Francis A. Schaeffer: The Early Years Lesson 16, page 1

Christian and Modern Art

Father, we want to praise You for another beautiiay. We thank You that every aspect of the creapeaks
to us of its being designed and full of order, hgaand meaning. Father, we thank You that weifiveeworld
that we know is created. We are not in a world tkatncertain and meaningless, going nowhere amaiicg
from nowhere. We thank You, Father, that we liiereeYou, the eternal and true God, our creator and
redeemer. We ask that You will be with us in ihigttogether, for Jesus’ sake. Amen.

Let us start on this next article, which is the caled “The Christian and Modern Art.” It is frofthe Bible
Todayin March 1951. | found it very interesting readihgs article. It is the first thing of Schaeffetisat |
have come across that he wrote where he talks #b@uairts in any detail. We have a couple of reiess
already in one or two of these other articles tahave looked at.

Let us recall where he has come from in this drehis own background, he had no encouragemerg to b
interested in the arts from his family or early ealion. Edith, whose own family background was very
different, sparked his interest. There was muchenodia delight in artistic things. It grew intodiaind took
form on his first trip to Europe. As he went arowsiting Christians all over Europe after the waf947, he
found out the state of the churches there, he teettiurches, cathedrals, and museums during eparg s
moment he had. He went to look at paintings antpsaes all over Europe, and he enjoyed himself
enormously. Then it was spurred on and informetibyneeting with Hans Rookmaaker.

We said that he met Rookmaaker in Holland at tts¢ gathering of the International Council of Ctias
Churches in 1948 when they came back to live irogelr They were on their way to Switzerland, ang the
stopped off for a few weeks in Holland. Every da&yrhet Rookmaaker, who was at that time a youngyii.
Later he became a professor of art history at thiedssity of Amsterdam and wrote several booksbn a
Schaeffer and Rookmaaker discussed a lot togetlerwill notice in this article that he acknowleddas debt
to Rookmaaker very early on. He says on page 163yfiting on art, | acknowledge with pleasure the
stimulating conversations | have had on this subjgih a young Christian art critic of Amsterdam, M.
Rookmaaker.” Schaeffer had a growing interest enatts.

The thesis of this article is that “there is notéetwvay to understand the basic worldview of aqueof history
than to study its art forms.” This is a thesis thatild become one of the major themes of his te@cthirough
the next years. Here it is first formally statedh&effer is simply saying that art is not created vacuum. You
do not have someone who has a gift of painting esiowho just goes out and paints. What peoplet pain
reflects the period in which they live and the wleréw of the period in which they live. In a walietarts
reflect it better than anyone else. They oftenytell which direction culture is going in. There aeople who
reflect and express with their creativity what eglmning to happen in the world around them. Werofook at
paintings or listen to music as if it was createa ivacuum. If you stop and think about it for omement,
though, it is nonsense. As soon as you begin tavkaroything about art, you can look at a paintingjsten to a
piece of music and say, for example, “That piecmos$ic was written in India.” It sounds so totalifferent
from Western music. A piece of art might clearlyreofrom the Byzantine time period, or it could Ipei@n
from the Eastern Church. A piece of art could obslg be painted in the twentieth century. As soegau
begin to know anything about art, you can tell sahthese things. It is the same with music. Yoo ga to a
concert and, if you know anything about music, gan say the time period of when it was written.réhe a
progression of art. No matter how creative antadisshe will express her creativity in a way ttedls you an
enormous amount about the culture from which slsecbane. Art is not produced in a vacuum. Schaeffer
makes the point that art shows us the general wierdof an age.
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Art also displays people’s religious thinking adiwide gives a couple of examples from theology. He
mentions a Catholic illustration by painter HangdBag of “Christ in the Stable.” There is the bablyrist in
the stable, and in that picture the light emantites the baby. There is no other source of lighthcw from
anywhere. There is no light coming in from a windoma lantern. This tells you something about Clatho
theology of the incarnation and the person of Ghifigou look at the paintings of Christ done bgriRbrandt,
who was a Protestant influenced by the Reformatloey are very different. In his nativity sceneas, éxample,
the baby Christ is a normal human baby. He isydalman; he does not have light coming out of him3ée
glory of His divinity is veiled. He has emptied heeif, as Paul says. Wherever you see a painti@hoét
during His lifetime, He is an ordinary human persany light in the picture comes from some otheaurse of
light. He uses the illustration of Joseph holdingraern, which casts light on the baby’s face.&&fter says,
“The only time you see Rembrandt painting Chrighvight coming from Himself is after the resurieat”
There is a painting of Christ with the disciplesiidet on the Emmaus road. In this picture, the layimhes
from Christ. It also comes from the window in Rearimt’s picture, so there is real light as well. @ady light
comes from the sun through the window, but genligi comes from Christ Himself. That reflects
Rembrandt’s theology, because he knows that afterdsurrection, Christ is glorified. Jesus Himseldl the
disciples that some of them would not taste deatih tlhey had seen the kingdom of God coming in eow
That is what Rembrandt illustrates in that painting

Schaeffer gives another example of how theologgflected in his painting. It is a wonderful pangithat
some of you may be familiar with. It became on&clhaeffer’s favorite examples that he referredvier and
over again through the years. It was one of hisriée paintings, that is Rembrandt’s painting a grection of
the cross. Christ has been nailed on the crossh@andhe cross is lifted up to be put in its holghe ground. If
you look at the painting closely, you will see tbakt of the people who lifts up the cross wearsicid
painter’s cap and is Rembrandt himself. It is avekus painting in which Rembrandt says in therelsia
possible way that his sin is responsible for thatll®f Christ. Christ died because of Rembrandit's. s
Schaeffer uses these as illustrations of how tlyggakreflected in art of every kind.

He then goes on in the article to discuss moddriHarwants to encourage Christians to begin te takdern
art more seriously. He starts off with a discusgbaome of the techniques. His point is that maegyple
reject modern art because they say it is distorteckalistic, bizarre, different, and experimentdiey do not
feel like they relate to it at all.

He starts off by pointing out that some of the tegbes that modern art uses are not modern alh#rtists
throughout history have used these techniques.is gxamples of this, the first of which is thetdrtion of
reality to heighten effect. The acropolis is a flagting example of this. The Greeks built the aofigpwith
slanted lines. They are not in perfect perspectiweas not built absolutely square. This createsféect of
heightening its size and its lines. He gives anotixample from El Greco, and probably many of yauehseen
paintings by El Greco. He paints Christ as He ffesimg in an enormously elongated way. It heiglstdme
effect of suffering that you experience when yoaklat the picture. Schaeffer says artists haveyswaed the
distortion of reality to heighten an effect.

He also points out the way time and space may aeggd in order to communicate something. This vesys
been true in the arts. It is not just in modernizat you see time telescoped or that you see sumgethat is an
abnormal relationship of things in space to eablerotHe gives several examples of paintings whetesge
several events of a person’s life at different srpeat together in order to tell you something altbatperson.
You have different times and different space ptd the same painting. We may say there is something
different in some modern art, because when timespade are distorted in modern art they try tossagething
rather different. It communicates that everythisgdlative, going back to what we said about Einse¢heory
of relativity.
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Fourth, Schaeffer mentions the use of the spe@nanid unusual to gain effect for its own sake cWwis
common to modern art and earlier art. He gives sexaenples from Gertrude Stein and an amusing ame fr
Picasso. He changed his views on Picasso latdi@does not speak very favorably about him heresays
that in modern art, and this is not completely ngoy get people doing spectacular, unusual, andlrthings
simply to create an effect. When he speaks of GéetStein, he talks about someone who did not oseai
syntax in her poetry. You could think of some maodexamples of this. Probably all of you have hexrthis
guy who goes around wrapping up buildings, bitthefCalifornia coastline, mountains, and foresexeHs a
guy who has found a technique that makes moneyaddound something spectacular to do that is wausu
One could not really call it art, but it certaimhade him a living. Schaeffer says, “The spectadslapt
something new in modern art. There is just simgshpps more of it.”

One of the worst examples | have ever seen was atlabition at the Wentworth Gallery in Londonttha
went to a couple of years ago. They often have gxtdbitions there, but this particular one wadlyeawful.
One of the pieces was called the artist’s breatas only a collapsed balloon sitting on a littleoden block.
That was a piece of art. Someone has come up witlvel idea, but you can hardly call it great &Hhat is one
of the problems we face today. It is very easyQdbristians to dismiss modern art because so mamyl@gust
do the spectacular and novel. People will look ahd say it is all like that, and none of it isritdlooking at. It
is important not to dismiss it like that, thouglinefe have always been artists like that who hane do
spectacular things.

The fifth thing Schaeffer points out is that somedern art is experimentation in line, color, andenals. He
gives the illustration of Scandinavian design, veh&wme of what was put on display in fine art mosewas
in fact drawings and experiments that were dorrelationship to the development of designs for iture and
buildings in the new Scandinavian design. He suggéat it should be thought of as applied arteathan
belonging in a museum of fine arts. There is afahodern art that is like that. You can go in asnany
modern art museum, and you will find examples ohpater designs. They are now very popular, but one
cannot really call that fine art. It is more likepdied art. They are examples of experimentatiaih vachniques
that are available through the new technology.

Beyond this, Schaeffer wants to look at what mo@etractually does. This is the heart of the astitle says,
“It is very important that Christians do not resgdo modern art by saying it means nothing. Clamstiought
to attempt to understand modern art. The genespbrese of the Christian is simply to withdraw frarmodern
art and to say we do not like it, we do not immealiaunderstand it, so we do not want to have angtto do
with it. No, we have got to be prepared to try naerstand it, because then we understand somethmg the
people among whom we live. Artists are like progheta doomed world, and modern art has beenhike it
has been like a series of prophecies of what ipér@pg in our culture. Artists are often very sémsiahead of
time to the direction in which a culture is goinglére Schaeffer pleads, and this was almost 6G ys, for
Christians to be sensitive to modern art if we alyuvant to understand the culture in which welithere are
several points | want to make here about this.

The first point is that, as we look at modern a#,can begin to understand where people are ancewle
culture is. There are several points that Schaefétes. In much modern art we see the loss of mgamd
certainty. We have already thought about this endbntext of the general culture. It is expressea very
dramatic way in much modern art, whether we thinéu painting, sculpture, music, theater, novalshort
stories. The modern artist often presents to usréhvthat is chaotic, a world where there is urteelaess rather
than relatedness, and a sense of nightmare. Iwthgee a cry of lostness and desperation.

Later on Schaeffer uses examples from modern filnmk of Bergman'’s films'he Silence, The Hour of the
Wolf, or Persona Several of Bergman’s films have the quality af thghtmare most clearly. You feel like you
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are in a really bad dream when you watch one ofilms. Schaeffer also later used the example bhJoage,
who purposely made his music as chance music. émdmer going to a lecture of his 40 years ago. Higadly
produced on stage some chance music. It was ially extraordinary, because he had this enormous
computer, which today would probably be in a litikx, but it took up a space about 10 feet longpdlieet
deep, and eight feet high. He had a technician Within order to help him produce this chance music
thought it was a tremendous irony to start with,thmaorder to get totally unrelated sounds, he toddave this
extraordinary, complicated, mathematical and tezdinachine. That is exactly the opposite of agiac
chance. He did not appear to see the total disuaitytj though! If you have ever listened to anylohn Cage’s
music, he very purposely produces music wheredhads have no melody. They have no formal strucane
there is no particular relationship between the bitnoise that you hear.

In the filmHow Should We Then Liwery much later, Schaeffer actually had a scerdmbh Cage playing one
of his pieces. It is “A Piece For Closed Piano.hid&age comes out to a piano in the street, sedtaam clock
for two minutes, and sits down at the piano. Hae$othe lid of the piano and just sits there irokite silence.
When the two minutes are up, he turns off the alapens up the piano again, and stands up. Everyone
applauds because that was his music. He wrote enpittce “For Twelve Radio Stations” where you tad
tune them arbitrarily to different stations andyphem all at the same time. | saw another piedesobn
television a couple of years ago in Britain. Hedueed a piece of music sort of like an opera. Thede/were
taken from James Joyce’s nouysseswhich has a breakdown of normal syntax in it. éHrections for the
sound said you had to take the center word onigieleline of every page throughout the book. Tikdtow
the text of the opera was made up. In others wartiad words that bore no relationship to eacleo#t all
except that they occurred in this book. There waregous musical instruments used in it as well.

Cage’s music is a perfect illustration of what Seffex speaks about here regarding the loss of mgaard
certainty and the use of chaos and unrelatednegge thderstood that very well. He created musicsihid

that we live in a chance universe. We are a prodiuchance; everything around us is a product ahck. My
music will be a product of chance in order to shibat. This is one thing that we see in a great dealodern
art: the loss of meaning and certainty. This iketéd in plays like Samuel Beckettaiting for Godot
Another one of his islappy Dayswhich is a play where you have a person up to Wste in a rubbish heap.
All they have is a toothbrush and some toothpastée there is a monologue going on. Another onasoish
calledBreath where he reached the very end of what he coyldusd the play was only three sounds: a baby
crying, the sound of a couple copulating, and thend of someone dying. There are no words at bl 15
where Beckett came to in the end. You get the sehtsdal absurdity in a great deal of modern atiether it

is music, films, or theater.

A second thing that Schaeffer mentions regardirdgtstanding where people are through modern #reis
idea that civilization is only a veneer. Undernehtit veneer is the primitive, the animal, andgheage. We
see that in a great deal of modern art. For instaa@eriod of French art was very much modeled on
primitivism. Some of the work of Picasso and Gogane this way. They glorify the savage and the i
Not only is civilization a veneer, but artistic a@mtions are also a veneer. Modern art felt freeréak totally
with the conventions of the past because it samtag simply a veneer produced by the civilizatiamrf
which they came. All the normal canons of art ceeak down completely once you regard civilization a
culture simply as a kind of veneer.

In modern art, one of the things we see is whatoguid call the skull beneath the skin. That iseape from
Webster in the early seventeenth century. In moddraver and over again, you see something uglly,and
savage underneath the veneer of civilization. leneimer an exhibition that was here in Saint Louisleéy
Kooning at the art gallery. He expressed this wery dramatic way. You went in, and he had absblute
beautiful things that made you want to reach odttanch them. One was like a jewel box that way ver
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beautiful. When you put your hand out to touclit #yas filled with very sharp pins that were almipstisible.
It was only when you got very close that you resdithey were there. There was a surface of beanty,
behind that was pain, suffering, and violence. Mahlyis pieces were like that. They had the appemaf
beauty and civilization, but underneath it was sibring very sharp, painful, and hurting. The otheng we
see in considering that civilization is only a venis the animal behind the human. In many modamtings,
you see human beings presented under the formmogés The human is simply a veneer over the anfroat
which man is supposed to have developed.

Related to understanding where people are throumgdem art is that personality has no basis. Ireatgiteal of
modern art, you see the breakdown of the humaave keen art exhibitions in which human beings are
presented as machines. | remember a very strikiegaere in place of a person’s eyes there wereheatn
some statues. The idea is that everything that goésside a person is simply mechanical. Thereisa real
human being there. Human beings might be made®bbbld rubbish that has been thrown away. Trakes
the same kind of statement. Jack Amity’s statuesalways individual human beings in total isolaticom
each other. These elongated figures always wallnaifferent directions from one another. They &iao
human relationships at all. There is an acknowlethge that human personality has no basis, and atisiynwe
come from the impersonal. The things we regardesiqus (love, relationship, individual significanour
uniqueness from the animals and the mechanical oesa lie. Ultimately this is not true. The humsubroken
down.

Fourth we see that morality is only a social corilem You see this very frequently in films. Inecent lesson
| mentionedBlow Up which is a very good example of this. Moralityhether in terms of sexual morality or
regarding murder as murder, is clearly declardaetsimply a social convention. It does not resaon final
distinction between good and evil. Morality hassotid foundation, and everything decays.

The theme of decay and fragmentation is repeatedand over again in a great deal of modern ait iBhthe
first point that Schaeffer makes regarding how ae gnderstand where people are and where cultisesed
on modern art. This does not apply to all of mod®tnl made some generalizations, just as Schagiffe As
we look at modern art, it gives us some understenabout where our culture is.

Second, Schaeffer makes the point that the modtsmi@e more honest than modern theology. He says t
basically modern theology and the modern arts lasame message, but the artists are more hbaasthe
theologians. They have the same message of unagrtaiss of meaning, and the relative. These angesof
the things that we looked at in the last few less&ven though they believe the same thing, thatamu
significance rests on a void and there is ultinyatel meaning, they carry on using “God” words. &ntst is
much more honest and portrays reality as he reakyg and knows it.

Let me quote the discussion between Jasper anthBuift. Jasper was a Swiss existentialist who usesdl tois
students that if they took his lecture seriousbytivould have to recognize that they may end upneittimg
suicide. He regarded that as one of the real optiloat his students were left with when they urides how
clearly he regarded life as completely meaninglegeshad a debate once with Rudolph Bultmann, tihe ve
radical neo-orthodox theologian. At the end ofdiebate he said to Bultmann, “Surely you and | ageéng) just
the same thing.” Bultmann replied that they wengrgathe same thing. Ultimately reality is complgtabsurd.
Jasper asked him, “Why then all this “God” languag¢hy talk about Christianity, encountering Chrastd
faith?” Bultmann said he had to have somethingaiots people in need. Schaeffer’s point is veryfquod
here. He says that the artists who portray lifa agghtmare are being much more honest than themod
theologians who think it is a nightmare but stélty on preaching the Gospel as if it were truemitiney do
not really believe that it is. Modern theology hias illusion of meaning but with no basis. Modernh a
recognizes that there is no meaning and tells yite thonestly. Schaeffer suggests that this hasmtae
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integrity to it to be straight about the fact thg is absurd. They feel the human has no foundatihere is no
basis for morality, and the skull is only just batiethe skin.

The third point that Schaeffer makes as he thibkaiamodern art and the Christian understandirgytitat in
the past men who rejected Christianity have beeonisistent. They have rejected the biblical mesaaget
God, Christ, and our being called to live under G&iord and authority, but they tried to keep insistently
the biblical world. To think that you could havenaral, ordered, and meaningful society without @ad
Christ was dishonest. It was inconsistent and i fofr cheating to believe that you could have tlseilte of
Christianity without having Christianity itself. Yiocannot have the relationship, the moral framewoak it
gives, the sense of meaning and certainty, antdbis for rationality if you dispense with God asoaitmoded
idea. Schaeffer says you see in modern art the comr&@stent recognition that if you get rid of Gaul have to
be prepared to let go of everything else that com#sHim. This includes rationality, meaning teeth
individual life, a basis for morality, and a bafois an ordered society. The modern artist is Il éxistentialist
who says let us be serious about what it meanxbdtis dead.

Schaeffer says, “It is as though God has releasadtmexperience the consequences of their rebéllio
Though he does not tie it into Romans 1, he makepoint that Paul makes there. When people reéfusave
God in their knowledge, when they suppress thé wfitGod, God gives them over to all those thifgg Paul
lists there. He gives them to a debased mind, irahtprand the breakdown of every kind of sociahwention.
As you read Romans 1, it is like a prophecy of smaiety, which has turned away from God and liwes t
experience its results. Some of it is very dramdtignk of the expression on homosexuality in Rosnambout
sowing themselves the seeds of their own destiuciibat has been so appallingly fulfilled in ouftate with
AIDS and the spread of every other kind of venedesdase. If we turn away from God and refuse te éim
in our knowledge, we have to work out in time tb@sequences of what that rebellion will mean in our
everyday life.

This is the point that Schaeffer makes. In the pasple rejected Christianity but still tried toldhon to what it
gave. But today we see in modern art people whe hggected Christianity who try to be consistenwtat it
means. They begin to experience in their art tealtef the rejection of God. When Schaeffer mduie t
statement in the 1940s and 1950s, it was a prapsiatiement. There were very few Christians wheetstdod
at the time that modern art was a prophecy of wigat happening in our whole culture. Most Christisinsply
dismissed it out of hand and said they did not wstded it. It was irrational, it did not make sensaas not
beautiful, they could not make it mean anythingtrexy ignored it and went their own way. Schae$tad we
need to look at it because it tells us what happeosir culture as a whole. Artists are, genersfigaking, on
the front wave of a civilization as it moves forgaihe whole of the rest of the culture is draggkahg behind
in the undertow from that wave. Today we see thisigs the artists wrote, painted, and put intarthneisic 40
or 50 years ago are now an everyday part of ouegod hey are an everyday part of the breakdowthef
culture in which we live.

The fourth point that Schaeffer makes is that ifmake an effort to understand the drift of our age art
provides a window into it, we may protect ourselagainst the drift. The Christian who says he cabeo
bothered to understand what happens and it is aghviooking at it is much more likely to be cadialong
behind the wave. If we do not think about what leaqgpin our culture, we often have no means oftiegithe
direction in which it goes. It is only as we arnrselves by understanding it that we can stand amagit. We
could apply this in many areas; the most obviousiemmaterialism. If we do not think carefully abde
materialism of our culture, we get washed away with is only as we understand it that we camdtap
against it. This is true in every area, and Scleaefpplies this to the whole drift of our age togvar
meaninglessness and the breakdown of morality.
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The fifth point Schaeffer makes is that as we usid@d modern art we will have a point of contact to
communicate with the people of our age. He endsittide on page 169, “There are many people whan w
may reach for Christ far better if we have an ust#rding of these things which exhibit the basiclero
viewpoint. Therefore we can understand somethingatfby which today’s men are bound, not only in
spiritual darkness but in an intellectual and eoral darkness which alternately are rooted anchggrom that
spiritual darkness.” Familiarity with modern artagoint of contact. If we see, hear, and undedstihe same
things that people around us see, hear, and uaddrsie have a better chance of communicating patiple.
These are the major points that he makes in thidear

Let me add a few final comments. It has been fasthte to criticize Schaeffer as what you might eatulture
vulture. | have heard people say that about hird,ldrave read things written about him like thaint® people
have dismissed him in that way. They have saidm®i a professional art critique, he had no prajaéning,
and he never went to school to study the arts,esmwst regard him simply as a culture vulture. Theguse
him of being someone who comments on art becawsasiia fashionable thing to do or trendy. It migiypear
to be clever and intellectual to make comments odem art. Many times | have seen any of the contsriasn
makes about the arts dismissed simply becausedh®thave professional training. The assumptidhas he
was a culture vulture. One can point out mistakas he made sometimes in his criticism becausedsenat
professionally trained. But it does not help tawss him as a semi-literal artistic philistine, ainipeople
sometimes do. He tried to understand things himaelt he had behind many of his comments the [wioiesl
understanding of Hans Rookmaaker. They spent mauasslover the years in discussion together abeut th
kinds of things that Schaeffer said about the arts.

In response to that criticism that he was a culuture, let me make several points. First, he gesuinely
interested in art. He really delighted in seeirggring, and watching things that were created bgrdiuman
beings. He saw their creativity as a wonderful egpion of what it means that human beings are inatie
image of God. Second, he was very anxious to utatetghe people of our day. He quite rightly saat the
modern arts are often the very best way to undeilstdnere people are.

Third, he genuinely respected the honesty of tmsistency that you see in a lot of modern artettdmes a
howl or cry of desperation. Think of Francis Basopaintings, for example, some of which you mayehssen.
There is one of his of a cardinal in a glass cAfle/ou can see is an appalling howl on his fabere is no
more of the head properly visible. Many of FrarB&son’s paintings are like that. They have a nigirtsh
guality and demonstrate a tremendous anguish ofhubrings facing life. Schaeffer respected the $tyrod
the consistency that without God life becomes titad. That honesty was expressed in the fragmentafi
meaning and form. That is one of the unique thedgsut modern art. In expressing its messageisftd do it
with any artistic integrity, it has to express itlwa fragmentation of form as well. You cannotllsepaint a
message of total absurdity as if you were stilhpag something beautiful because you say thatritit
beautiful. The form reflects that breakdown of nmiegnlt reflects the fragmentation of understanding

Fourth, Schaeffer was aware of the danger to thecbh The church was not sensitive to culture. Iginand
the most important thing, is that Schaeffer hacgméndous passion to communicate to people. Henatas
interested in going to see things just becauselpewpuld think he was clever. He had a tremend@ssipn to
communicate to people. God used that over andagyan. The young people who flowed to L’Abri in
Switzerland over the years saw in him someone whthyrunderstood what they experienced. He undausto
the culture in which they lived that shaped the wegy thought. They did not regard him as somedne twed
to be trendy. They saw a man who sought to hawergassionate understanding of where they were. He
wanted to answer the questions, needs, and stautigliewere raised so acutely in so much of modsgrn

© Fall 1989, Jerram Barrs & Covenant Theologicah@eary



Francis A. Schaeffer: The Early Years Lesson 16, page 8

Sometimes people have thought that Schaeffer wadpnegative about modern art, but he was noll.at a
When he speaks in what appears to be a negativehwalpoes not dismiss what is said and communic¢ated
modern art. He really weeps for the people who peedhese things and their lostness that is exguless
clearly in their work. His negative comments aré dismissals. It is the same with Rookmaaker. Rstance,

in his book on modern amjodern Art and the Death of a Cultynggeople have felt that he was being negative.
He was not being negative in a dismissing kindeofse. He was weeping for what that art expresses.

It has been asked, “If this is part of the Reforrtradition, why is it so lacking in the Reformeddition today?
Why is there so little encouragement to young Qians to be involved in the arts and other cultarals like
that?” | would say that it is partly because thentéReformed” in the United States took on a nagow
meaning than it had historically. If you asked amyan Holland or Switzerland what it meant to bédRaed,
they would reply that to be Reformed is to underdtédat the whole of life comes under the authaftod.
God is the creator of all things. He calls us tdemstand that everything we do, think, and sayrigddo God.
God's sovereignty has to be understood as Godislhip over everything. He calls us as His servamts
manifest that lordship over everything. This is oh¢he central themes of Calvinism historicallyisione of
the great contributions that Calvin made. Abrahamypgér wrote a wonderful book on the contribution of
Calvin. It was the unique contribution that Caluiade at the Reformation. He made other unique ibomitvns
as well, but particularly it was the recognitiomtlhe whole of culture, society, and life is tarmunder the
authority of Christ. That has always been a cempiaal of the Reformed tradition. In the United 8at
particularly in the last 50 or 60 years, “Reforméd’s tended to take on the narrower meaning okasson the
sovereignty of God in the sense of God as soveiaigalvation through election. That has alwaysbeeart
of Reformed theology too, but it has simply beer part of the emphasis on the lordship and sovetef
God. It was not seen as the central part of andnhedistinctive of what being Reformed is. If yagk
someone from Britain or America what it means tdjleéormed, they would probably say that it is arpkasis
on the grace of God in salvation. If you ask sonegioom the European continent, they will say ims
emphasis on the lordship of Christ over the whoélke

Let us talk about why this has happened, that thasébeen a retreat from that traditional Reformed
understanding. The simple reason is exactly whhaé&fter gets at in this article. Often Christiansnbt
understand what happens in our modern culturéhesoriesponse is to retreat from it. We do not usided
what happens, we do not like it, so we retreat frioimto our Christian sub-culture. We are frigheeinof what it
will do to our children and to us, so we simplyhdtaw from the life of the general culture. We ledle
general culture to the devil and all his workshe world. We will develop our own Christian art andsic.
You see that today: there are Christian televistations, radio stations, and art. But the onlyppeavho ever
see it or listen to it are Christians. It is nataatribution to the general culture. It is not @kreowledgement of
the lordship over the whole of life. It is simplysab-culture trying to be completely self-suffidiem the side
to avoid having contact with the world. God’s ckatje in His Word is that we actually be light ie thorld
and salt in the earth. He does not call us to acsitiare. It is a very serious mistake we have made
withdrawing.

The challenge to every Christian church, scho@walry level, and institution, particularly Reformaes who
have had the emphasis that is so thoroughly bilihed the whole of life belongs to God, is that steuld be
preparing people to make a contribution in the garaulture, not in our sub-culture. Often in oubsculture
the standards are very poor. These are standat&dild not be acceptable for one moment outergéneral
culture. Franky Schaeffer wrote a book cakettlicted to Mediocrityn which he said that by retreating from
the general culture we have been able to substiteiemeaning for quality. If we were involved inet general
culture, very often no one would buy the thingg tha produce. Schaeffer saw this very clearly. bl that an
emphasis on understanding, being involved in, aakimg a contribution to the general culture wasu pf the
Reformed tradition. It is not helpful to get caught side stream or tributary that flows off ims® other
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direction of its own. Christ has called us to setia here in the world. That is His calling to ltsis
tremendously important that we recognize thatmglind commit ourselves, our families, our churched all
of our Christian institutions to it.

| can understand why people are afraid of our celtudo not want to be critical on that levelisisimply a
matter of having confidence in the power and gEd8od. As those who are Reformed, above all peopte
ought to have grace and confidence in the powelt@dghip of Christ that enables us to go out thivgeneral
culture and set up signs of His kingdom. We shalaldhis rather than hide our light under a covdricWw is
what we do. God calls us to be in the world; Che@he and lived in the world. He was seen in thddyand
He calls us to do the same. We do not need toraglabut we need to fear God. Scripture tellsouear God,
not the devil or the world. God is the one we feast of all. If we fear Him, then we are preparedbey Him
by serving Him, bringing the whole of life underd-iuthority out in the world.

Practically, Schaeffer and Rookmaaker had an enasrimopact in Britain. They began to speak in the0E9
and 1960s in Britain into a context where evangddiof all stripes, including Reformed evangelichld
retreated totally from the general culture. It wassidered completely worldly in the 1950s and 5960
young Christians to go into any area of the attals considered an unspiritual, carnal thing toAlty
Christian who wanted to become a painter, ballatdg opera singer, actor, writer, or musicianggaslit was
to do something sacred in a corner, was regardediag unspiritual and not really devoted to Chirist
Schaeffer and Rookmaaker came to England and dtiel ot of speaking in colleges, universitieghhi
schools, and to groups of Christian students hedelzere, it had an enormous impact under the grbGed.
There was a change, not in the older generatiannlibe younger generation. A whole generatiogafng
Christians started going into all the fields of Hres. They have begun to make a contribution there

Steve Turner is one of the results of that. It wexy moving at Rookmaaker’s and Schaeffer’'s mernhoria
services in London, both held at All Souls, to heaious people who came forward who were involvetthe
arts in Britain. Every single one of them said tbason he or she was a poet, a singer, or a wiglbecause
Schaeffer or Rookmaaker encouraged him or her samdeold them that it was not a worldly thing tm &ere
you have people who really make a contribution @mdbeing read or seen in the general culture dasby
Christians. That is where we have to seek to mat@aibution. If that can happen in Britain whégss than
5% of the population is evangelical, it can ceftaitappen in the United States, where probablyrfare than
5% of the population is Reformed. A huge percentd#ghe population is evangelical. We really nestbke
Schaeffer’s challenge seriously.
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