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Basic Bible Study Themes, |

In this lesson we will start considering Schaefevork,Basic Bible StudiesThis was not the first work
published. It was published by Tyndale House inUhéed States in 1972, and it was published in
England in 1973. Yet it had been written many yd&&fere. | could not find anything about its origin

in any of Edith’s books, so | asked her about iewlshe was here for a visit recently. Her resporase
that the studies were originally written for aniindual with whom Francis Schaeffer was meeting who
was converted and then was growing as a Chrisidhey went through these studies together. That
was in the middle or late 1950s. The studies wesa tuplicated by hand many times. At first, asynan
carbon copies as possible were made on a typewriemember when my wife was the secretary there
in 1967. She was still doing that kind of thing,kimg 10 carbon copies on the typewriter that grew
fainter as they went down. After a while, by thelyyd960s, they had one of the old duplicators tloat
put ink on and wound around. They were always bngatfown.

Eventually L’Abri had theéBasic Bible Studieprinted sometime in the mid 1960s for internal. (deey

were for the use of people staying at the Swissdiraf L’Abri and in Holland. They were also sotd t
people who were coming through and wanted to tagmtto other people. They were not published
until 1972 by an outside publisher, but in a seéhsg were the earliest book that reached printea fo

| think it will be helpful to consider several tiggg that come out in tHgasic Bible StudiesThere are
several themes that became dominant themes iniEr@alcaeffer’s teaching as the years went by. The
first three things are from the introduction togedible studies. The first is a confidence inghgtem

of doctrine or teaching that is found in the BilBg.that he did not simply mean that the Bible is a
unity, that there is a system of doctrine in ittthva can discover. What he clearly meant was tiat t
Bible has a system of thought, ideas, or teachiagdnswers the questions that people ask. In other
words, there is a system, a unity, of teachingfitethe reality that is out there and that evewryo
inhabits.

The second point is closely related to the firste Bible has answers to the questions of our own
generation. It is not a book that was simply writteany years ago. It is God’s Word, and therefore i
has answers to the questions of today. SchaeffgewiStudied in this way,” by which he meant as a
unit, as a book that contains a system of ideadeaxhings, “The Bible will be seen to have many
things to say in answer to the questions that memsking in our generation about the meaning and
purpose of life. It tells us who man is, man’s msg, the source of man’s problems, and the soltmion
those problems.” That was the second point. Schaséiw the Bible as a book that was not simply one
to preach sermons from to help Christians grow tdatalso a book that answers the questions efyev
human being. It answers the questions that ourrggae is asking 2000 or 3000 years after much of i
was written.

The third point is Schaeffer's emphasis on prageyau study. There is an interesting note at tiieaén
the introduction in which he says, “It would be avice that each time you do these studies yolkspea
to God and ask Him to give you understanding thinaihg use of the Bible and the study together.” He
suggests this to the unbeliever too. He wrotesélihneone pursues these studies who does not believe
that God exists, | would suggest that you say aloutle quietness of your room, ‘O God, if therais
God, | want to know whether You exist, and | askuYo make me willing to bow before You if You do
exist.” Schaeffer would often say that to unbedies/ | heard him say that kind of thing many tirtes
people in the context of discussions, and | knowdid that to many individuals he was speaking to.
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They should cry out to God and ask Him to help tlasnthey are thinking through their questions, even
if they were not sure of His existence.

Why did he say that? Was it because he felt thak I&as an obligation to listen to the prayers of
unbelievers? That was clearly not the reason. Hddwgay it to people, as he said it in the intrdauc

to the Bible studies, because he knew that only €mdsave people. People do have hard hearts. It is
necessary for God to enable somebody to becomiagvith bow before Him. That is one reason why he
emphasized this. The other was that he was coriftdianGod delights to save people. God has no
delight in the death of the wicked. He loved to tguihat passage of Scripture. God delights to save
people, and He has no pleasure in the death ofittieed. Therefore even though He is under no
obligation to listen to the prayer of the unbeliev@od is merciful and gracious.

Those three points are from the introduction. Tieye basic to much of what he said later on as well
Moving to the studies themselves, people noticettteacomments that come after each text are quite
brief. The comments are a challenge to peopledd tiee Bible for themselves as a source of trutiat T
is what is expressed strongly in them. Schaeffezgya text to read and then only makes a short
comment on it. Yet if you start looking at thosersoents together, you realize there is an enormous
amount of information communicated in them. He wlaallenging people to see for themselves what
that system of truth is that Scripture declaredokts answer the questions that people ask.

Let me draw attention to some points that comespeatedly. | will not work through the entire book,
but I will pick out some things that are emphasizksdrly in Schaeffer’'s teaching. With regard todGo
Himself, | want to make several points. The fisstie emphasis that God is personal. Schaeffeisrfe
several verses that stress the infinity and pow&aal and the infinite power of God, but the stresig
emphasis in the section on God is that God is pats&chaeffer makes the following comment on John
3:16, “God not only thinks and acts, God feels. &@/an emotion. Thus the God who exists is petsona
He thinks, acts, and feels, three distinguishingkshaf personality. He is not an impersonal foroa,

an all-inclusive everything. He is personal. Whemdpeaks to us, He says, ‘I, and we can answet Him
‘You.”

That is the first emphasis, which is that God isspeal. That is not usually the comment you get on
John 3:16. He would have many other things to sayatn 3:16, which is a point he makes in the
introduction as well, but he did not attempt toadpabout everything that is said in all these \&erbie
was rather trying to draw out particular points.

Later in the same study he draws attention to ¢gimencunication and love that exist between the
members of the Godhead before the world was mads.iF a comment on Genesis 1:26 and John
17:24. He said, “Communication and love existedvieen the persons of the Trinity before the
creation.” What is the point he was making? It goat that he made at much greater length over the
years. There is an outstanding sermon of his caBetbre the Beginning,” which is about the Trinity
before God created the universe. The point th@nmghasizes in that sermon, as he does here, wé¢hat
are living in a personal universe. Our generatias $poken of reality as impersonal, whether ités t
New Age and the influence of the ideas of Hindugrd Buddhism or whether it is the scientific
materialism of the West, which sees matter as atemThose views, which shape our culture, arrayed
against Christianity, ultimately see the universénapersonal. They say we are living in an impeason
universe. It is one of the great cries of the exigalist. Schaeffer is speaking against that.44saying
that even before anything else existed there wesopality, true personality. It was shown in the
relationship between the members of the Trinitye Father and the Son and the Spirit loved eachr othe
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before the world was made, and they communicatédeech other before the world was made. We are
living in a personal universe.

This became one of the central points in his aplogver the years. Schaeffer referred to thegupess
in Jesus’ High Priestly Prayer in John 17 in whielsus spoke about the love with which the Father
loved Him before the world was made. There are nwhgr passages of Scripture that speak in a
similar way. Even when Schaeffer prepared theselsiBible studies for someone, he was always
thinking of the apologetic force of any particupart of the biblical message or the biblical systédm
truth that answers the questions of our genera@me. of the big problems of the whole of twentieth-
century thinking is that it sees the beginning\a@rgthing as impersonal. The whole of Western
materialism, whether it is scientific materialismtie dialectic materialism of the Marxists, sayatt
ultimately matter exists. It says there was onderase ball of matter and then there was the BiggBan
There is no God or personal being who createduthiigerse. We are living in a purely physical, mater
universe. The East says the same thing, suchkimduism. There is spirit, but that spirit is ulttely
impersonal. If you look at the teaching of the N&ge, that idea comes across powerfully. There is no
belief in a personal God with particular attribuéesl characteristics. God is beyond definition.

Why is that a problem? Schaeffer developed thiatpatigreat length in his later books, especiahg

God Who Is TherandHe Is There and He Is Not Silehtis point was if you say there was an
impersonal beginning, among other things, you hrevexplanation for the personality of human beings.
This has been one of the problems that twentietiacg thinkers have struggled with. How do we give
any value to the human person if there was an isgoel beginning? There are several things that
people have tried to do. Some will simply deny tmatnan beings are personal. They will say we are
just machines. Human beings are just like comm@t@abmputers, and that is all a human being isteThe
is nothing else about you apart from complex chemi¥ou are only a bag of water and some
chemicals mixed together, and you happen to hasddhm that has developed over time. To speak
about love in human relationships, to speak alemaltacommunication using words and language
between people, to speak about moral significanck that it makes a difference whether | do good or
evil, or to speak about creativity or choice is megless if | am purely matter. All the things vinéntk

of as being precious to our human life simply doerast.

That is a common theme of much of twentieth-centgstern thought. There is no freedom and
dignity to the human person at all. In other wottisye is no personality. Human beings are machines
even if they are complex machines. Perry LondorAraerican psychotherapist, used that image. The
human brain is like a digital analysis computers kxtremely complex, but in the end, anything tha
anyone does is totally predictable. If we knew ggioabout a person, either about their genetic nfakeu
or their environmental conditioning, we could t@lu everything they will ever do in every
circumstance that ever faced them. There is nopdbtere. There is simply a machine. Mortimer Adler
wrote a book calle@he Difference of Man and the Difference It Mak&shur Koestler used to speak
about “the ghost in the machine.” They were dealty this question. Is there something in man that
different? Many people have answered, “No, thereis There is nothing different at all. People are
just machines.” That is a terrible thing to say.

If you read Schaeffer, you will notice that he giveany examples of people he spoke to who took this
position that human beings are simply machinesmember a discussion we had at Greatham once.
There was a young fellow who took this positiorng &e was sitting there with his girlfriend. Theyreve
obviously deeply in love. We were having this dsgion about what a human being is. He was saying
there was no such thing as personality. We argopastucts of our environment and genetics, andighat
all there is. We pushed him gently along, and ayadht | asked him, “What is going on between you
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and your fiancé? Is this just sexual pheromonesfiratsall there is here? Is this just a matter of
chemistry and nothing else?” He understood welltwhaas saying. | tried to say it gently and not
harshly. He said, “Yes.” You could see the effétiad on his fiancé. She was horrified. | am shee s
had a word with him about it later. Yet it reallyo®k him up, and it really shook her up, too. Y cantv

to try to get somebody to see that the thingswuleatalue as human beings, which we take for granted
which are part of our common humanity, cannot be if we are living in an impersonal universe. They
have no reality to them.

The one answer is to say that they have no realitlyem at all. The other is the answer of the
existentialist. Sylvia Plath, the American poetlezhthem “tricks of radiance.” They are an illusio
That is the existentialist position. They do notdany reality, but we experience them. They do not
have any final meaning, but they are what givermegning to our life at all.

This is related to something else Schaeffer ofitket about, “the line of despair,” which we walk
more about later. On the level of reason, of s@entwhat we can know, we have to say that human
beings are machines. There is no reality to lowaratity, significance, creativity, or language or
anything else. In the area of experience, howexam though we know it is illusory, we do experenc
love, moral notions, and personal significance, @wacang on to them because they are what enable us
to keep going. There is a moving poem by SylvidPilawhich she uses the expression that these are
“tricks of radiance.” She eventually committed sdécafter attempting many times. It was because of
this dilemma. She ends her poem by saying, “The lneed begun again, the long wait for the angel, for
that rare, random descent.” In other words, mogh®time she knows perfectly well that her life is
completely meaningless. Human personality doeexist. Occasionally, however, there is what she
calls a miracle, or trick of radiance, in which semses that she means something, that her lifeanea
something, that these things really matter.

What Schaeffer meant was that if we look at whatBlble has to say, it tells us that we are nabhgvn

an impersonal universe at all. So this problem smg®xist. We are rather living in a personal ense.
God’s personality is not something made in our iemaghe non-Christian will often say, “You have
made God in your image,” but it is exactly the otlwvay around. God has always been personal.
Personality is at home in the universe. Beforectieation of the world, there was the Father, Sod, a
Spirit. Schaeffer said later on that personalitigtex] at the high order of Trinity. The Father &uh

and Spirit loved each other and communicated vatthether before the world was made. In other
words, love, communication, choice, thinking, plexgn and acting are not things that we hope am tru
of human existence. They really are true of humastence because they find their home, their squrce
in God Himself.

Schaeffer does not spell out the point in this exntHe goes into much more detaiHe Is There and
He Is Not SilenandThe God Who Is Theré# is a profound point. The most basic experieneehave

of being human is meaningful because we are lilnM@od’s universe and God is a personal God.
Human beings really do love each other becauseategnade in the image of the God who loves and
who loved before the world was made or anything eldsted. What is original in the universe is &aot
dense ball of matter, but a personal triune God.

Schaeffer would include individuality within persaity. There are three distinct members of the
Trinity. They are all equally God, but they areiindual. They are distinct from each other. Theyéa
their unigueness. Schaeffer would say the samg #@out human beings. We are created in the image
of God, not only in the sense that we love like bdt we are moral like God, that we have
significance like God, that we are rational liked>that we think like God, that we choose like God,
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that we create like God, that we communicate likel Gbut also in the sense that we are personhhin t
we are individuals. Each of us is unique. Thaiss aeflected in our humanity as the image of God.

The second point of emphasis of Schaeffer in #itien is that God is sovereign over creation onyst
and salvation. Schaeffer comments on Revelatioh dntl Ephesians 1:11, saying, “God created all
things of His own free will. He did not have to ate. Before creation, the triune God stood complete
and there was love and communication between tisopg of the Trinity.” He returns to that idea
repeatedly.

His point is that God did not have to create. Gaekseignly and freely chose to create. Another hay
would express this later was to say that ther@iking in back of God. There is no determinism bdhi
God. There is no inexorable law in the universe slagis God has to do one thing or another. Godtis n
controlled by anything except Himself. There is aoything behind God. God created because He
freely chose to. He did not have to create.

This relates to the idea of personality as welhagfer would make the point later on that in aystem

or worldview that believes in only one God, in dgnonotheism, God would lose His personality. Let
me explain that, because it relates to this idaatttere is nothing in back of God and God not ingto
create. If God is only one, how can we say tha¢ J@@mmunication, or personality are really true of
God Himself? Who does He love? Who does He hagertamunicate with? Nobody. He is not able to
love or communicate until He creates somebody\e m communicate with. You may know the poem,
“God’s Trombones.” In it God says He was lonelyHsodecided to create man and woman, Adam and
Eve, in order to have somebody to love and talkbhat is nonsense according to the Bible. God does
not create because He must in order to fulfill pessonality or to love somebody or have somebody to
communicate with. God creates because He wants to.

Schaeffer’s point is an interesting one. In Isléon,example, in which there is a rigid monotheishe,
personality of God will always disappear. Thatiget Allah is not compassionate. Allah is not layin

He is totally arbitrary. Love and compassion arefandamental to His being. He tends to become a
distant figure. We may worship Him. We may be ireasf Him. Yet we cannot love Him as our Father.
That is something that is unique to Christianitye ¥an have a personal relationship with God because
He is truly personal in Himself, not just in retatito us. If it is only in relationship to us, thiéms not
fundamental to who He is. It would be only drawn loy His creation. It would not be necessary to
Him. That is why in Islam God is distant and cdidcause He is only one. Muhammad rejected the
doctrine of the Trinity, but He lost the possilyildf a truly personal relationship with God. Yowha

fear as the dominant feature and awe rather themdod compassion.

If God is only one, then who did He have to love aammunicate with before creation? Nobody. It
inevitably follows that love and communication ardy expressed, if at all, when something is crbate
In other words, for multiple eons, God existed withcommunication, without expression, without
love. You must conclude from that that it is natdamental to who He is. That is why in any
monotheistic religion God becomes cold and distfamtmore consistency there is. You can move in a
mystical direction, in which God becomes completeipersonal, which you see in Sufism in Islam.
You end up with a kind of Hindu mysticism. Or youlwave a hard God, whose justice, whose
judgment, whose arbitrariness becomes dominantlstamic view of salvation is of people walking
across a rope bridge over an abyss and God knopkiogle off into that abyss. You also end up with a
rigid determinism. There is no personal relatiopdtetween the individual and God that can change
things. Everything becomes rigidly determined. Saryresponse to anything that happens is “It is the
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will of Allah.” There is not a personal God whomuwoan appeal to and say, “Lord, You know what is
happening here. Deliver me from this situation.”

Let me describe this in another way. In Christignite have a God who is truly personal. There is a
relationship of love, communication, language, kimg, and planning together between the members of
the Trinity from all eternity. The Bible clearly presses that. The Trinity chooses to create. Tregte
together. Creation is said to be the work of thin&ia the Son, and the Spirit in various parts of
Scripture. We do not have time to go into a basideBstudy, but you know the passages | am refgrrin
to. There is Hebrews 1, Colossians 1, and Johatlsffeak about Christ, for example, as the Creditor
the universe. They do their work together. Thegkhi out together. They plan it together. Theyad®
together, and they do it. They are deciding. Theleve expressed between them. The Son delights to
honor the Father, to bring glory to the Father.affers Himself to be the salvation for human beings
The Father loves to honor and bring glory to tha.Sdat is why Jesus prays to the Father, “Father,
glorify me with the glory we had before the worldsvmade.” There is a personal relationship between
them in which there is a delight to honor each o#mel serve each other. The Son is eternally timle So
He did not become the Son when He became incarfagee is an eternal relationship of Fatherhood
and Sonship between the Father and the Son. Thtesithindividuality. There are three unique pesson
relating together before anything was made.

We have said some profound things about who Gdieen | come to God, | know that God is truly
personal, that love is foundational to His chana@ggnificance is fundamental to who He is. The
Father, Son, and Spirit have chosen to do thingsther this way rather than that way. They have
decided. | know that communication is fundamerdakho God is. There has been communication
between the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit forevelnew! come to God and try to communicate with
Him, | am not communicating with a God who is imiself silent. That is where Schaeffer got the title
for his book,He Is There and He Is Not Sile@peaking and communication are fundamental to who
God is. That is both in the sense of communicatiemveen individuals within the Trinity and in the
sense of revealing Himself to others. It is all hdwp together. | come to a God whom | know is like
this in His very being. It is so different from thwole of modern theology, liberal theology. Thays
God cannot be named, cannot be known, and isydtaliscendent. He is completely different, and
therefore trying to name God is like trying to natine whirlwind. That is not the way the Bible spgak
about God. God is a personal being who can be knaWva has these characteristics. We can
communicate with Him.

There was an image that Schaeffer used to usedntiguWe speak of God as infinite and personal.
When we think about ourselves as human beings degtwurselves and God there is an absolute barrier
on the side of God’s infinity. We are finite. Goddws everything. He rules over everything. He & th
Creator of everything. Nothing is hidden from Hitmadl. He has infinite power, wisdom, knowledge,
understanding, and goodness, as the Westminstde$3on and Catechisms say. We, however, are
finite. We are limited. We do not see into the fetat all unless God tells us. We have come intagoe

at a point in time. We are very tiny. We are nk¢lGod at all in that regard.

On the side of personality, we are the same as Tuat.is what it means to be made in the image of
God. On the side of personality, as Schaeffer wealdrepeatedly, the barrier is at a different poin
God is infinite and personal. We are like God omglde of personality. We love like Him. We are mad
to choose like Him, to have significance, to cretdaise language, and so on. Here the barriergome
between us and animals, plants, and what Schaefégf to call atoms, or machines, the purely
mechanical things. There is an absolute barriavdet us and the rest of created reality. We atl/rea
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like God. What this means is that God can indeekhiogvn, among other things, because we are really
like Him.

If you look at the whole of Neo-orthodox theologyhasically says that God cannot be known. Karl
Barth says that basically the barrier between Gubhmans is absolute. God is infinite. We arddini
God is transcendent. We are here in this non-teartient world. How can we know God? Can God
speak to us in language? No, because languadauiman thing. God is completely beyond all that. God
is the unknowable, the transcendent God.

If as Scripture tells us, on the other hand, thad & personal, then there is no barrier betweemamu
beings and God on the level of our being. We haenlzreated to have fellowship with God, to speak
to Him, to know Him, to love Him, and to be likerfli The barrier between us and God is a different
one. It is sin. It is a moral problem. If you get of the personality of God, if God is either {hersonal
spirit of the New Age, or if He is the rigidly motteistic God of Islam, then you have a God with

whom a personal relationship is really impossilleu do not have real communication. We do not have
real significance before Him because of who Ha idlimself. This is a fundamental question in terms

of trying to understand what Schaeffer was tallabgut. It was basic to everything he said in many
different contexts.
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