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I nfiltration of Evangelicalism, 1V

Father, we thank You for this time that we havetiogr. As we think about the influence of Your Word
and Your Spirit and Your people on society, we poay’our wisdom and for Your understanding. And
we ask this in Jesus’ name. Amen.

We have been looking at what Schaeffer regarde@sus examples of accommodation. The one we
spent our time on last session was what we calilepliisg morality. And then I think we had a helpful
discussion about two kinds of problems. The orehisre we regard present culture as our authority in
moral issues, and the other is where we regarttdldéional culture as equivalent to biblical tesch

and become subject to the authority of traditianddure rather than to the authority of Scriptuseli.

Today | want to move on to the next point, whic¢hihk is point number 12. This will be our last pbi
Point number 12 is what | have called the devadmatif Reformation influence and Christian influence
in general on the culture. That is really the dethiat Christians have had any serious impact eriatv,
the moral values, or the institutions of Westerliura. InThe Great Evangelical DisasteBchaeffer
deals with this issue. He speaks of the influerfdb@Reformation on European and Western soarety i
general and then the influence of the Reformatienitdge on the founding of the United States. e al
speaks of the Reformation heritage influence ireotays on the political and social structures of
various Western European and American cultures. Scttheffer writes this:

There are those within evangelical circles today wiould, under the guise of scholarship,
belittle all of this and act as thought the Chaistconsensus was always in a total muddle. Just
how far this may be taken may be shown by the elaofpone Christian historian who carries
the muddle all the way back to the Reformationfitéée writes, “Schaeffer’'s confusion rests on
his inability to see Protestantism as the religifmus of Renaissance humanism. To be sure,
Protestants said their consciences were informdtdBible, on which alone authority rested—
sola Scriptura—yet we all know of Protestants’ inability to agm@e what the Bible said or even
on what kind of book it is. In his triumphalism,fa@ffer cannot see the ironic and tragic in the
Protestant movement because he refuses to seantaspect of the humanist movement itself.
In his various works, Schaeffer repeatedly invakesReformation as the answer to the problem
of humanism when in reality it is part of the pretol.”

Schaeffer then goes on to comment on this issuieit Buobvious, if you reatiow Should We Then
Live, for example, or see the films, or if you read &ffer'sChristian Manifestpthat he was very
profoundly convinced that Protestant Christianiyl lhad an enormous impact on the life of Western
Europe and on the life of the United States antherdevelopment of its political and cultural
institutions.

Now, Schaeffer gives one example here of the datialu of this notion. But that kind of devaluation
attack on the idea of any kind of Christian influeron Western culture is one that you can find
repeatedly. | remember reading a review oftleev Should We Then Ligeries, written by Jack Rogers
from Fuller Seminary. In his review, he attacked tdea very, very strongly that the Reformatiod ha
had this kind of impact on Western society, as 8tfaasuggested. But this is a criticism you witidf
very often made. Now, this becomes particularlyongnt in the discussion at the moment that isgoin
on in the United States about the political streeguand the moral values of this culture.
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| want to make some points here about what Schagfie saying. First, Schaeffer was not arguing that
there was a golden age, not even after the Refamat Western Europe, say, for example, in
Switzerland, Holland, Scotland, England, or Germ&ig was not arguing that there was a golden age.
Nor was he arguing that there was a golden agedtrhe of the American Revolution and the
Declaration of Independence. When Schaeffer watespeaks about the Reformation, he readily
acknowledges mistakes the Reformers made. For dgathpy tied state and church too closely
together. Luther’s attitude toward the Peasant R&wes wrong, as he encouraged the nobles to smite,
stab, and slay the peasants. And they failed ® tigkthe challenge of missions beyond Europe. And
you could find other points as well where Schagff@nts out some of the inadequacies of the
Reformation. Thus Schaeffer was not arguing thattetkvas some perfectly Christian past, or that her
Christians have influenced society everything ttelywas good, or that they really created a culture
could call completely Christian. So that is thatfipoint.

The second point is this, Schaeffer also was roptiag that all people, or even the great majority o
people, were at one time real Christians, eith&Vastern Europe after the Reformation or in thetéthi
States at its founding. Rather, what he was argsitigat there was at one time a consensus ofapini
in, say, Switzerland, Holland, England, or the EdiStates at its founding. In these places theseatva
one time a consensus of opinion that was shapedodylical worldview.

| want to make several points here that are funddahéo that biblical worldview that affects thetmae

of a society. One would be that there is indeedd i@ heaven, a God who exists and to whom we are
answerable. Second, we live in a created univars@rld made by this divine being with an ordeitto
and structure that can be examined and undersidwdi, there is a moral order in this universe,@ah
order that finds its source in God. And good stamds against evil. Fourth, there is what Schaeffer
would callantithesis that is, the truth stood over against falsehdaghin, this idea o&ntithesisfound

its source in God. Fifth, there is a morally acdable human race and there are absolute distirsction
between good and bad behavior. There is a moradlgumtable humanity with distinctions between
good and bad behavior and between innocence aftidThere is such a thing as subjective guilt befor
God. Sixth, all human beings stand on level groogidre God. All are made by Him in His likeness.
And seventh, people—all human beings—are sinnatsiard restraints on their sin.

Now, those seven points—to which others could likeddbut these are the fundamental ones—were
the consensus of opinion in Western Europe afeeRisformation and in North America at its founding
as a nation. It is not that everyone was a Chnsfiat is not the point. But the vast majoritypebple
held these views. Now, holding those views—and inglthem not as religious truth in a separate
category from normal life as people often do todéytholding them as the truth about what life is
about and who we are, had a very profound effe¢herkinds of societies that developed.

Let me make several points here. What did this@osigs of opinion give? It gave several things dnat

a tremendous blessing to the human race. Thaditee idea of the rule of law. That is, there lawa

given by God that rules all human beings and efiargan society. Now, that is very important, because
much of the human race has been ruled by the ldg&right is right,” that whoever is in power

decides the law. Wherever biblical Christianity hasl any influence on a culture, it has given gjfis

that there is a rule of law that comes from God $&thand stands over all people.

A second consequence of this is, therefore, acabuity—the accountability of those who govern. Tha

is, they stand under the law as well, just likeglbasant. The peasant and the prince, the peashtiie
president, the ordinary man and woman in the saeétthose in Congress, all stand equally under the
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law. They are all accountable to God and to the kawd those in power are accountable to the gowkrne
as well.

Third, the idea of truth is a gift from Christianfluence, that there is truth that can be foundtaat

ought to govern a society and its people and edisgipline. Now, because this is a created univetse
can be examined and understood—again, truth céouoel. This is God’s world, thus we can study and
understand it. In other words, this is the fourmlator science, we might say. And science has not
developed in all cultures, because many culturesadmave an idea of an objectively existing creéate
order that has a rational structure to it and thab can understand. But where Christianity haseshap
the consensus, there is that confidence that tarthbe found, that there is a world that can benexed
and understood.

Fourth, this Christian or Judeo-Christian conseimssswithin it a democratic impulse. That is, If al
people are equal before God and stand on a lezeégiefore Him, then all people ought to have some
say in their government. As | said before, those gbvern are accountable not only to the law bad al
to those whom they govern. Thus there is a demodmapulse within the Christian understanding of
the human person.

A fifth consequence of this view is the idea oftrast on those in power. Because there is the
recognition that everyone is sinful, there is dfs®recognition that power corrupts people andetioee
there have to be restraints on human authoritia; God’s authority is absolute. All human authprit
is derived from Him and accountable to Him andhi® people. And because of the sinful tendency of
the heart, power will corrupt people, and there tntiusrefore be checks and balances—separation of
powers, restraints on those in power, however wa vaexpress it.

The sixth consequence is the idea of objectivd guidl of human responsibility. People are accodatab
for what they do before God, before society, arfdrieeone another. And there is objective guilt et
be punished and ought to be punished.

Now, there are many other things one could sayedls but these are some of the fundamental gifts, o
might say, of a Judeo-Christian worldview to a wrdt And this is really what Schaeffer was arguing.
After the Reformation in Northern Europe and in tiokmerica at the time of its founding, there was a
consensus of opinion shaped by a biblical worldvileat deeply affected the institutions and the
understanding of the society.

Let us come back to our main points. First, Scleaefias not arguing that there was a golden age.
Second, he was not arguing that all people werestdms. Third, he was also not arguing that al th
founders of the United States, of its constituaowl declaration, were personally Christians. Henkne
very well that some of them were deists and ratistsa But even though some of them were deists and
rationalists—some, not all, because some were tngs—they were indeed shaped in their thinking by
a Christian worldview. When you look back at someebke Jefferson, for example, it is important if

you say, “This man was a deist” or “This man waateonalist,” it is important not to regard himas
twentieth-century rationalist. A twentieth-centuagionalist in 1990 does not believe there is ttothe
found, does not believe there is a moral law inuhwerse, and does not believe in sin. Jeffersas w
not a twentieth-century man. He was not a Christiamh he was not a twentieth-century man, eithes. H
understanding of the world, like the Christiansus@ him, was shaped by a Christian worldview. He
profoundly believed there is truth to be found réhis a moral law in the universe, and there idlsat
needs restraint. In addition to their own thinkbejng shaped by a Christian worldview, these men
recognized the Judeo-Christian worldview arounantla@d appealed to it. And they understood that this
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Republic would only flourish and endure with agelus underpinning, with the underpinning of that
Judeo-Christian worldview and morality. That is mnjant, because when you look at someone like
Jefferson and say, “This person was a deist” ois"plerson was a rationalist,” do not try to unchamst

them in a twentieth-century context.

The fourth point is that it was the loss of thisldo-Christian consensus that made Schaeffer so
concerned for the future of the United States aeduture of Western Europe. He pointed out over an
over again that what remains now in our culturiésidea of freedom, but only of what he called
“merely freedom” or “bare freedom.” What he meaytlmat was freedom without any definition of
what it means, freedom without a sense of moragabbn or moral accountability to God and one’s
fellow human beings. Rather, now we have the pudfdreedom for its own sake.

If you have seen the film seriddpw Should We Then Livgou have seen how he makes this point very
strongly in episodes nine and 10. That is, it is belief or pursuit of mere freedom that he regdrds

the hammer blow that would destroy this cultured@om without responsibility and freedom without a
sense of moral obligation is totally destructiveatoulture. What it creates is a society that bdsatve

more and more government to control it. And wetkaéall around us. This is because you have to
replace people’s sense of obligation, people’sesehsesponsibility to God, to one another, and to
society with more and more rules and laws and rancemore government officials controlling every
sphere of life. And the more excessive freedomgetithe more power has to be given to those in
authority.

Germany in the early 1930s gives us a very conbiriexample of a society that had become
extremely decadent and that pursued without any &frform. And the reaction to that was Hitler. Tha
man was seen as one who would provide the strutttatavas missing within the society. Thus
Schaeffer was very concerned about the future emasis of the loss of the Judeo-Christian consensu
Now, he was not a pessimist, because he beliewsd Was a sufficient interest in the economic sease
sufficient interest from the Judeo-Christian corssenof the past to appeal to people and to worksos
basis on which to call people back to that conseasul to the gifts that it gave.

That brings us back to our main points, now poimhber five. Why is this important? Why was
Schaeffer so concerned about the denial by Chmsté any positive influence from the Reformation o
of any positive influence of Christians at any pamour past on the development of this culturd®W
did he think it mattered? | can think of severalsens here as | think about this. One is thatdeuwuts
the need for Christian involvement today. If yoggest that Christians in the past have had no
influence, it seems to devalue the importance afsians seeking to have some influence today. If
when they held more of the consensus they stillfmohfluence, what chance do we have now? And,
perhaps more fundamentally, second, this view aggeadeny that God has been active in history at
least in the lives of nations since the New Testdreea. This view appears to suggest that even when
there were many Christians, God was not able tblerthem to have any impact, to be any kind of salt
and light in the society in which they lived. Thuseems to remove God from the arena of society.

Thirdly, such a view seems to accept a sacred-aedidision. Now the concern of Christians is ofdy
some narrow, “sacred” realm rather than understanttat we have a calling to influence the culiare
which we live, wherever we live at any moment istbry. And related to that, fourth, it appears to
suggest that there is different truth in differargas. Again, it seems to suggest that Christigh only
affects the individual as a person rather tharittes of nations, social structures, political stures,
economies, law, etc.
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One should note, incidentally, that a great many-@aristian historians do not hesitate to acknogéed
that Christianity had a huge impact on the devekpnof American culture. | will always remember
reading a fascinating book by Jeremy Rifkin who was of the radicals in the 1960s. It is calléu
Emerging Order: God in the Age of Scarciynd it was written in the 1970s. In this bookhaligh he is
not a Christian, Rifkin looks back at the histofytiee United States and notes that at every pdint o
crisis in this society there had been an evandetsaval that was the impetus for the radical apes
that came about and really shaped this culture. #enlboks at evangelical Christianity today asdhky
source of hope for providing a basis to deal withinmental problems. This is because Christianity
has within it fundamentally an idea of humans ad'&etewards, stewards of this creation rather than
simply exploiters of the world in which we live. A, this is a non-Christian writing. But you would
find in many, many different contexts the acknowlehent of Christian influence on the development
of American culture and of Western European culture

This is one of the areas where Schaeffer’s thinisngarticularly under attack at the moment. Heee a
the five main points again, briefly. One: he wasarguing that there was some Christian golden age
(either at the Reformation or at some point in Aiggs past). He was ready to acknowledge the
mistakes that were made and the lack of consisteneyany points. Two: he was not arguing that all
people were Christians individually, that all wé@n again, but that there was a consensus ofapini
that was shaped by a biblical worldview. Threewas not arguing that all founders of the Unitede&xa
were individually Christians. He recognized thanhsowere deists and rationalists. But he would have
said they were shaped by a Christian worldviewy there not twentieth-century rationalists. Foue th
loss of this Christian or Judeo-Christian consengas what made Schaeffer very concerned for the
future of the United States and of Western Eurtp@dentally, Solzhenitsyn makes exactly the same
point if you read hisdarvard Addresgrom several years ago. He makes exactly the geamé¢ about

the understanding of freedom and the loss of aesehgbligation in our culture. Solzhenitsyn argues
very strongly that the sense of obligation befooel @ what shaped the whole development of Western
democracies. Five: why is this important? Why esithea that Christians did indeed influence the
development of Western cultures so important?

It has been asked whether there is enough of a&neuns now to stop the breakdown of our society?
That is a very difficult question to answer. Butduld say there is enough of a consensus to appeal
people now. If you consider the work that Os Gusgsigas done on the Williamsburg Charter, he
attempted there to contact Protestants, Roman Bahdews, Muslims, humanists, and people all
across the board religiously to come to the defensee religious liberty clause. And the way hd di
that work, if you look at the Williamsburg Chartes it carries with it the idea of respect for athe
people and a sense of obligation to other peopleetisas to oneself.

Os is currently at a non-Christian college, dealinty this issue, and it is a very serious probl&iou
have probably read articles in the newspaper albbhat is called the sensitivity issue, how on cadleg
campuses people on the left have prevented peagleeaight from speaking. They say, “What you are
saying, if you are from the right, is offensiventinorities, to women, to this group and the other.
Therefore you are not allowed to say anything.”sTins created a real problem, and a couple of
universities here in the United States recognieg thave lost the freedom of speech because offiitis
concern for sensitivity such that no one ends up @hbsay anything controversial at all. And tlEsi
kind of tyranny, actually, that prevents many pedpbm saying anything. This is not to say thatgleo
should not be sensitive. Of course they should. Wjloel look at some of the advertisements from the
political race of a few weeks back, some of themevabsolutely shameful in terms of appealing
unashamedly to racist tendencies in people fos#ke of the election. Sensitivity, then, is impotta
yes. But sensitivity must not be used to deny foeedf speech. Os was invited by a group of college
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presidents to give lectures on this issue. Thegeas of one of those colleges wrote to every mamobe
the faculty and student body to personally inviterh and encourage them very strongly to come hear
Os. This is because this college president recegritzat something very profound is happening when
you lose freedom of speech in a culture. And hdpefioere will be enough of a consensus there to
appeal to. If you can help people to see what #neydoing and how precious the ideas of freedom of
religious expression and freedom of speech aresoceety, | think there is still something there to
appeal to. But | think it is becoming less and.|&&su could say that the Judeo-Christian ideas sisch
who we are, who God is, the reality of sin, thesteaice of truth and of good evil, and so on, apétaka
The interest, in this little metaphor, are the pothat this gives, such as that there is a rulevef or

that you need checks and balances, restraint§iose in power. Those consist of the interest thates
from the capital of a Christian consensus. Nowjrik we would have to say that where perhaps the
majority of Americans and Western Europeans are@med, the capital has gone. What you are left
with is the interest.

Most people, if you push them, will still say thieglieve in a rule of law, although there is a teakion
here. If you talk to the average Western man or ammmyou will get double answers here; you will get
ambiguous answers. If you ask them about this jgsheg may give you different answers, depending
on how you ask the question. If you ask them ceaestions, they may say, “Well, what is basic in
our society is the freedom of the individual to ake.” That is, that law comes from the individual
person. But if you ask them different kinds of diess, they may say, “Well, it is really a questiain
democracy.” And by democracy they mean what theritgjthinks. Thus we ought to have a
referendum, this issue ought to be on our balldisat do the majority of the people think? Whatis t
consensus? Do they think homosexuality is rigldathey think it is wrong? Do they think this other
issue is right or wrong? Thus you will find peoplgpealing to both the freedom of the individual &nd
the majority opinion as their basis for law. Buydfu ask them other questions, if you push theitila |
bit, 1 think you will find that most Americans widltill say that a rule of law is necessary, that¢h
really are objective moral and legal standards dght to govern everybody, from the president down
to the person on the street. | would say we agedituation where these two views, the one thiaased
on the human person as the source of law and ke thtat is based on God as the source of lawnare
real conflict with one another. But | think mosopéde, if you help them to see what that leads i, w
opt for a law with God as the source, even withebasis for it.

In other areas it would be more obvious. If youtsthtalking about restraints on power because powe
corrupts because people are sinful, if you wordegt, you could get almost everyone to agred wit
you on it almost immediately. While people may satheory that people are basically good and that
there is no real problem of evil, when you stdkitey about those in power, everyone recognizes
clearly that power corrupts people and that theseal sorts of greedy tendencies in members of our
government. You could get them to acknowledge witproblem at all that there is a need for restsain
on those in power.

Thus, again, there is something to appeal to. Bu#ttwve have to realize is that not only is the tepi
disappearing in more and more people, but in maople some of the interest is leaving as well or at
least has been cut off from its source. And thekweg have to do as Christians is several-fold. Peare
is appealing to people about these gifts that lcamee from a Judeo-Christian worldview, helping
people to see their importance. The second pegbisilding the foundation at the level of persuasio
really teaching people in our society what is iane pointing out that these gifts come from a Judeo
Christian worldview.
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It has been asked what Os Guiness’ position ofMileamsburg Charter was Well, he was the director
of it, basically. | have forgotten what his title@s But he is the person who worked full time vathers
on its production. This is really something he gdwee years of his life to. One of the thingsslgmers
of this charter are trying to do is to get peoplegcognize that Christianity did indeed have dqumod
influence on the development of this culture. Ahelytwant this to be recognized in the public school
curriculum, which is why they are developing edigra! programs that have been taken up by many
different states. That is something that is beiaegied. There are many textbooks that have beetewrit
for school children that have left Christianity @aimpletely. This is partly because some of the
publisher—Os points this out—were afraid of beiakgenn to court by the American Civil Liberties
Union or other groups who do not have much intaredefending the influence of Christianity on this
society. But there were several decades when @miigt was not mentioned at all in connection with
the development of the institutions, the moral galwor the legal structure of this society. Onthef
hoped-for effects of the Williamsburg Charter ig#i that reversed, to get people to acknowledaje th
this was indeed an historical reality. Regardldsshat they think about Christianity, this is an
historical reality.

The second element is this: does the fact thaitileamsburg Charter, Os, and these school
curriculums they are developing speak of differetigions, does this mean relativism or the dethat
there is truth? Os’ reply to that would be thastisinot a question of relativism at all. It is pigna
guestion of acknowledging that we live in a plusgiociety. He gives the example that you can go to
some schools (such as in Los Angeles, Californtzgre there may be 90 different religious positions
represented in the student body. And evangelicak@mnity may be a minority of those. Do we really
believe in the separation of church and state? Bdhink that those children in the public schoateyn
should all be taught Christianity, not just thatiGtianity influenced the development of this cudtd Or
should there be recognition that in the studenylzodl in the population as a whole there are many
different religious positions and it is not the galis business to teach the Christian faith orlgh@mic
faith or humanism or Buddhism or Judaism or angtdlse?

Os made one illustration. He said to take a funaatist from Louisiana who may be protesting public
education and the fact that his children are notdpaught Christianity in the public schools. & h
moves to Utah, he may be thinking very differentigcause he does not want his children taught
Mormonism in the public schools. He will suddendgognize that the separation of church and state
and the removal of religion from the curriculumtémms of a religious perspective being taughbas t
truth, may be a good thing. This is because thgioels perspective that is taught would have ttecef
the religion of the majority of the parents of #ahool children, which in Utah would be Mormonism.
Then what do you do for the evangelical child whthiere? Why should they have to learn
Mormonism? | think it is also important to listemewish people. They do not want a Christian fosit
taught in the public schools. They would argue thigtthe responsibility of the parents to teduohirt
children Christianity or Judaism or Mormonism oratdver. Now, that issue does not touch the
guestion of what is true. The question is simyif the place of public schools to be teaching in
pluralist society—and we have to acknowledge thative in a pluralist society—a particular
conviction about who God is, who Christ is, whoave, what our dilemma is, and what the solution to
that is? | would say from the British situationttbae of the reasons for the great strength of Acaer
Christianity is that religious education has natiibeeen as the responsibility of the schools.

In England where | come from, where the churchtisyaminority and where we have an established
church, we had and still have compulsory religiedacation in every state school. But it is worseth
useless. It had the effect of inoculating all thédren against Christianity. That was one of its
consequences. The reason for that was simplyrtiost of the people who taught it were not persgnall
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Christians. Consequently, what they taught hadlatedg no conviction. | remember all the way
through school, growing up in a non-Christian familregarded Christianity as the most boring lesso
of the week. Everyone did. We hated having to tak#&/'e all resented it. And it had the effect of
convincing us never to think about the Bible ordanything to do with Christianity. It was profouyd
unhelpful. Now, we may lament the fact that werawdonger living in a society where Christianity is
the consensus for the great majority of people.nvdg lament that—we ought to lament that. But we
need to come to terms with the fact that we areadlgtliving in a pluralist society. And acknowleidg
that is not the same as relativism. Being toleddimither people’s convictions is not the same gmga
that they are true. | must recognize, for exampiat there are people on my street who are Jewish.
There are people who are Roman Catholic, therpewple who are humanists, there are people who are
into the New Age—there are people with all sortglifferent convictions. There are probably people
who are Muslims. Should | not tolerate their preseor their convictions? Of course | must.

| think there is something very fundamental hergeerms of the very nature of biblical Christianity
itself. God Himself respects human significanced &od Himself does not force people to be
believers. He reasons with them. He seeks to pgesusand to convince us of what is true. Thauis o
challenge. And it is a real challenge before w&dj in a pluralist society.

But | would think the last thing we want in AmerisaChristianity taught in the public school system
Of course sometimes you would have Christians tegah | remember one Christian who taught
religion when | was in school in England. His ckssvere different from everyone else’s. But he was
the one Christian out of the 30 religious teachdad while | was in school. He was the only onewh
really made any sense, who | could see had coowietbout what he was teaching. But what has
happened in England today is that the religiousuetion has been forced to come to terms with the
pluralistic nature of the British society. So wigataught now is comparative religion, where noghs
true. Again, one does not want that either. Itastlio take religious education out of the schgslesn
entirely and say it is the responsibility of pasetd raise their children to know what is truelawee

God, and to serve Him. And it is the responsibiityChristians to seek to persuade other people,
children and adults in the society, that Christiais true. But it is not the responsibility of dts.

| know this is a sensitive issue, and it certaislg difficult one. But | would say from the Britis
perspective, do not hark to the answer that whateesl is publicly legislated Christianity in thénsol
system. It will not help. It will actually make thask of evangelism much more difficult, becausepte
become hardened. That has certainly been the @ff@sttain. And you always have to take that into
account when you are talking to someone: herenmsesoe who has a perception of Christianity shaped
by what they heard in school. Somehow | have tdlgeugh that and behind that and get back to the
issue of what is true, that | am not talking absrhething religious, but that | am talking aboutivis
true. | am not talking about something that is isggbon people against their will. | am talking abou
something that, by its truthfulness, by its povesrd by the beauty of its life, demands attentiaut. B
there are some very big questions there.
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