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I nfiltration of Evangelicalism, |1

Father, we ask that You will be with us now. Weypheat You will help us to understand what some of
the important issues are of the moment in whicliweeas we think about the church and
accommodation to the spirit of the age. We prayvfour wisdom and understanding to examine our
own hearts and minds that we may put ourselveslglaader the authority of Your Word and Your
Spirit. We pray this for Jesus’ sake. Amen.

We are discussing accommodation, the accommodatitire evangelical church to the spirit of the age.
We had looked at, I think, the first four pointsetdrifting away from an emphasis on propositional
revelation, the reluctance to equate the bibliea with the Word of God—God’s Word stands
somewhere behind the text—the drift from any emjshas the Bible as containing historical truth, and
the drift in the area of the cosmos, of what thiel@says about the nature of the universe andahee

of human persons. We finished there, looking aidkea of complementarity, which is popular in
evangelical circles in one form or another. Thatdwmay not be used, but we can see this in many
evangelical churches today. By complementarity veamnseeing the Bible as speaking in the area of
religious, theological truth while science speakthie area of science and keeping the two apdheso

do not really touch or inform each other.

What | want to move on to now is point number fiwjch is the loss of the certainty of knowledde. |
we have accepted the “existential” methodologysesaeffer calls it, we end up with a problem with
the idea that God can communicate truth to usapgsitional terms. But even more than that, there
comes an uncertainty as to whether we can evetequaknowledge with what is true. Now, this is
one of the central themes of our culture and obdstructionism in particular in the last 10 yeansth
cannot be known by us. Our personal understandiaghest an approximation of the truth.

As this begins to be applied to theology, thethésquestion whether we can ever have any kind of
certain knowledge of God. I think you see that taemCharles Kraft's book, as an example,
Christianity in Culture Kraft seems to think it is impossible to ever &guour theological statements
with the truth about who God is. If you think abdlet, of course, it would mean you would have to
reject entirely any kind of confessional approaxkhe life of the church. It would be completely
inappropriate to say, for example, “We see the Wigstter Confession of Faith as expressing biblical
theology.” This whole direction seems to make irengpiritual to say, “Our knowledge is never
certain.” This can be made to sound very spiritt@bd is so far beyond our understanding. How can
we ever say that what we know is the truth?”

One of the ways in which Schaeffer responded ®las to say that certainly our knowledge is never
exhaustive. We never have complete knowledge adoihing, never mind about God. Of course we
do not. We are always growing in our understandligt is true whether our particular field of stusly
fruit trees or horticulture, whether we are farmersether we are in medicine, or whether we ai@iyn
other discipline. Or, let us say, we are married taying to know our wife and children. We neveokn
anybody or anything completely, perfectly, or exdtauely. That is true even of finite beings arowsd
and of the creation. God has made the world in suttarvelous way that there is always more to know,
more to understand, more to discover. This wiltrne for us to eternity. We will be living in the
presence of God, but not only will there be morketon about Him, but there will also be more tokn
about everything He has made. There is such a whutdariety and depth in His creation. But to say
we cannot have complete, perfect, or exhaustiveviedge or understanding or truth is quite different
from saying we cannot have any certain knowledgetaihly we do not have exhaustive knowledge
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about God. But if we understand biblical Christigrat all, we must be able to say we have true
knowledge, true information about God.

If you think about that for a moment, it is abselytessential that we think that before we prayo ‘ID
believe? Can I firmly say, can | know, that Godrisale prayers of those who come to Him in the name
of Christ? Can | take the statement of Scriptufae value, which says, “The Lord has sworn [about
the Messiah, about Christ] and will not changenhiisd: ‘You are a priest forever.” (Psalm 110:4 and
Hebrews 7:21)? Do | have the confidence? Do lydaow that Christ is my priest today, that | may
approach God the Father through Him? There is egtgan about that. Certainly 1 do not know
everything about that, and every day we discoveaembout what it means that Christ is our mediator,
that Christ is our priest. But we must never dnfthe direction of deconstruction or existential
theology, which deny that our knowledge can beageidr true in any real sense. Yes, we do not know
God exhaustively. But we do indeed know Him triind we are able to set that down in words. He has
communicated to us in words, and we may communicab@e another and to our own hearts with
words, words that we may be confident are true.

That brings us to the next point, point number $hat is, as the existential methodology affects
evangelicalism, we begin to see a pulling apareason and faith. This is one of the most important
points: a pulling apart of reason and faith. Yoe, s&chaeffer is repeatedly today charged with
rationalism. “Schaeffer was a rationalist,” it Wik said, over and over again. | was speaking to
someone on the phone recently who studies at anxaeyrelsewhere. He said every time Schaeffer is
mentioned in the seminary where he studies—anddl@ns evangelical seminary—the professors
basically sneer and say, “Well, Schaeffer wasgusttionalist.” They just dismiss him out of hand
simply as a rationalist or as Aristotelian in higlarstanding of reality. But it is much more funcatal
than that, simply dismissing Schaeffer as a ratisina do not think that is a fair criticism, ameée have
talked a little about that before. But what is kg@king done is that a wedge is being driven betwe
reason and faith.

Look what Schaeffer has to say, for exampldsseape From Reasdthis is on page 258, chapter six):
“The evangelical Christian needs to be carefulabbse some evangelicals have recently been asserting
that what matters is not setting out to prove epive propositions. What matters is an encounitir w
Jesus. When a Christian has made such a statdmedms, in analyzed or unanalyzed form, moved
upstairs.” In this case, the downstairs is theorati and in the area of reason one puts the stateme
‘One does not set about proving or disproving psipans.’ That is, there is no point in seeking to
rationally persuade the non-Christian of the taftiChristianity.

We have had a speaker here at the seminary whoeleaisspeaking a lot about the loss of persuasion.
This is the fundamental reason for it, this spditvibieen reason and faith. If you make a split betwee
reason and faith, persuasion disappears. How parstade a non-Christian if faith is in some
completely different category, a completely diffgreompartment from reason? Thus “downstairs” is

the rational, so that persuasion is impossible stdips” is the non-rational, an encounter with 3esu
Schaeffer goes on to comment on this, “If we thirgkare escaping some of the pressures of the modern
debate by playing down propositional Scripture simaply putting the word “Jesus” or “an experience
with Jesus” upstairs, we must face the questiomtdtiference is there between doing this and doing
what the secular world has done in its semantidicigs or what radical theology has done? At the

very least, the door has been opened for manié& this the same thing.”

The point Schaeffer is making is that, in the madeorld, where there is such an attack on the
Christian faith—and particularly where there hasrbsuch an attack on evangelical Christianity from
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the liberal perspective—it may seem that it is pgm@ego avoid the battle by saying, “It is not aegtion
of persuasion; it is not a question of reasonindp weople; it is just a matter of faith.” You thigku are
avoiding the battle and all the objections to Gfarsty, all the methods of tearing it down, by sy
“Do not ask questions. Just believe. Lose your naindl come to faith. Faith is an affair of the heiais
not an affair of the mind.” You can think of manther statements, which you—at least those in
Western cultures—have all heard, | am sure, maaynynimes, over and over again. But the point
Schaeffer is making is this. If we do that, if wevk the tendency to do that, we ought to ask otesel
how people hear us if we communicate that way. Vilg be convinced that this is indeed the truth we
are talking about, and we will just not botheriyito persuade someone else that it is the truthwil
we actually be communicating that it is the trdtive talk this way to people? Or will we be just
responding to the word “Jesus” as a kind of barnseeking some kind of experience with Him? And
when this does not work out for them, they willtjpass through to something else.

Schaeffer writes iThe God Who is Thern page 183 in volume 1 of the Collected Workappendix
A on the question of apologetics. He addresseshhgge that he was a rationalist. | encourage gou t
read that if you are able. That is the first appendthe back ofThe God Who is Theréle says, “At
times some have said my way of discussing apologyetia form of rationalism. First, a definition of
words is helpful. A rationalist is someone who Ksman can begin with himself and his reason plus
what he observes without information from any otbmurce and come to final answers in regard to
truth, ethics, and reality. In contrast to ratiasral or the rationalist, rationality concerns thé&dity of
the thought or the possibility to reason. | amanaétionalist for one moment. | am completely
dependent on what God has spoken in His Word. We aaource of truth outside of ourselves. But |
do believe in rationality—that is, in the validiby reason, the validity of seeking to persuade [gdpe
validity of seeking to reason with them.”

| think this is a charge we will find over and owayain against Schaeffer. In one of the bookswiaat
written to critique him, a point that was made et it was not really Schaeffer’'s arguments or
reasoning that convinced anyone. It was just thiatespeople have a certain kind of makeup so tlegt th
respond in faith when the Gospel is presented. Stdraesponded quite angrily to that in a private
writing, which he circulated among us in L’Abri. KBaid, “That is not what | am saying. Faith is not
something that is some quite different capacitthenhuman person so that some people are abler¢o ha
it and other people cannot. This would mean thadoring is a waste of time, reasoning does ndireal
matter, and our reasons are really worthless. Wieelook at Scripture, we find the apostle Paul, and
we find Jesus reasoning with people, seeking teyaele them. We must be prepared to do the same,
because in the end we are living in a world wheod Bimself is a God of rationality. And He has
created us in His image, with rationality as well.

Thus this is a fifth danger, or a fifth probleme throblem of separating reason and faith. Of cQurse

from our particular Reformed perspective, it isgbke to justify that split by appealing to the ggaof

God. We must be very careful not to do that. Wehtnggy, “Salvation is by the grace of God alone,
therefore reason is worthless—therefore faith @adon are in completely separate compartments.” The
apostle Paul believed more passionately in theegphGod than anyone today, we could say. He glearl
was convinced of that. But that did not stop hionirseeking to reason with people, seeking to pdesua
them. Nor did it drive him to put faith in a radigadifferent compartment.

In answer to a student’s question, | think Schaeffeuld have said that God uses all kinds of méans
bring people to faith, to bring people to salvatitmbring people to commitment to Christ. And afie
those means is persuasion. That is very evideydasead through the book of Acts. | suggest tioat y
can see 10 or 12 kinds of things God uses as Ha seelraw people to faith. You may say, yes, there
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the direct action of the Holy Spirit in the heafrtloe person. But there is not only that. God uses
creation—He witnesses to the truth of His Word tigto the creation around us. God uses His
providential rule over history, His care for peofgespeak to them. God uses the circumstances of
people’s lives. We can look at Psalm 107, wherehae those series of groups of people who got into
all kinds of distress. Then they cried out to tleed, “Lord, deliver us!” God used the circumstances
they were in to bring them to a point of humility that they would cry out to Him. God uses the iyal

of the lives of Christians to touch people’s hearts

The New Testament commands us, therefore, to ligk good lives before the pagans that they will
glorify God. Jesus says this, and Paul says tglthe, “In your workplace make the teaching of €tri
our savior attractive.” Thus there are many, maffer@nt things God uses. We must not think of the
grace of God as being limited to the direct actbthe Holy Spirit in the heart. That is a far toarrow
definition of grace. When we talk about God beiageseign, God is sovereign over the whole of
reality, over the whole of life. And He is ableuse all kinds of different means to bring a person
faith.

There is no need whatsoever to see any kind airti§pn between reason and faith. Faith is a respon
to what one knows to be true. Biblical truth is sf$ed to the minds of people. No matter what amyon
says about reason and faith being opposed to atbemnas soon as someone stands up to preach a
sermon or even to communicate to someone one qriteeare addressing their mind, their reason.
You cannot escape that. That is how God has madenysne speaking to another person about the
Gospel has to use language, because God has mtud# wsy. That language has to go through the
mind, it has to be considered by the reason, itdvde understood and responded to. Faith is nuilgi
reason; of course it is not. It is not simply knowicertain things are true. It is responding tséhtuths
by committing oneself to those truths, by commgtoneself to that person, Jesus Christ, by trusting
Him. But do not put the two in opposition, and dit see reason as opposed to grace. God in His
graciousness has made us rational creatures. Rbtyos one of His gifts. To think that to reaseith
someone is somehow opposing the grace of Godssttapart what God has made, that is, human
beings with the capacity to reason, from the Wdr@ad and the work of the Spirit. That is really
ridiculous, setting one part of God’s gift to thentan race against another aspect of His work in the
human heart and mind. We do not want to do that.

Now, if someone says that by putting those twogpasition they mean that we cannot reason anyone
into the kingdom, that the work of the Holy Spistnecessary, that is true. But do not put theitwo
opposition. As you read through Acts, Paul reasanéld people, he sought to persuade them. And it
says some of them were persuaded. That is the n@ahsises. For me to seek to persuade someone is
not for me to think for one moment that | myself ¢aing someone into the kingdom. | know | am
dependent on what God does and on what means @odaehto use. But to then think it does not
matter whether | reason persuasively, it does rattanwhether | live righteously, that it really kes

no difference would be completely unfaithful andabiedient to the Word of God. It does matter. And
we will have to give an account to God one dayabt, if we have not been faithful witnesses, if we
have lost the art of persuasion and we never sepkrsuade anyone that Christianity is true, ifdee

not try to live attractively before people and plecgay at the end of our days, “He was such arrotte
example as a Christian. | never even considerediidmnity because of him,” we will have to give an
account to God for that. When we say we are cletreoblood of all men, and let us hope we can say
that like the apostle Paul, what we ought to meathdt among other things is “When | had the
opportunity to persuade somebody, | did. When I|thadopportunity to live righteously before
someone, | did. When | had the opportunity to goaysomeone, for the work of the Spirit in theiahe
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| did.” Rather than saying, “I just did not wantday this formula to this person,” let us reallyfaghful
to what God has to say.

| would say that in the end it is a restrictivewief the grace of God rather than a thoroughly Reéx
view of the grace of God to set reason and faitirtap\nd | would suggest again that this view is a
consequence of being affected by the spirit ofaitpe it is another part of it. It is true that weertbt like
rationalism. We do not like the attacks of ratiesral on the Christian faith. But instead of rejegtin
rationalism, we say, “Let us reject human reastogather.” But you are not to reject the gifts afds
And reason is a gift of God.

Without reason, we can never exercise dominion orgation. God has made us with minds. Well, first,
God has made an orderly world, which runs accortbrigws He has set in motion. Really the laws are
just descriptions of the way God runs the univefsel because God is consistent, there are consisten
patterns. The sun will rise every day, and the@®awill come in their time, because God rules the
universe in an orderly manner. This is becausesHié you like, a rational God. He isgos There are
some wonderful tapes we have in our library hei@matenant Seminary called “Chance Versus Logos”
on John chapter 1, dealing with the issue of eumiuas opposed to creation by a rational God. When
John used the woldgosthere in chapter 1, it brings with it a specifiea.Logosfor the Greeks was
sort of the rational order behind the world. Whattidis saying is that Christ is that. Christ is ¢ime

who upholds the universe in an orderly manner, ereated it in an orderly manner. Because God is
like this, because He is an orderly God rather tireaotic, He has created the universe in a way in
which things can be measured and understood. Herbated the universe so that it runs in an orderly
pattern with a consistency that reflects His ownsistency, which is the consistency of His characte
He is the same yesterday, today, and forever. Hanatichange.

Now, in addition to creating the world in that w&od has created us with rational minds in His ieag
And there is a coherence between the way my mintétsrvend the universe around me. That is why it is
possible for me to get in my car this afternoon dnde home and know | am driving on the right-hand
side of the road. That is why it is possible toig&t a plane and know it will fly. There is cohece
between the way God has made us and the physicll am@und us. Thus we can have true knowledge
about the world, and we can develop things thatadigtwork in the world. And because God upholds
the universe continually, there really are lawstf@ way He runs the universe, which means | dea ta
those laws for granted. | can actually fly in angaor we can drive a car, or | can put one fodtant

of the other, or anything like that. There is d marld here, the world God has made, with pattéons.
And that will endure until Christ comes, and beydnecause He will renew it, and it will be even
better.

Let us move on to the next point here, point nunsieeen. Point number seven is related to what we
have just been talking about. That is, if we mavéhis direction of setting reason and faith apa€,

will then begin to say that the internal testimafyhe Holy Spirit is the only evidence of the trut
Schaeffer gives an example her&'lre Church at the End of the Twentieth Centumappendix B. He

is talking here about how neo-orthodox theologsingly appeal to Jesus, to an inner feeling thexeha
about His existence rather than to any kind of ewa for the fact of His existence. Then he goe®on
give an evangelical example: “The intriguing thingne was that one of the leading men of the
weakened view of the Bible, who is called an evéogkeand who certainly loves the Lord, in a long
and strenuous but pleasant discussion in my hofew gears ago, when pressed backwards as to how
he was certain concerning the resurrection of JEsuist, had used almost the same words. He said he
was sure of the resurrection of Christ becausbefrtiward witness [of the Spirit]. He said he waes
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of the resurrection of Christ because of the inwaitdess [of the Spirit].” In other words, my only
reason for knowing that Christianity is true is &ase | feel it to be true inside.

Now, again, you will have heard many, many peopkak that way. It is possible to make a kind of
one-sided appeal to Scripture to support this vilgus says in John’s Gospel, “My sheep listenyto m
voice; | know them, and they follow me” (John 10.2ZIFhis passage is used to justify the idea thit on
the internal testimony of the Spirit is needednesdvidence for the truth of Christianity. But here are
really mixing two different things together. Certlgi, Christ promises that He gives His Spirit to
everyone who believes in Him. And the Spirit wodssa witness in our hearts, as a guide, challenger,
and comforter, a friend, a strengthener, and sd@ ba.Spirit works in us in wonderful ways. But the
New Testament does not suggest that convictioheofruth of the Gospel comes through the internal
testimony of the Spirit alone.

For example, when Paul speaks about the resumectib Corinthians 15, he gives a list of peopleowh
saw Christ raised from the dead. In other wordsggpeeals to the evidence. He does not say, “| thear
voice of Jesus in my heart, and that is why | lvelim the resurrection.” He gives a list of the jpleo
who actually saw Christ raised from the dead. Agaimenever you hear someone say, “The internal
testimony of the Spirit is the only testimony timheeded,” what this is covering over is this cati
split between reason and faith. | would say, if poigh it far enough, what it will produce in a
generation is the feeling that the truth | knovaashristian is in a completely different categofyrath.

This is rather like Frances Youngiime Myth of God Incarnatélistory and faith are in separate
compartments. The cosmos and faith are in sepepatpartments. Reason and faith are in separate
compartments. Of course, this leads to a radiczldation of apologetics. It means there will be no
common ground with the unbeliever at all. How caeék to talk to someone about something that is an
experience they have not had? In fact, this is h@my people witness. They say, “If you respond to
Jesus, then you will know, too, because you witlezience it as well.” Now, that is certainly one
element in witnessing. It is one element in the N@stament in withessing. But it is not the onlygl at
most certainly is not the central element. Butrf@ny Christians it has become the only element in
communicating to the unbeliever—that is, the redsomy faith, the reason for the hope that is @ m
(my apologig consists entirely of the witness of the Spiritny heart rather than any evidence to which
| can appeal.

All of these different points go together. | sp@tmut how many people feel we cannot appeal to the
universe in its form, to creation, because thedggeaks theologically, and it is science thatlspea
scientifically. The way one English evangelical ggpthat is to say, “We cannot, for example, labk
the human person and say that there is anythirguarabout the human person that corresponds to
being in the image of God.” That means, what weakabout human beings, he says, is of no value to
apologetics at all. It is of no value at all. Tlsimply scientific truth. In other words, what isesaying

is that what Paul says in Romans 1 and 2 aboutriverse and its form, as Schaeffer expresses it in
The Manishness of Mathat God has left Himself with a witness that e=knen inexcusable, both in
creation and in the heart of the human person winoade in the image of God. The human person has
God's law written on his heart. But under this vies cannot appeal to either of these things. We
cannot appeal to anything in the real world—thikisspoint—either in the universe around us ohm t
life of human beings to reason about the trutthefC€hristian message. There is only, again, tleenat
testimony of the Spirit.

That brings me to an eighth point, and that is, might say, the adoption of a dialectical viewrotth.
Let me express that simply. That is that we miglytthat two views can both be true at the same. time
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Schaeffer gives an exampleThe Church Before the Watching Waiild chapter 1. He says this: “As
far as religious truths are concerned, this manldvexpress religious truths in such a way that one
person could say that Christ is the only mediatiwieen God and man and another person could say
that Mary and the saints intercede for us, and wnayld both be right. As you look at modern
existential theology, it is able to say that mdrart one thing is true at the same time.”

Now, how might this affect the evangelical commuy®it think there is the kind of drift in that ditean

in Western culture today. | remember taking pad mumber of public debates in England a few years
ago over the question of whether we ought to béiptcor whether we ought to be committed to the
need for armies, the need for deterrents, and sArmhat each of the meetings there were usudiyva
people who would come along and say, “Well, youkath right. You are both right. Both the just war
view, the need for deterrents, and pacifism aré bight. Now, let us just simply have a dialogue
together. Let us just simply learn from one anthidow, what happened was that the dialogue itsek w
seen as important. There was no conviction thatowdd come to a common mind or that we could
actually find truth.

| think this is an idea you find even within theaegelical community in all sorts of different fisld
People are saying, “Let us just have dialogue.ddia¢ is a good thing. We will have dialogue. Itsloe
not matter whether we come to a common mind. Lgaisishave dialogue, because dialogue itself is
what matters. The Lord is using both of you to malk®ntribution to His church at the present time.”
Now, of course God uses all sorts of people to ntakeributions, and no one is completely wrong—
usually. People are not usually totally wrong. Bi#t is not what is being said. It is not a questb
being charitable, of really learning to be humbid &arning from one another. What is really being
said is that there is no truth to be found in #risa, whether it is just war versus pacifism ortieeit is
any other particular set of opposing views. Lesag it is one view of whether women should be pasto
in the church or another view—somehow we can hatle at the same time and both can be equally
true. One is true for you, and the other is truenie.

We want to be careful not to move in that directibims important that we learn to have discussions
charitably. But as Schaeffer used to keep sayM{g heed to learn to speak the truth in love.” This
means that where we learn we disagree with someandp not reject them as people. But we must
hold on to the idea that truth is there to be foukitd thus the reason for having discussions iswlea
might learn from one another and try to find wisatrue. When we stand before God, one thing will be
true and not the other, not both. This is anothea,d would say, where in this kind of methodolagy
have been influenced by the spirit of the age—t&atan have two truths that may seem opposed to
each other but are both true at the same time.

Now, I think there may be an influence of what wiglmh call an Hegelian view in the evangelical
church. This view suggests that we look, for examnat the Baptists and the Presbyterians in tefms o
whether or not you should baptize children, atjtis¢ war proponents and pacifists, at premillensigl
and amillennialists, at one form of church governtas opposed to another, at Calvinists and
Arminians, at whatever—even at creationists andutamists—and say that they are both right. | have
heard many discussions like this where people“¥dgll, really, both are true. Let us learn from kac
other. Let us not think that anyone has a corngherruth. Let us agree that both can be right Gas
revealed this to you, and this is what is precitougou. But God has revealed that to me, and that i
what is precious to me,” as if in God can someoarscend opposites, that in God’s mind both can be
right.
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Now, | think that is a very dangerous drift, beaaiiss a drift toward a dialectical view of truth.
Biblically, we must be prepared to say, for examfileelieve in infant baptism.” And let us say €la
does not. | will respect his right, as | hope h# reispect mine, to differ on this issue, but | bdgth of
us are convinced that one of us is right and therabne is wrong. And when we stand before God, we
will find out who is right. Now, of course we mustarn to love one another and to speak the truti wi
love rather than to be bitter toward one anothdear one another apart. But only one is righhin t
end. Either God does or does not want us to baptizehildren, the children of the covenant. Onef
is making a mistake here. Because God is grackdeisyill forgive whichever of us is making a
mistake. He will forgive us for many things, beaaunsne of us is perfect in our understanding. And
none of us is perfect in our lives. But | would rhuather have Clay say to me, “I do not agree with
you, Jerram. | think you are wrong, and we wildfiout one day when we stand before Christ,” than |
would have him say to me, “Well, really, that ight for you, and this is right for me, and realbttbare
true.” But that is what the dialectical view oftinuisays. And then we will have a dialogue justthar
sake of having a dialogue. There is no point initgra dialogue just for its own sake. The purpdse o
dialogue is to try to find out what is true.

So yes, we must be prepared to learn from one andtbt us say for myself as a Presbyterian, | must
be prepared to learn from Baptists in the churcb wmhmany areas—in terms of their own personal
righteousness, in terms of their understandingad,@nd in all kinds of areas—they may have a far
greater understanding and commitment to God andrttis than | do. When | recognize someone else’s
spirituality and submission to the Word of God, ushbe prepared to be humble before them and to
learn from them, whether they are in the same demation as me or not. Of course we must take such
a view. There is no room for denominational arragabefore God. But to say, “Let us learn to get
along as brothers and sisters in the Lord, to spee another’s differences of opinions, and loval

one another to have those differences of opinimnvery different from saying, “It really does not
matter. It really does not matter.” Schaeffer ugesay, “I will fight to the death to allow someote

have a different view from me, even if | am con@ddhat they are wrong. But | will not say, ‘Well,
really we are both right.”” That is a very diffetehing. And that is part of the mentality of owea

Relativism, as it creeps into not only morality lalgo every other area and particularly into knolgks
says that your truth is true for you, and my tristkrue for me. And that is where deconstructionism
ends up, or it says that there is no truth affdlat is where that ends up. But for the Christiesounds
very pious to say, “God has led you in this wayd &le has led me in that way.” But this is not piatis
all. There is truth, and there are things thatnatetrue. And of course, some of them are far more
important than others.

For example, the question of whether our childterutd be baptized is not a central issue, andoitish

not divide Christians. On the other hand, the qoesif whether Christ is the Son of God clearlgis
central issue, and it divides us apart from thoke are not believers. Thus we put a different ooer
different levels of truth. Schaeffer did this dettime. | will always remember a conference winere

gave an impassioned lecture with many non-Christ@esent on the truth of Christianity. The first
guestion someone asked him afterward was abousbapind he said, “I will give that question 30
seconds.” This was not because he consideredntpariant, but he felt that in that context it was n

the important issue. There were present many @k who were filled with questions they really
wanted to come back and ask—fundamental questloms avhether God exists and who is Christ and
can you know anything at all about what is truedAmt someone asks, “What is your view on baptism?
Should you be baptized with lots of water or onlittee?” | do not mean to be flippant about thistave

my own views on this subject. But this is not a lifr death question. And so we say it is importaun,

in terms of degrees of importance, it comes someawvay down the scale. But even on such an issue, |

© Spring 1990, Jerram Barrs & Covenant TheologicahBeary



Francis A. Schaeffer: The Later Years Lesson 17, page 9

will not say that it does not really matter what thiank. Of course it matters what we think, becaitise
has some practical consequences.

Thus learning to speak with love and respect iontgmt. In my church in England, for example, where
| was one of the pastors for many years, half ofamngregation were Baptists and did not have their
children baptized. And they felt no pressure tedoWe taught very clearly what we believed thdaib
says on the subject. But at the same time, you negpect people’s freedom and let them make their
choices. And one day we will all find out who waght. |1 do not say that with any kind of arroganke;
do not mean it that way at all. All of us will finehen we stand before God that there were mangshin
we got wrong. The first will be last, and the lagt be first. All kinds of things will be turnedpside
down. But what we will not discover is that it didt matter what we thought and what we believed.
That is a very, very different issue.
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