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In Defense of Schaeffer

Father, we want to thank You for this time togethée thank You for all you are able to do in a
person’s life. As we have thought about Francisa8tfier in this course, we praise You for the way Yo
were able to take him, a man who was sinful anddibkinds of weaknesses just like each one of us,
and use him for the upbuilding of Your kingdom.ph#sy that we may be prepared to offer ourselves to
You as he offered himself that we might be instnisnaf righteousness and of Your truth in this @orl
That is our desire, Father, and we thank You ferabnfidence in which we can ask that, because You
are so full of grace and kindness to us. You dgudge us as we deserve or look at us as we shsuld
looked at, but You look at us rather with complete and acceptance in Your Son. Father, we thank
You for the wonderful confidence that gives us,wadommit ourselves to You. We pray You will be
with us today in this class hour. In Jesus’ nantaeA.

We looked at the issue of whether there was a draml@ange between the Schaeffer of the early years
and the Schaeffer of the later years. Last timesiveered some of the things that were said about his
early years, and we began to consider the critgishhis later years. | want to pick some of these
criticisms up, point by point.

The first is the criticism that he became fixatdthvpolitical action and social justice. Even tontien
such a thing seems to portray an ignorance of éingop and his life and ministry. Just as with et of
his life, in the last few years of his life he sparost of his time living either at his home in &erland

at the Swiss L’Abri or at their home in Rochesiimnesota, where they settled for six months oheac
year for his treatments at the Mayo Clinic for lymoma cancer. He spent most of the last few years of
his life either in Switzerland or in their homeRwochester doing what he had always done. He
welcomed people into his home, both Christian ama@hristian. He spoke the truth to them, answered
their questions, prayed with them, and showed dmeern for them as individuals. Certainly he did
plenty of speaking in connection with the two filsexiesHow Should We Then LivethdWhatever
Happened to the Human Radd@ died in May 1984, but in March and April 1982went on a 10-
seminar tour when he was desperately ill, speakivayt various issues, particularly the issue of
abortion. So it simply is not true to say that lkeeeloped a fixation with political action and sdcia
protest. Much of his work was still preaching aectlring over a wide range of subjects and talking
individuals with all their particular needs, quests, and struggles. He also worked as the chaiohan
L’Abri fellowship, led the work of L’Abri, and pasted the church in Switzerland when he was there. |
do not think his life really changed in that seatall. He spoke about social and political issudgss
early years as well as in his later years. Theetkfice was that after 1973 and the passing of dkeevR
Wade decision, in the Supreme Court abortion be@amajor issue in the United States. He most
certainly devoted a considerable amount of his tiongpeak about that issue. | will come to that in
moment. He saw it as absolutely related to evemgthie had been doing the rest of his ministry.

Second, there was a criticism that Schaeffer simmpbepted the agenda of the moral majority and
consequently became a fundamentalist. Those twioisms go together. If you read through his books
and listen to his tapes from those last three or years of his life, | do not think it is possiliesuggest
about him that he simply accepted the whole agehtfae moral majority. The reason he is accused of
this is because he spoke so strongly about abaatidrsome other issues like that. It is also berheas
appeared on various television and radio programsme of the leaders of the moral majority
movement. This, of course, led some people tactaéihim very strongly. | know what his response
would have been, because it was something | hearéd$ked about on several occasions. He certainly
did not accept the whole approach of the moral ntgjdowever, he felt that their strong stand on
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abortion was something that he agreed with andewktat stand with them on. He recognized, in
addition, that in the moral majority movement thesre many fellow Christians. He had no sympathy
whatsoever with what one might call the neo-evangkemovement that wanted to separate itself at
every point from the moral majority because it dad agree with everything they said or their stife.

felt it was tremendously important to recognize vetfellow Christians are working and to stand with
them where one agreed, even if there were a vageraf issues on which one might have differenées o
opinion, substance, or style. He had no sympathgtsdever with the kind of Hollywood style of some
of the televangelists and some of the materialtsh $adly went along with that. At the same tinee, h
was prepared to use any platform where he couldkspe the issue of abortion and other related ssue

The term “moral majority” is used in two sensesskiit is used of a particular movement with Jerry
Falwell at its head. The other is used more gelysshbny Christians on the right wing of the piwit
spectrum who suddenly started to speak up whentthdyeen silent during the 1980s. They took
stands on various issues that were perceived ag benservative issues. These were issues like
abortion, prayer in the public schools, and defessges. There is a whole range of issues inclutieel.
word is used in both issues, and Schaeffer wasizgtl in both senses. He appeared with Jerry Halwe
on his television show, so he became identifiedh whie moral majority because he appeared there.
Second, he spoke about some of the same issuebdanot hesitate to stand shoulder to shoulder with
many of the people in it. But if you read througimitarefully, you will see that he distinguished hi
stance at many points.

One of the areas where the moral majority wouldriecized is that in demanding the right of prayrer
the public schools or protesting against the hidorsorship of the media against a Christian voice,
there were people in the moral majority who did sighport freedom of speech as such. They simply
wanted freedom to express their own position build/bdave liked to silence others. Without any doubt
in some of the more radical elements of the moveitiname was book burning, protests against certain
books being used in the public schools simply beedhey had swear words or violence in them. At
that point, Schaeffer would have absolutely no sagtimp at all. He believed very passionately in
freedom of speech, not just for Christians buteieerybody. He had no sympathy whatsoever with book
burning or attempts to ban books from public schode did not agree with having a very narrow
selection of books in Christian schools. | rememiigiting one Christian school that had such a very
narrow understanding of what the children of Crarst could read. It had fewer books in the whole
school than | have in my home for our children. yriw@uld not allow the kids to read Shakespeare
because they did not like the language, jokesjadence. There was a whole range of things that
children of Christians were not supposed to reatla8ffer had no sympathy with that kind of thing. |
think when people use the term “moral majority 8yhthink of those kinds of radical restriction on
freedom of speech. But Schaeffer did not have gmpathy with that at all. | would say that there ar
many points where Schaeffer was prepared to standth the moral majority and say that these were
issues on which Christians ought to speak out. Redias glad to use those platforms to speak otit, bu
there were many points where he would have satchthavas not in agreement.

A third issue in relationship to that is that Sdferewas accused of becoming a follower of singledie
causes. The issue that is thought about specificathe issue of abortion. Let me read some oftwika
wrote in one of his public addresses that he gaveany places in the last couple of years of fes It

is called “Priorities,” and he explains in it whg Bpoke so strongly about abortion. This is whyppeo
will accuse him of being a single-issue personugfiol do not think it is appropriate to do so. Heoa
wrote in his bookRWho Is For Peace®n the issue of disarmament, and he wrote on ghaes
elsewhere. This is what he says about abortionndryche considers it to be so crucial. He talks abou
priorities for Christians in the 1980s and says,
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The first priority | would stress is that of humige, and | would put this above everything else,
the crucial issue for which Christians must stalfé. must understand that human life stands at a
unique place. Human life stands at a crucial plaeeause there is an unbreakable link between
the existence of the infinite, personal God anduthigue intrinsic dignity of people. This is an
unbreakable link. If this personal God does nosteand He has not made people in His own
image, there is no basis for an intrinsic, unigigmidy of human life. This includes your life.

This cuts in two directions. If we do not belieweGod, we remove the value of human life, but
if we take away the unique dignity of human lifeisialso a blow against the existence of the
infinite, personal God. That is the fundamentaliéssThere is nothing more basic, really, than
human life. If the Christian cannot stand for thatere are we going to stand? To allow the
devaluation of human life as it is accepted is wronprinciple. And if that is not enough, then
pragmatically you must realize that it is your humtige that is being devalued. It is not just the
unborn baby. It is all human life. And it is nosfiabortion. Abortion should never be discussed
as an isolated issue. It is the devaluation of huhf@ which is the issue.

He was happy to say that he regarded the issuenoh life as basic and as the crucial issue.dt is
watershed for Christians in terms of our respofigfbn society. He saw this as a crucial issughbo
because of what it does to the human person araibe®f the blow that is struck against God Himself

Schaeffer goes on to point out that abortion nesédgslows into infanticide. He says when Dr. Koop
and he started owhatever Happened to the Human Ratte?second episode was about infanticide.
They pointed out that infanticide would come vewcfly. Schaeffer said many people thought that was
ridiculous and thought they were kooky for sayihg.tHe points out that very rapidly there were a
whole series of court cases that legalized infatgicGeorge Will wrote quite a bit about a famoase;
particularly because he has a son who has Dowrreyred In this case the parents of a boy named
Philip Becker with Down syndrome would not allowrhio have an operation. The parents had not
looked after him, but they still had legal contootker his life. He needed an operation to carryiand,
but the parents wanted to refuse him the rightateetthe operation. The court upheld them at first.
There are a whole series of court cases like thinticide is quite widely practiced in many hdsjs

in Britain. Many children who are quite capablehaiing surgery and living with Down syndrome or
spina bifida are simply allowed to die. They ardaged with Valium and water and left to die in the
hospitals. That is a reality, and it has beenwst for several years.

The point is that it is not just abortion, butgta much more fundamental question of human bfsfitIf
you devalue one human life, you devalue all hunifanIf you devalue one stage of human life, then
you devalue others as well. Schaeffer goes ondakspbout euthanasia. There has been quite a lot of
discussion about that recently in the press. Thave been a couple of examples of it in the lagt fe
months. There was a big article about euthanasidtenHemlock Society ifthe Saint Louis Post-
Dispatcha couple of weeks ago. Schaeffer says, “You miak tthat this is far fetched, but those of us
who are in our twenties, thirties, or early fortreswv, by the time we get to be in our seventies and
eighties, it will not be far fetched at all.” Thesue that is discussed more and more with theatlaa
living will is the decriminalization of euthanasaad the attempt to decriminalize the assistance of
euthanasia. These things will be discussed andigedanore and more in our culture. This was
Schaeffer’s reason for speaking so strongly amguiatly about the issue of abortion. The whole time
he was actually speaking about the fundamentakvafithuman life. The Christian has to stand thiére.
we will not stand there, where will we stand? vésy easy to dismiss people for single-issue thibgt
there are moments in history when there are sisglees that stand out. They are the cutting edge of
where the society moves. In our day, one of thesees happens to be the issue of abortion and the
value of human life. In another day it might haeeib slavery or Jews. He makes those points in the
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film Whatever Happened to the Human Ratk@re are moments when certain issues stand tlut wi
tremendous importance.

You can look back in the past and find various f®in history, going right back to the time of &werly
church going up until the present, where therebiess a weak stand on the issue of abortion atusrio
moments. | think it is fair to say that the solidvement of law, wherever the church has shapedn f
the earliest centuries onward, has been anti-almorin most societies, infanticide was practicetien
than abortion. This is because in previous agediahavas so very dangerous to the mother and could
not be carried out with any certainty of practicemany cultures they just disposed of unwanted
children. In The Early Years class we talked alixith Schaeffer growing up in China and seeing the
babies abandoned in the boats in the river. Thaeanunk heap in each town with thrown-away babies
that people did not want. People did not practlmaron, but they practiced infanticide. The saimad
has happened in Nepal, and it still happens imgh®te mountain communities. If a child is weak or
unwanted, the parents simply drown the baby iverrinder Roman law, a father had the right &f lif
over his children. It would be infanticide that wascticed rather than abortion. It is only witle th
development of modern medicine that abortion hastne both safe to the mother in almost all cases
and always effective. There were ancient socigiasbanned abortion. Part of Hammurabi’s Code bans
abortion, and a woman who practiced abortion hdmetepeared and stuck on the city wall. It is mdy o
within the Christian tradition that abortion andainticide has been rejected, though it is perhapa s
more strongly there than anywhere else. In theyetulirch there are a lot of statements againstiabor
and infanticide. Christians tried to take in thédren who were exposed by their parents. When Amy
Carmichael went to India around the turn of thetwan this is how she started her work. She took in
exposed children and rescued them off the garbegp. The same thing still happens today. Anky
Rookmaker from the Dutch L’Abri started an orgatima called Help a Child. One of the things she
does at the moment in India and Burma is start Isdimrebaby girls whose parents would have them
killed. They might have wanted a boy or did not ianpay a dowry for the girl. They started several
homes in India and Burma for baby girls like thatanticide is still very widely practiced, partieuly

in a Hindu society.

A good question is what we can and should do indstey against this issue of the devaluation of huma
life in abortion and infanticide in a society whehristianity no longer holds the consensus. Weagév
have to fight on several fronts at once. We neeagidik in the area of legislation to change it. Bt is

not the only thing we have to do, particularly imament like ours when we are in a society where
democracy is understood as being what the majofitige people think. That is the way people
understand where we are now. If 51 percent of duple think that abortion is right, then it is rigive
have to recognize that is where we live, thoughighaot how democracy has been understood
historically, and it certainly is not how democramyght to be understood now. The will of the mayori

in moral issues is not a necessary part of Ameritganocracy. That is not what democracy should mean
anywhere.

The first front on which we need to fight is theus of education. We have to teach people in the
churches, first of all, that this is not just ar@tissue, but it is an issue of human life. Thisamething
really fundamental, and we have to get that ideassdn society as well. Christians have not darg v
well at that. At the moment, most of the work thas been done has been simply confrontative and
shouting opposition. We believe it passionatelywasshould, and it needs to be stated loudly and
clearly, but there has to be teaching. | gave daenple before from my son’s school where his teache
asked them how many of them were pro-life and hamynwere pro-choice. Only two of them were
pro-life, my son and another boy, who is a ChnstiBhey were the only two in the class who were pro
life, and everybody else was pro-abortion. If wentma win this battle, we have to win the battlehofv
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people think. That is why it has to be dealt withh& level of principle. We are talking about huma
life, not just about the issue of abortion. We hveonvince people that this is an issue of funeiaial
concern. You cannot tinker with the dignity of humiée without endangering everybody’s life,
whether it is newly born children, handicapped peogiderly people, or some other group in this
society who are not wanted. We have to fight on fénzel.

We also have to fight on the level of legislatigvie should challenge people who are standing for
office, work in the courts and fight right to the@eme Court, work in the congress and senate, and
challenge the president. At the local and natiéea!, Christians should work in the area of |egfisin.
By itself it will not be sufficient when you livania moment when democracy is understood as the will
of the majority.

It is instructive to look at Wilberforce and how tedertook the battle against slavery in the neetie
century. He saw himself as having two works thattramitted himself to. One was slavery and its
abolition, and the second was the moral reeducafitine English nation. He saw both of these sigle b
side. That is what we need at the moment. We resthhd against the devaluation of human life in
abortion, infanticide, and euthanasia, but we aksed to undertake the moral reeducation of themati
which means teaching God’s Word. That is how Wiihee understood it. We need to teach God’s
Word both in what it says about who God is andntiieire of salvation but also about what it saysiaibo
the human person. The only basis for the valuauafdn life is found in the Bible. Hinduism,
Buddhism, the Greek city-states, and modern humadis not have it. Christianity gives us the most
solid possible basis for the unique dignity of anam person. There is nothing higher that can be
imagined than to say that every individual is asparmade in the image of God. You cannot give
someone a greater value than that. That is théigosif strength from which we have to fight.

Let me give an illustration from Britain of a wisgy to undertake this issue of fighting againstrabo

in the area of human life. There is an organizatiamne called CARE, which stands for Christian Awti
Research and Education. This is the evangelicalpynmo Britain that fights against abortion, among
other moral issues. They have three arms. One &theio work constantly lobbies members of their
parliament. They provide Christians and others atgsympathetic across the whole political spectrum
with solid information so that when they stand ag apeak in the House of Commons or make any
political speeches they will have solid informatalmout the issues they will address. These issues
include family, human life, pornography, and othéisey constantly work to encourage and strengthen
the arm of believers working in parliament. Th&cend work is a work of education in all the chash
across the nation. They teach Christians on huifegrfdmily, pornography, and obscenity issues, and
they challenge them to take a stand in the locaineanity. They encourage them to get involved in
local pro-life groups, as governors in the pubhd atate schools, in local politics and run fora&f and

in closing shops that sell pornography to kidsotlmer words, they challenge Christians to get inedl

at the local level. They try to create a model aoh@hristians all over the nation who will actyalie
involved to be salt and light in their local comnityn

| did a lot of teaching for them when | still livéd England. They are a wonderful organization.yrhe
appeal to Christians across all denominations. yEore of their conferences has people from every

kind of evangelical church you can image workingetther to try to do something in their local
community. Their third arm is action and care. Thaye established an AIDS hospice and many homes
for unmarried mothers who are expecting. They ehgke Christians everywhere to get involved on the
local level of caring for people who have handiapphildren, for those who have more children than
they can handle, for old people in their vicindypd to take in unmarried mothers. It is a work trest

very carefully set itself out to deal with all dietissues that need to be dealt with. It addrabgessue
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of the education of the nation and being involvethie legislative process. It challenges Christihas

if you are going to speak about abortion, you haveo something personally. You cannot just speak
about it; you have to care for people. We are atied into the world to judge the world but to céoe

it and to bring salvation to it. That has to beresged in the way we deal with an issue like thatall

as in every other area. We have to work on alhose fronts. Schaeffer most certainly would have sa
that. It is not just legislation, but it must bathvith education and care by the individual Claist

To add on to the defense against the third cniticd$ Schaeffer, the human life issue is not the amle
that he spoke on. In this paper on priorities,eéheere two issues that he dealt with. One was aiogrt
but the other was the family. It is interestingtttvhien he deals with the family he does not de#i wi
just as an issue of pointing out the problems endhiture in terms of its view of sexuality. Fiddtall,

he challenges Christians and the church whereadlapting the culture’s understanding of easy aieor
and slight understanding of sexuality. Even whegéts to the practice of immorality in the cultunes
way of dealing with it is so very different fromethivay Christians often deal with it. He does natlde
with it as an issue of judging people harshly. ldald with it in a very different way and says iteslly
a matter of compassion. We know, because we hadés®@vord, what gives people sexual fulfillment
in their lifestyles. When we look at people arowsdvho go through three or four marriages or thioug
a dozen short-term marriages, though they may rfeuaally get married, we have to recognize that
people damage themselves. Simply out of compas$sidhem, we need to share with them what we
understand about the nature of sexuality, sexdfdlment, and human fulfillment as men and women
as God has made us.

So much of what is important here is the way we d#&h an issue. Do we just stand up there and shou
at people, condemning them, or do we display reatern for people even when we have to say that
what they do is wrong?

Let us quickly move on to some other issues. Thezeseveral more issues, but | want to deal with on
in particular. Schaeffer is charged with that \entl person disease of Anglo-Saxon anti-Catholicism.
People say that he endorsed this, but it is hasgedhow they could have made that criticism. &8s |
speaking engagement in England was when he stoaddippoke with Mother Teresa, Malcolm
Muggeridge, and John Stott. Here was an Anglican,Roman Catholics, and Schaeffer as a
Presbyterian speaking against abortion in a blg nalHyde Park. Schaeffer's booW/ho Is For
Peace?was written together with James Hitchcock, wha Gatholic at Saint Louis University, and
Vladimir Butchofsky, who is not a Christian at d&lle was an exiled Russian dissident. Schaeffer
repeatedly made the statement in the last few ydris life that there are many moral and sodalies
in our culture where evangelicals and Catholicag&houlder to shoulder against the drift of our
culture. He certainly spoke clearly against thelé@ay of Catholicism on some central issues like
justification and the authority of Scripture. Buid quite absurd to accuse him of anti-Catholicisrthe
way that this article did so. There were some egbeas who accused him of ecumenism precisely
because he was prepared to speak on the sameamlatith Roman Catholics and others. He could not
win on that one. There were many other evangelights criticized him very strongly because he stood
up and spoke with Roman Catholics. His respon#aishe is prepared to speak with anyone who
stands for what it right. Whether they are a Cathbdlumanist, Muslim, or whatever they are, he woul
speak with them.

It is naive criticism. What do | think when | godawote for someone in an election? Does the fadtah
Roman Catholic, Hindu, Muslim, or a humanist hateddor them mean that | should not vote for this
person? You have no alternative but to stand witbever stands on an issue where you are convinced
that God’s Word calls you to stand. You should begyvthankful that there are other people who stand
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with you. You recognize when you stand with someelse that you are not saying that we agree on
everything.

| heard a very fine lecture in Saint Louis earthds year from a Jewish rabbi, David Novak. He spwk
one of the synagogues, calling for a Christian-§bwlialogue and particularly for Christians andslew

to stand shoulder to shoulder on the moral isshegtsare up for grabs in our culture today. Like
Schaeffer did many times, he said very carefullar not talking about ecumenism. | am not talking
about pretending that we are all the same or hgeingworship services. We disagree at some very
fundamental points; however, we stand together agamst the forces of secularism and the morél dri
in our culture. We share Judeo-Christian traditiad the Law of God.” He gave a wonderful lecture,
and he has written an excellent book on the Je®lsfistian dialogue. He is a rabbi who teachesat th
University of Virginia in Charlottesville. We oughd stand together on any issue where we can and be
thankful that other people stand up and speak.on it

Finally, let us come to one last criticism, whishthat Schaeffer gave in to the siren song of media
popularity and the slick programs of production pamies. People said he became a media personality.
| think it is an extraordinary criticism. | wouldhcallHow Should We Then LivethdWhatever
Happened to the Human Racditk films. Without any question, there are eletsesf both of them

that one has to say are amateurish. He would leognized that. | have just read Franky Schaeffer’s
recent boolSham Pearls for Real Swirferanky was involved in the production of both adghk film
series, and he points out in his book some of tkeehinical weaknesses. He was very aware of them,
and his father was very aware of them. There wiésmes of budget constraints apart from anything
else, and | do not think there is any way that gould accuse them of being slick films. The more
important charge is whether or not he gave in éosiren song of media popularity. | can testifytloa
personal level that he absolutely hated the whoseness. There was nothing he disliked more than
having to be made up to be filmed, whether it was d¢elevision program or anything else. He really
disliked it enormously, and he would much ratherehbad absolutely nothing to do with it. It took a
great deal of challenge by his son and othersjratitek end he felt from the Word of God to be prefa
to make those films. He points out that it wasesdad Ezekiel about the watchman on the walltibat
felt convicted by God that he had to be preparatbtthis. He had to stand up and sound the warning
trumpet to our culture and the church about wheresociety is headed. Like Ezekiel, he was very
reluctant to do so, and he only did it becauseelieneé absolutely had to. Working with him all thgh
those years in which he was involved in making ¢hwgo films series and the various occasions in
which he appeared on various television showsn Iseg that | do not think it changed him at all. He
certainly did not become a media personality. dtrt change his commitment to being concerned for
little people. To the very end of his life, he weppier to talk to one person than to speak to 1000
people in Washington D.C. The popularity that camkim in the last few years of his life really nead
no difference to him at all. It is an extraordinariticism to make that he became a media perdgnali
Anyone less like a media personality would be diffi to imagine.

Schaeffer used to say, “You do not understand nesaryou read my wife’s books. We stand together
on everything that we speak about, and many oatbas where | have been silent are not because that
is not where | am passionately involved. But Edidls expressed these. It is important to read wdtat b

of us say to understand either of us.” In fact, Is&a® written far more pages than he did, which you

might be surprised to hear. She is certainly a mooéfic author than he was. It is very importamt

look at his sermons. When you listen to his sermpmg might be amazed because you get a completely
different side of this man. He is a man who is@agher with fire in his heart. This side of him sloet
come out so strongly in the books and the lecttirasyou listen to, but he saw himself first and

foremost as an evangelist and a preacher. He sawvnthis calling, and it comes out very powerfuity
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his sermons. Going back to the first class, hegagnd Edith prayed for him throughout their ntiyis
that God would give him tongues of fire to proclaime Word. The Lord significantly answered that
prayer. You need to read Edit’sttersand listen to his sermons to understand who tlais really
was.

As we come to the end of this course, and thers@many things that we have not talked aboutnket
try to make some summary statements about him tidng that is important to remember is that from
1975 when he maddow Should We Then Livetil his death in May 1984, he struggled with
lymphoma cancer the whole time. Much of the timevas very seriously ill. If you go back sometime
and watch the last episodesHdw Should We Then Liveou will notice that he was often short of
breath and he looked rather haggard. That all shioresigh the makeup. At that time he did not know
that he had cancer, but he did. It was just aetiteof the making of that film series that it was
discovered that he had cancer. It is evident nakitg back at them that he was quite ill when those
films were being made. What is amazing as you lwadk at those last nine years of his life is thiat a
through those years, he constantly underwent veayycourses of chemotherapy. If any one you have
ever had chemotherapy or know someone who hag,hasliwill know how dreadful it makes you feel.
It makes you, for several days at a time, very e&ggd. At other times it can make you elevated
emotionally. It seriously affects you physicallyitguapart from the iliness itself. All throughotiose
years he really struggled with illness. Yet it vdasing that time that God gave him a voice that was
very much wider than it had ever been. He useditdegwith real feeling that passage that | refetoed
from John’s Gospel. In looking at their whole urslanding of the ministry, they believed that it is
necessary for a grain of wheat to fall to the geband die before it can bear fruit. This is tru, just

of Christ Himself, but it is true of us, His peoplewe understand that we are called to serve him,
have to be prepared to follow Him and suffer likenHPaul says in Philippians that he will attairtain
the resurrection if he is prepared to share insErsuffering. Elsewhere in Corinthians Paul séwgd

he carries about in his body daily the death ofisghinat His life may be manifest in the CorintlsaAs
you look at those last years in Schaeffer’s lif@ttbecame true in a way even more than it hadyalwa
been true. They always saw the need to put theeselw the line and to count the cost of what itmhea
to serve people, love them, and speak God’s Wdadgaople’s lives and hearts.

In the last years of his life when Schaeffer gdieoland suffered from cancer, many Christians would
have simply retired, but he worked harder durireg greriod. If you spoke to anybody who saw him at
all during those last seminars he gave during thexstecouple of months before he died, he was hardl
alive then. He was basically kept alive by chensicgbing around from one city to another. As so®n a
he got a platform where he spoke to people, he advioisk collapse totally and completely. He believed
very passionately that the Christian has to begyegpto give himself to the point where you feekven
you have gone far beyond what you can give. lhily as you do that and recognize that you are very
weak and totally incapable of doing what God cgtis to that you find that you actually do it. God’s
power is made perfect in our weakness. | would ssgtie last 10 years of Schaeffer’s life in pattc
are a remarkable illustration of that. God’s powes displayed in his weakness. God was able toaake
very ordinary man with all his weaknesses andtfeailthat come out so clearly in Edith’s books and
man who, in those last years, suffered very seyeaeld He was able to do some wonderful things.

Schaeffer always said about himself that he wasra erdinary person, and he stayed very ordinary
until the day of his death. God used him to brirengnpeople into His kingdom, and he had a very
dramatic impact on the church. | would suggest ligahad some impact on the culture as well. Right u
until his death, even when he was semi-conscion® s the time, he would wake up and say to Edith,
“Take this down. This is important.” He still thdugabout things that he wanted to communicateoAll
these things he spoke about, whether it was huifegrirlth, or antithesis, were things of passienat
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concern to him. They were not abstract ideas té lignificance. For him they were life-shapinglan
life-changing issues. Right up until his death bekgdith to write things down. There are many sind
weaknesses that one could point out in a perserhiik, at the same time | think he demonstrates a
remarkable example of a person who really yieldetshklf to God and lived by the grace and power of
God.
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