern music that are extremely bizarre.

Schaeffer says that fundamentally the church stppeaching Christianity. In this article he suggebkat the
new modernism will not help because it is not basediblical truth. It is just faith in an uppeosy, as he
came to call it later. It does not have any rootkistory, reality, or reason. While it may seenofi@r
something, after a while it will prove to be an abdead end. It has been this way. Go to churaidesytin
Europe that teach neo-orthodox theology, and theyust as empty as the old liberal churches.\eghe
appearance of life for a while, but it did not havgospel that would save people.

In the United States, it all came a bit later, lnseathe evangelical church was very much strongenw
liberalism came into the theological schools andensities. There was a much greater resistandbédy
evangelicals to liberalism when it came. There aagttempt to stand up and teach against it. There not
people in Britain or anywhere else in Western Earlige Warfield, Machen, or others like them whoaost up
and said what was true. They gave reasons nofigvben existentialism. They said that biblicaitfewas still
acceptable, and you could believe in God’s Worcrétwere not people like that in stature in Weskarrope.
The church in the United States remained strorimergradually the same thing has happened to nrathei
United States. Those who are without any solididaibkeaching end up in the same position of beimgertain
about who we are as human persons.

Schaeffer is striking in that he saw these thirmmsch earlier than many other Christians did. &le where it
was leading, probably because he had the sengitivindividuals outside the church. He always had
tremendous and very deep commitment to evangeligniad never been a Christian who was shut upein th
church with no contacts outside. As you look bdrokagh any stage of his ministry, he was a persom w
constantly had relationships with people outsidaching out to his neighbors and the people arbimdHe
kept in touch with ordinary people where they w&kiaen he went to Europe, he discovered that thieany
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people he met there were several stages furthen tdosvroad than here in the United States andpws#ion of
real hopelessness. Things have gotten worse diatéirne. There is a superficial prosperity in VéestEurope
at the present time, but it rests on a void in teaffwhere people are.
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