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Abstract: Much of modern apologetic discussion regarding the Genesis
account emphasizes the debate on the age of the Earth. Because of this
shift in focus, a bifurcation is seen between the doctrine of Creation (a
theological concern) and views of creationism (an apologetic con-
cern). While these areas certainly have distinct foci, one wonders whether
the division has been unnecessarily amplified, specifically with two so closely
related fields of research. Considering current divisions, one wonders how
Creation and creationism can be best understood in relation to one anoth-
er, particularly as it relates to apologetics. To explore this query, Francis
Schaeffer offers a unique perspective of the connection between Creation
and creationism. Therefore, this paper will argue that for Francis Schaef-
fer, his doctrine of Creation (instead of creationism) offered a foundational
framework for his apologetic and evangelistic method.
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uch of modern apologetic dis-

cussion regarding the Genesis

account emphasizes the debate
on the age of the Earth. Because of this
shift in focus, a bifurcation is seen be-
tween the doctrine of Creation (a theolo-
gical concern) and views of creationism
(an apologetic concern). While these
areas certainly have distinct foci, one
wonders whether the division has been
unnecessarily amplified, specifically with
two so closely related fields of research.
Considering current divisions, one won-
ders how Creation and creationism can
be best understood in relation to one
another, particularly as it relates to apolo-
getics. To explore this query, Francis
Schaeffer offers a unique perspective of
the connection between Creation and
creationism. Therefore, this paper will

argue that for Francis Schaeffer, his doc-
trine of Creation (instead of creationism)
offered a foundational framework for his
apologetic and evangelistic method.
Francis Schaeffer’s apologetic and
evangelistic approach has intrigued gene-
rations of those interested in defending
the faith.! Yet, little attention has been
given to how his method is related to his
doctrine of Creation. Most appraisals,
instead, evaluate Schaeffer’s apologetic
epistemology. On the topics of Creation
and creationism, these two ideas demon-
strate their thematic intersection in the
thought of Francis Schaeffer. First, for
Schaeffer, the age of the Earth was not an
essential question when seeking to practi-
ce apologetics or evangelism. Instead, he
understood the Christian to have inter-
pretive freedom in how to conceptualize
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the dating of the Earth and the use of
“day” in the Genesis account. Second, and
conversely, Schaeffer placed a fundamen-
tal emphasis toward the doctrine of
Creation in apologetic and evangelistic
encounters. He understood the Christian
to have some freedom in the creationist
debate, but utilized and underscored the
doctrine of Creation as vital for develo-
ping a Christian worldview.

The doctrine of Creation, with its
various theological implications, lays at
the forefront of Schaeffer’s apologetic
paradigm. For these reasons, Schaeffer
offers readers a helpful balance between
Creation and creationism as it relates to
his own ministerial practice. To argue this
position, I will begin by exploring Schaef-
fer’s views on creationism, noting his
exegetical convictions and liberties, fol-
lowed by assessing his perception of the
relationship between science and Chris-
tianity. After establishing these categories,
I will then offer a constructive framework
for how Schaeffer utilized his doctrine of
Creation for his apologetic approach, fol-
lowed by how his framework correlates
pre-evangelism (apologetics) and evange-
lism.

Schaeffer’s Views of Creationism

Ken Keathley and Mark Rooker offer a
helpful distinction between creation and
creationism: “One is a doctrine while the
other is an apologetic approach. On the
one hand, creation is a foundational doc-
trine to the Christian faith... On the other
hand, creationism is an apologetic app-
roach which attempts to integrate the
doctrine of creation with the current
understandings of the natural sciences.”?
Throughout this paper, “creationist” will
be used broadly to refer to any apologetic
approach that seeks to reconcile the
doctrine of creation with the natural

sciences. This can include, but is not limi-
ted to: young-earth creationism, old-earth
creationism, and evolutionary creatio-
nism. To be sure, Schaeffer was indispu-
tably a creationist.3 Yet, Schaeffer’s entire
apologetic project is grounded in under-
standing God’s intimate involvement with-
in creation, not only in the design of hu-
man beings, but the entire universe. The
biblical worldview, according to Schaef-
fer, is predicated on the Trinitarian, per-
sonal God’s creation of all things.4
Consistently, Schaeffer challenged natura-
listic views that not only rejected divine
action, but that also depended entirely on
natural processes to explain the cosmos.
Without a personal creative act, “we are
the natural products of the impersonal,
plus time and chance...”S Even Schaef-
fer’s belief in hermeneutical freedom to-
ward creationism seemed to have an apo-
logetic, pre-evangelistic bend.

Schaeffer sought to remove barriers
keeping skeptics from embracing the
truth of the Gospel, while at the same
time, sought to maintain a robust, intellec-
tually viable Christian faith in relation to
science.6 As C. John Collins writes, “For
these reasons Schaeffer articulated an
approach to origins that he called ‘free-
doms and limitations’: there is a range of
reasonable scenarios by which we may
address the apparent conflicts between
the Bible and the sciences, and yet there
are limits to this range, limits set both by
basic Biblical concepts and by good
human judgment.”” Collins clarifies these
freedoms should be understood as “enu-
merative and suggestive, rather than
exhaustive.”$ Schaeffer had no problem
standing resolutely on issues he felt were
fundamental to the Christian faith — he
did so in a variety of cultural spheres. Yet,
he was also concerned to avoid unneces-
sary conflict that may be disparaging to
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the Church’s witness.?

Many creationist apologetic ministries
have divided on the age of the earth, in-
cluding, but not limited to young-earth,
old-earth, and evolutionary creatio-
nism.!0 Even though Schaeffer grew up
and began his education during the libe-
ral-fundamentalist debate, he did not take
a hard position on the age of the earth.!!
Instead, he writes,

What does day mean in the “days”
of creation? The answer must be
held with some openness... The
simple fact is that day in Hebrew
(just as in English) is used in three
separate senses to mean: (1) twen-
ty-four hours, (2) the period of
light during the twenty-four hours,
and (3) an indeterminate amount of
time. Therefore, we must leave
open the exact length of time indi-
cated by day in Genesis.... In the
light of the word as used in the
bible and the lack of finality of sci-
ence concerning the problem of
dating, in a sense there is no debate,
because there are no clearly defined
terms upon which to debate.12

While advocating for some interpretive
freedoms, Schaeffer stood against modern
science. He was unsure about the ability
of carbon-dating to give a reasonable
date over billions of years. He doubted
scientists ability to consider evidence that
may be in conflict with their prevailing
theories and presuppositions.13 The state-
ment from I’Abri on creation/evolution is
clarifying: “he allows freedom of opinion
on the lengths of the days, on animal
death before the Fall, on the extent of the
flood - all of which shows him to be
remarkably free of his own fundamenta-
list heritage. And yet he is crystal clear
that there was an historical Adam and
Eve, an historical Fall, and multiple
moments of creative intervention by

God.” 14 Schaeffer held this balance well,
maintaining an orthodox view of
Creation.

Some have charged Schaeffer with
encouraging the larger evangelical culture
to be suspicious of science, but this seems
to be unwarranted given his equal criti-
que of both sides of the debate.!s Schaef-
fer argued modern natural science was
impossible without the presuppositions
laid out clearly in the Genesis account.16
Schaeffer’s resilient concern with creation
seemed to be on Scriptural inerrancy —
not with different viable and faithful
interpretations. He sought to defend a
high view of Scripture, but understood
Scripture to have a particular focus and
purpose. Schaeffer was distinctly not
arguing for a dichotomy between
Christianity and science. Instead, he belie-
ved Scripture to speak authoritatively
about science and the cosmos, but only
inasmuch as it related to the singular pur-
pose of the Bible to proclaim what man
needs to know about himself and God.1”

Schaeffer seemed to rule out the possi-
bility of evolution from a theistic perspec-
tive.18 He argues those Christians who are
excited about the big bang theory and its
possible support of Christianity ultimate-
ly miss the key point.!® He writes, “The
simple fact is that what is given in Genesis
1:1 has no relationship to the big bang
theory — because from the scriptural
viewpoint, the primal creation goes back
beyond the basic material or energy.”20
The difference here is that the Christian
believes God spoke primal matter out of
nothing, making a distinction between
matter and who created that matter.2!
Schaeffer consistently oriented his audi-
ence to look back to creation and behind
the natural order to answer the question
regarding who had been there “before the
beginning.”
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Schaeffer’s View of the Relationship
Between Science and Christianity
Much of modern debates about creatio-
nism include reference to the relation and
role of science in understanding the
world. On one side of the spectrum, pro-
ponents have argued for a “god of the
gaps” approach, on the other side, cogni-
tive dualism.22 By “god of the gaps” I am
referring to utilizing God as an explana-
tion when science currently does not offer
a solution. Therefore, God offers an
explanation to a supposed “gap” in scien-
tific thought. Cognitive dualism, on the
other hand, means holding two (often
competing) ideas/traditions simultane-
ously while not seeking to reconcile their
tensions.23 Schaeffer, interestingly enough,
seems to avoid either extreme. He does
not argue for Scripture to simply fill in
where science is silent, but also does not
believe in the need to divide one’s thin-
king on the issue. He was clear that when
both Christianity and science are properly
understood in relation to one another
there is “no final conflict.” Because both
science and Christianity operate in revela-
tional capacities, both speak to the truth
of reality.24 Instead, Schaeffer believed
science and Scripture to operate with dif-
ferent methodologies.2s He argued that
there was no automatic need to accom-
modate the Bible to science. Instead,
because Scripture deals in propositional
truth and brute facts, then it can be trus-
ted on the things it proports.26 While one
might argue this approach to be an over-
simplification, Schaeffer merely sought to
promote the authority of Scripture with-
out diminishing the truth found in scien-
tific discovery.

One of Schaeffer’s major themes found
throughout his work was to bring all
areas of life under submission to the

Lordship of Jesus Christ. Science, as an
area of authority for the natural world,
was certainly no exception. He was con-
cerned with the bifurcation of science and
Christianity that would lead to an episte-
mological divide. He understood this
separation to leave one with “the Bible as
an authority only in religious matters.”27
Put another way, he believed the issue at
stake to be whether “the Bible [is true]
and without error wherever it speaks, in-
cluding where it touches history and the
cosmos, or is it only in some sense revela-
tional where it touches religious sub-
ject?”28 Schaeffer’s trepidation, again,
was on the issue of inerrancy and autho-
rity. Specifically, he hoped to keep evan-
gelicalism from reducing inerrancy to a
modern sacred-secular divide, in which
the Bible becomes housed-off from non-
spiritual areas. He admits that the Bible is
not a scientific textbook, at least not in
the technical sense.2? Yet, he is clear that
the Bible is not without authority and
truth on cosmology and scientific sub-
jects, inasmuch as it relates to Scripture’s
central theme/purpose.30

While Schaeffer was clearly concerned
with maintaining the reliability of Scrip-
ture, he also noted the Bible itself does
not give exhaustive truth about the cos-
mos. Scripture offers authoritative truth,
but not comprehensive truth. Instead
he encouraged Christians, saying, “we
should take time as educated people to
reconsider both the special and general
revelations...”3! Even though Schaeffer
held to a strong view of inerrancy, he did
not mean for one to read the Bible in a
“wooden, uneducated way.”32 He argues,
instead, that while there are limits to our
interpretations, there are also significant
freedoms within those limitations.33
Interestingly, in his short book No Final

Theofilos vol. 13 nr. 1-2 2021



Christopher Talbot

83

Conflict, Schaeffer commends seven free-
doms that Scripture offers regarding cos-
mogony, along with only two limitations.
These freedoms are as follows: (1) it is
possible that God created a “grown up
universe,” (2) it is possible that there is a
break between verses 1 and 2, or verses 2
and 3, of Genesis 1 and that from that
point on the Bible is speaks of a reform-
ing a partially disordered creation rather
than the original creation, (3) it is pos-
sible Genesis 1 refers to a “long day,” (4)
it is possible the flood affected geological
data, (5) it is possible “kinds” in Genesis
1 does not necessarily denote individual
species, (6) there is a possibility of animal
death before the Fall, and (7) only the
word bara must mean an absolute new
beginning.34

As indicated, Schaeffer did argue for
two limitations to which evangelicals
should subscribe. First, “is that the use of
the word bara insists that at the original
creation, at the creation of conscious life,
and at the creation of man there was spe-
cific discontinuity with what preceded.”3s
Second, “is that Adam was historic and
was the first man, and that Eve was made
from Adam.”36¢ These two limitations log-
ged certain non-negotiables for interpret-
ing the Genesis account. Schaeffer held, at
the very least, the ex niblio creation of the
world, and the historical de novo creation
of Adam and Eve to be fixed truths for
the Christian.3”

One might be tempted to think that
with hermeneutical freedom comes a
diminished view of Scripture. For Schaef-
fer, on the topic of Creation, nothing
could be further from the truth. He writes
in Genesis in Space and Time, “Wherever
[the Bible| touches upon anything, it does
so with true truth, but not with exhaustive
truth. That is, where it speaks of the

cosmos, science, what it says is true ... it
speaks with what I call true truth - that
is, propositional, objective truth.”3s
Schaeffer resolutely held to a strong view
of scriptural authority and sufficiency. He
strongly believed Scripture to be the inspi-
red, inerrant word of God, which speaks
to the whole of life. He simply wanted to
avoid moving beyond what Scripture
itself proports.

Doctrine of Creation as Foundation for
Pre-Evangelism

Schaeffer conceptualized apologetics as
pre-evangelism. According to Schaeffer,
pre-evangelism is preparatory work that
brings the non-Christian to an awareness
of their need of the Gospel.3? Pre-evange-
lism is “the communication of the gospel
to the present generation in terms that
they can understand.”4 While Schaeffer
never explicitly stated that it was his doc-
trine of Creation which operated as the
foundation for his pre-evangelism, virtu-
ally all the main tenets are present. As
William Edgar writes, “His strength was
to see everything as interrelated, and this
really does go back to his strong view of
the creation. However inconsistently he
applied it, he certainly started with a
robust view of the original order of
things.”#4! For Schaeffer, the story of sal-
vation begins in Genesis, not in the New
Testament.42 Further, it is the truth which
begins in Genesis that moves the story of
salvation through the New Testament
and into the life of the contemporary
believer.

Schaeffer’s believed apologetics to
serve two purposes: (1) defense, and (2)
communication. The first purpose is to
defend historic Christianity from any
outward attacks. The second is to respon-
sibly communicate the gospel.43 As
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Schaeffer clearly says, “No one can become
a Christian unless he understands what
Christianity is saying.”44 Schaeffer consi-
dered truth to come before conversion,
and therefore, pre-evangelism (apologe-
tics) must inherently come before evange-
lism.#5 The framework for Schaeffer’s
own “pre-evangelism” finds much of its
substance in his doctrine of creation.

Udo Middelmann records Schaeffer
beginning his Bible reading each year in
Genesis, “in the creation of a material
world.”46 Middelmann notes this practice
to be an outgrowth of understanding sal-
vation not to be a promise for heaven, but
a salvation and healing for the whole per-
son. Schaeffer took the truth of Genesis
seriously. While he was open to interpre-
tations of the Genesis record, he resolute-
ly believed and argued that the Genesis
narrative consisted of real events that
happened in space-time.#” For Schaeffer,
“[i]nterpreting Genesis as allegory, myth,
or parable was to undercut the whole
moral argument for the existence of the
triune God.”48 As Barry Hankins argues,
Schaeffer’s Genesis in Space and Time was
“written to gird Christians for apologe-
tics, not a book directed to unbelievers to
draw them into the faith.”# In part, his
argument seemed relatively simple: since
the biblical authors treated Adam and
Eve as historical figures, Christians
should do likewise.50

Schaeffer’s comments on the opening
chapters of Genesis are not limited to just
one book. He writes in The Finished
Work of Christ,

There is a tendency in our day to
view the first three chapters of
Genesis as merely myth or parable,
an idea or allegory. But considering
that both Paul and Christ accepted
those chapters as real history, if we
reject them we are rejecting the

authority not only of Paul but even
of Christ Himself. Seeing, however,
that both Christ and Paul did believe
in the historicity of Adam and Eve,
we can be confident and unapolo-
getic in presenting Genesis 3 as the
sufficient explanation of sin’s
entrance into the world...There
was a historical Fall, bringing death
to all people, even those who lived
before the giving of the law. But
then there was also the equally his-
torical coming of the Redeemer.51

Therefore, Genesis 1-3 spoke truthfully
and historically about not only the crea-
tion and reality of Adam and Eve, but
also a historical fall that brought about
disastrous consequences to all of man-
kind and creation.

According to Schaeffer, the basis for
much (if not all) of the answers to the
inescapable questions of life are found “in
the beginning,” clearly laid out in the
opening chapters of Genesis. According
to one author’s account, Schaeffer himself
asserted that if he could spend an hour
discussing Christianity with someone,
that he would spend the first fifty-five
minutes talking about the doctrine of
Creation, and the last five minutes on the
presentation of the gospel.52 Among other
ideas, themes of human personhood and
the distinctiveness of the universe are laid
out foundationally in Genesis 1-3. Schaef-
fer understood Christianity as a system
that begins with a few basic truths, which
include, “the existence of the infinite-per-
sonal God, man’s creation in His image
and a space-time Fall.”s3 Without a real
Adam and a real fall, Schaeffer believed
the biblical worldview to collapse.s* Ste-
phen Wellum records that Schaeffer “was
very concerned that Adam was viewed as
a historic figure and the Fall as a space-
time event, and that the early chapters of
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Genesis were not de-historicized.”ss
Schaeffer understood these beliefs to be
main tenets of the historic Christian
worldview.

Schaeffer’s doctrine of creation inclu-
des the following tenets that were key to
his pre-evangelism/apologetic approach:
(1) a personal God, (2) the flow of histo-
ry, (3) a personal universe, and (4) a who-
listic understanding of man. These com-
ponents are neither exhaustive of Schaef-
fer’s doctrine of creation, nor the entirety
of his theological foundation for apologe-
tics. Instead, these four areas are repre-
sentative of the way in which Schaffer’s
doctrine of creation provides the basis for
much of his apologetic structure. Placed
together, they offer a strong base for
Schaeffer’s formulation of the Christian
worldview.

A Personal God

First, Schaeffer understood the biblical
worldview (and his apologetic) to begin
with God, specifically God as the preexis-
tent Trinity. As noted, there was some-
thing “before the beginning” that is cru-
cial to one’s understanding of reality.5
Here, “before the beginning” the Triune
God existed, receiving glory and expres-
sing love to Himself. Further, it was here,
before the creative acts where God chose
His redemptive plan for humanity.5s”
Schaeffer argues that the Christian God
is more than a theoretical concept. The
truth of a personal God challenges both
the “philosophical other or impersonal
everything which is frequently the twen-
tieth-century theologian’s concept of
God.”s8 Schaeffer wanted to make resolu-
tely clear that what existed before every-
thing was neither a philosophical abstrac-
tion or a subjective experience, nor was
that thing static — instead, it was the per-

sonal, active, triune God. In that triune
God, “the Father loved the Son; there was
a plan; there was communication; and
promises were made prior to the creation
of the heavens and the earth.”s9 Even
before the creative act in Genesis, God’s
existence and intent was clear.

Because God is a personal God, He
then is able to reveal objective truth to
those whom He has made in His image.
Schaeffer maintained that the only reason
the Bible, creeds, or even orthodoxy had
any importance is because they found
their reality and truthfulness in the God
who is there.s® He sought to avoid world-
view constructions that swung the pendu-
lum too far one way or another on God’s
interaction with His creation. He was
quick to challenge deistic formulations
that may reject a present, active God on
one hand, as well as rejecting more pan-
theistic or mystical formulations that
make God too immanent on the other.
Schaeffer wanted to draw a distinction
between other understandings of Crea-
tion. He wrote, on the concept of crea-
tion, “that God was there before the
beginning of the space-time continuum
and God created everything out of noth-
ing. From this, we must understand that
creation is not an extension of the essence
of God. Created things have an objective
existence themselves.”¢1 Schaeffer con-
stantly emphasized the profound balance
of the Christian God that is illustrated in
the opening chapters of Scripture — one
who is not only omnipotent and holy, but
also intimately acquainted with His crea-
tion.

While he only mentions two persons
(Father and Son) of the Trinity earlier in
Genesis in Space and Time, he is clear that
the whole basis of reality is rooted in the
reality of the three-person Godhead.

Theofilos vol. 13 nr. 1-2 2021



86

In the beginning was pre-evangelism

Schaeffer believed the doctrine of the Tri-
nity, as expressed in the first few chapters
of Genesis, to hold the answers to
modern man’s needs.¢2 Within the Trinity,
a personal beginning exists in which love,
thought, and communication are not pro-
ducts of creation, but exist prior to crea-
tion in God.¢3 From this triune God flows
those things that move creation beyond
just a material existence to something
more transcendent, purposeful, and per-
sonal.

The Flow of History

Second, Schaeffer’s doctrine of creation
focuses on the beginning and purpose of
history. As he notes, “The infinite God
has ... created a significant History. He
can tell us of future events as well as past
events. History is going someplace; it is
not a series of endless cycles. History as
we now know it had an absolute starting
place at the creation, and it flows on.”64
According to Schaeffer, God created time
itself, rather than suggesting God to simp-
ly participate within a preexistent time.65
Even more, he considered time to have a
particular direction. He believed creation
history to begin in peace, move in a par-
ticular and purposeful direction, and
return to peace again at the end of time.¢6
As Edgar summarizes Schaeffer’s views,
“God’s creation ordinances herald a rich
fabric of human history, where forces and
counterforces are at work.”67 All of history
speaks to God’s initial and continual
work with humanity.

This understanding of history has
implications to Schaeffer’s epistemology
as well. Schaeffer referenced the Kantian
epistemic distinction between what he
called “upper story” and “lower story”
knowledge. He was not only concerned
with the upper story/transcendent truths

the Genesis narrative conveys of love and
purpose, but also the lower story/real his-
torical event it records. William Varner
inquires of this central question, “Did the
events that are related in Genesis 3 really
take place in space-time history (Schaef-
fer’s lower sphere) or can we Christians
be satisfied with affirming faith in the
message that these stories convey (his
upper sphere) without any concern that
they actually took place?”¢8 Varner argu-
es, by way of Schaeffer, on the necessity
of a historic space-time fall for the viabi-
lity of the Christian faith. Salvation histo-
ry, then, involves both the upper and
lower story of human knowledge.s®
History, which begins in creation, is
intended to reach across the divided plain
of knowledge to unify and record both
the absolutes and the particulars, the
transcendent and the tangible.

Schaeffer reiterates this theme elsewhe-
re, speaking on the objective truth that
connects all areas of life, including both
science and history, “But once God crea-
ted, that which he created had objective
reality. And as God created history with
space-time significance, that which hap-
pens in history also has objective reali-
ty.”70 Therefore, history (rightly under-
stood) is a record not of subjective expe-
rience, but of objective truth as it relates
to reality. Moreover, because history was
created to relay objective reality, it has
significance for every person. History,
which is important for Schaeffer’s apolo-
getic framework, begins and finds its
grounding in Creation.

A Personal Universe

Third, Schaeffer’s doctrine of Creation
maintains a personal universe. He often
enlists worldview/apologetic analysis by
contrasting the perspective of two world-
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views: those who held to an impersonal
universe, and those who held to a perso-
nal one. He understood all of creation’s
existence to show “the God who is.”71
Thomas Morris, analyzing Schaeffer’s
approach and discussing the materialistic
worldview, writes, “The problem is how
an impersonal environment could have
generated and maintained a form of life
whose distinctive nature is both unneces-
sary for functioning in that environment
and finally unfulfillable by that environ-
ment.”72 According to Schaeffer the ans-
wer to man’s “mannishness” and perso-
nality are found in a personal beginning
of the universe.”

He claimed that without a personal
universe, man was left with nothing in
their origin but time and chance. Things
like personality and morality, among a
variety of other elements, were unexplai-
nable to the human experience.”+ He
explored in his writings the myriad impli-
cations for man’s place in the universe if
all was framed only in terms of matter
and time.”s A purely material universe
reduced man to nothing more than a
cosmic coincidence, left with no connec-
tion to the transcendent truths found in
God. Christianity, on the other hand,
argues for a strong cosmic and anthropo-
logical telos, giving humanity worth and
purpose found in its creation.

Much of Schaeffer’s worldview/apolo-
getic project is contrasting Christianity
with the constant foil of naturalism/huma-
nism. Schaeffer was especially uneasy to-
ward naturalism, “whose view of reality
reflects a materialist understanding of man
in which he is merely the chance product
of matter in motion. In short, man lives in
an impersonal universe, according to the
materialist, and hence personality is not
intrinsic to existence. But then how does

one explain man’s personality from the
impersonal beginning, plus time, plus
chance?”7¢ He considered naturalism to
lack the explanatory power to give mea-
ning and purpose to human life. Schaeffer
believed an impersonal origin of the cos-
mos to result in at least two devastating
problems. First, with no personal begin-
ning, “there is no real explanation for the
fact that the external world not only
exists, but has a specific form.”77 Second,
and even more significant to Schaeffer, is
“if we begin with an impersonal universe,
there is no explanation of personality.”78

Therefore, a personal Creator, who
created time and history, also created a
personal universe and mankind with per-
sonality. Schaeffer’s doctrine of Creation,
then, gives a basis for answering man’s in-
escapable questions, while an impersonal
beginning “gives no basis for understand-
ing human relationships, building just
societies, or engaging in any kind of cul-
tural effort.”7? His doctrine of Creation
begins infinitely large, beginning with
God Himself, then narrows from history
and the universe down to how his con-
ception of Creation has implications even
for the individual person.

A Wholistic Understanding of Man

Lastly, Schaeffer connected his theologi-
cal anthropology to his doctrine of Cre-
ation.$0 He sought to tie the creation of
Adam and Eve to the unity of the whole
human race.$! This approach is not uni-
que with Schaeffer. Throughout church
history the Church has largely under-
stood Adam and Eve to be representative
for the rest of the human race. Schaeffer’s
anthropology, substantiated in his doctri-
ne of Creation, was a seedbed for much
of his thinking and practice. Not only is
Adam’s own creation depicted in Genesis,
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but so is Adam’s call to the creation/cul-
tural mandate — another important theme
in Schaeffer’s works. Part of man’s purpo-
se, then, is to fulfill his call and command
to rule over the created order and creative
work throughout life.82

Humanity’s creation in the image of
God is the basis for what God intends
and desires for human beings.83 This
image-bearing quality makes man distinct
from the rest of creation and more like
God.84 Schaeffer distinguishes this Chris-
tian vision of the imago Dei from a natu-
ralistic conception of humanity. Contrary
to a mechanistic origin and purely biolo-
gical process, he argues that the Christian
has a right understanding of his identity
precisely because he has a right under-
standing of his origin.85 He writes
“because I am made in the image of God
and because God is personal, both a per-
sonal relationship with God and the con-
cept of fellowship as fellowship has vali-
dity.”86 He contends that the importance
of this creaturely distinction enables God
to disclose propositional truth to His
image-bearers.8” Udo Middelmann af-
firms this sentient, stating that Schaeffer
recognized “God made man in his image
within an originally good creation. Our
categories of understanding are accurate,
because they are derived from the attribu-
tes of God.”88 Clearly, much of the Chris-
tian worldview and Schaeffer’s apologetic
approach is included in Schaffer’s under-
standing of the imago Dei, which is thus
directly tied to his doctrine of Creation.

Related to his theological anthropo-
logy is an orthodox understanding of sin.
Duriez states that “[w]ithout the actual
sin of a real first man and woman in his-
tory... there is no ultimate explanation of
the problem of evil.”$ Schaeffer’s hamar-
tiology is not to be conflated with his

understanding of Creation. However,
Schaeffer uses the Creation ideal to
demonstrate sin’s effects on the created
order, specifically on humanity. In con-
trast to other theological views, he argues
that humanity still retains something
of the image of God after Adam’s sin.?0
He maintains that humanity keeps his
“mannishness of man” after the Fall.
Mankind still retains something of the
image of God, although it is “twisted,
broken, abnormal.”9! Further, he believes
the Fall not to effect man’s unique dis-
tinction in the created order.92 Schaeffer
did not believe sin to be a psychological
guilt or abstracted philosophical category.
Instead of an existential anxiety or
erudite hopelessness, Schaeffer defines sin
as rebellion against one’s Creator, with
real, true moral guilt which requires one
to bear responsibility for their actions.?
He understood sin to affect not only
God’s good creation in real, tangible
ways, but also mankind, both internally
and externally.

Ultimately, Schaeffer believed man-
kind’s place in creation to reveal our pur-
pose as human beings. Laid out in the
Christian Scriptures is the beginning and
essence of the universe, the inauguration
of history, the image-bearing creation of
man, and the ever-present and revealing
triune God. These components, brought
together and connected by a strong doc-
trine of Creation, offer a framework to
move towards the Gospel message.”* He
writes, “This is what we were made to be;
and on the basis of the finished work of
Christ and with the indwelling of the
Holy Spirit we are called to the fulfilment
of our purpose of a person-to-person
relationship with the God who is there,
and then to our fellow men.”5 Schaeffer’s
doctrine of creation not only defends
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Christianity against alternative world-
views, but also communicates central
truths that are necessary for one to fully
understand the Gospel. As the trustees of
L’ Abri note, “What is defended is not so
much a detailed pseudoscientific Creatio-
nism but rather the critical importance of
divine supernatural activity, of design and
purpose, of the image of God in Man, of
human death (including physical death)
as a result of God’s judgment, and a real
historical flow in Genesis.”% Therefore,
Schaffer wonderfully utilizes his doctrine
of Creation to accomplish both tasks he
sets forth for apologetics.

Schaeffer’s Doctrine of Creation and
Evangelism
Both Schaeffer’s hermeneutical freedom
in creationism and strong doctrine of
Creation in apologetics provide a robust
framework to move toward sharing the
Gospel. Stephen Wellum notes, “That is
why he championed... without equivoca-
tion the full authority and inerrancy of
Scripture as well as such crucial issues as:
the historicity of Genesis 1-11, the doctri-
ne of creation, the centrality of the doctri-
ne of God, and the exclusivity of Jesus
Christ as the way, the truth, and the
life.”97 Schaeffer was resolute to hold to
and proclaim these fundamental Chris-
tian beliefs. Wellum continues later, sta-
ting explicitly where Schaeffer began in
his apologetic formulation,

in his evangelism and presentation

of Christianity he would not begin

with “accept Christ as Savior”;

instead, he would begin where

Scripture begins, starting with the

doctrine of God, establishing the

worldview structures of Christiani-

ty grounded in the doctrine of crea-

tion, revelation, and the historic

fall, and then and only then move

to redemption, pointing people to

the Lord Jesus Christ, who alone is
their only hope.%8

Clearly for Schaeffer, the beginning of the
Christian worldview is found at the be-
ginning of the universe. Wellum rightly
clarifies that Schaeffer begins with the
doctrine of creation in establishing the
Christian worldview, but that Schaeffer
does not stop there in his approach.
Instead, he moves from his doctrine of
creation toward the message of redemp-
tion.

It is not an anomaly that in Genesis in
Space and Time Schaeffer leads with an
apologetic tone. Even in this Bible com-
mentary, he is very much seeking to deve-
lop a biblical worldview.? Unfailingly, he
ties his doctrine of creation to man’s need
for truth and love found in God alone. He
writes in Genesis,

Modern man is deeply plagued by
the question, “Where do love and
communication come from?” Many
artists who pour themselves out in
their paintings, who paint bleak
messages on canvas, many singers,
many poets and dramatists are
expressing the blackness of the fact
that while everything hangs upon
love and communication, they
don’t know where these come from
and they don’t know what they
mean. The biblical answer is quite
otherwise: something was there be-
fore creation. God was there, love
and communication were there,
prior even to Genesis 1:1, love and
communication are intrinsic to
what always has been.100

He is not as concerned with the theologi-
cal student, as much as he is the modern
individual who is wrestling with life’s in-
evitable questions. Schaeffer, then, seeks
to point his readers to Genesis 1 as a star-
ting point to begin to find the answers.
While much of Schaeffer’s pre-evange-
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listic approach has its beginnings in his
doctrine of creation, the most central
component and purpose of Schaeffer’s
approach is found in the person of Jesus
Christ and His space-time act within his-
tory — a truth alluded to in the opening
chapters of Genesis, but not explicitly re-
vealed. Thus, Schaeffer’s pre-evangelism,
his apologia, makes way for the euang-
elion, the gospel. Schaeffer’s two purpo-
ses, the defense and communication of
the faith, were but a way in which to
bring listeners to the center — which is a
personal relationship with a personal
God.101 Schaeffer is explicit on this point.
He writes, “According to the teaching of
the Scriptures, the finished work of the
Lord Jesus Christ is meant eventually to
bring healing... When the individual
accepts Christ as his Savior, on the basis
of the finished work of Christ, God has
[sic] Judge declares that his guilt is gone
immediately and forever.”102 The goal,
then, is for the individual to receive true
and real forgiveness before God as his
Judge.

As stated earlier, Schaeffer often quip-
ped that if given an hour, he would spend
the majority of time on pre-evangelism,
helping those with whom he was talking
to understand their need of the Gospel.
He understood the Gospel to be referen-
ced in Genesis. He writes, “The gospel
goes back literally as far as we can go. As
soon as mankind sinned in the Garden,
before twenty-four hours had passed,
God promised the Messiah.”103 If
Schaeffer’s doctrine of creation offered
central tenets to his apologetic methodo-
logy, it also contained hints of his evange-
listic approach as well. He writes, concer-
ning Genesis 3:15, that “The one who is
promised here is a person. A person will

bruise Satan’s head, and in doing so will
be wounded.”104 He continues, “we find
that Christ is the seed of the woman in
Genesis 3:15... Christ finished the work
needed for us in His substitutionary
death, and in doing so He became the
second Adam — the second founder of the
human race.”105 Schaeffer’s doctrine of
Creation not only contained his apologe-
tic thought, but also the beginning of the
Gospel promise. After Creation, with
Adam’s sin, the Fall challenges and cor-
rupts the Creation ideal. Yet, hope is offe-
red amid this Creation-Fall paradigm.

Conclusion

Francis Schaeffer operated with a distinc-
tion between creationism and the doctri-
ne of Creation. Unique for an apologist of
his historical context, he advocated for
some freedom in how one understands
the age of the earth. Even more, he sought
resolution and unity between the Scrip-
tures and science, rather than driving a
wedge further between these two revela-
tory bodies. Ultimately, it is Schaeffer’s
doctrine of Creation which provides the
key factors to his framework of apologe-
tics/pre-evangelism. A personal God, the
beginning of history, a personal universe,
and a rich understanding of mankind all
speak to the difficult questions Schaeffer
sought to answer.

For Francis Schaeffer, it seems that the
answers really were in Genesis. Schaeffer
located the foundation of the Christian
worldview both in and before the begin-
ning of the cosmos. His wife records him
saying later in his life, “What rang the
bell for me was the answers in Genesis,
and that with these you had answers —
real answers — and without these there
were no answers either in philosophy or
in the religion I had heard preached.”106
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He then sought to formulate and pro-  he came in contact.
claim these compelling answers to those
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