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Preface 
 
The first two parts of this book deal with problems facing the teachers in Christian 

day schools on an elementary level. They deal with the goal, the standard, and the 
motivation of the entire project of Christian education. 

The second part points out that various non-Christian philosophies of education face 
the dilemma that every non-Christian philosophy of life faces and that only a Christian, 
more specifically a Reformed philosophy of education, escapes facing this dilemma. 

The third part discusses the recent neo-liberal and neo-orthodox reconstructions of the 
principles of Christian education. These neo-liberal and neo-orthodox reconstructions 
face the same dilemma that historic non-Christian philosophies of education (discussed in 
Part 1) face. 

The conclusion is that the final debate in the field of education is part and parcel with 
the final debate in the field of general philosophy. The task of Christian education is, 
accordingly, that of offering the self-attesting Christ of Scripture as the one in terms of 
whom alone learning by experience is possible. 

Both The Dilemma of Education and The Christian Scholar, which are included in 
Part 3, have been published previously. The former, originally by the National Union of 
Christian Schools; the latter, in the Westminster Theological Journal. 
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Part 1—Christ And Culture 1  

 
Introduction 

 
It is our task as Christian educators to teach those who belong to Christ the things that 

will encourage them to wish to belong to Christ with all their heart and mind. That is to 
say, it is our task to develop the minds and hearts of the children of the covenant of God’s 
grace so that they will want to be self-conscious Christians as they develop to full 
maturity. 

To become self-consciously and therefore intelligently Christian requires one to 
become aware of the nature of Christ’s person and work, and then to relate one’s own 
work to that of Christ. 

Negatively, the work of Christ is that of saving his own from the ravages of the 
kingdom of Satan. Positively, the work of Christ is that of building his own kingdom over 
against that of Satan. To relate one’s work to that of Christ is therefore, first, to realize 
the significance of one’s own redemption by Christ from the wrath of God that rests upon 
all men for their sin; then, secondly, to relate one’s work to Christ is to develop one’s 
God-given gifts and to use them constructively in every possible direction in the culture 
of our time. 

 

1. The Culture Of Our Time 
 
But what do we mean when we speak of the culture of our time? Do we simply mean 

that as Christians we must be modern and not medieval or ancient in our ways? To be 
sure, it does mean that we must teach our young people to be modern. It is not Christian 
to be ancient or medieval in our culture. But to be constructively active in relation to 
modern culture we must understand the driving motif of modern culture as well as the 
significance of the work of Christ. 

Modern culture is not Christian. To say this is not to say that there are no Christian 
motifs that have an influence on modern culture. But by and large modern culture can by 
no stretch of the imagination be said to be directly based on the work of Christ. 

But how can we tell, I hear you remonstrate, when a culture may be said to be 
Christian? The answer is threefold and it is virtually taken from the Heidleberg 
Catechism. 

What is a good work? asks the Catechism. The answer is that a good work, a work 
that is pleasing to God, is one (1) that is done to his glory, (2) that is done according to 
the standard of the work of God, and (3) whose motivation springs from faith. 

Such good works are found only in the lives of those who are bought with the 
precious blood of Christ. If this be so then we shall have to speak not of culture in general 
but of a Christian and of a non-Christian culture. Without pretending to do more than 
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mark out general lines, we must say that a Christian and a non-Christian culture are to be 
distinguished on the three points mentioned. 

 
A. The Goal Of Culture 

 
There is in the first place a diametrical difference between them as to the goal which 

each pursues. 
Think first of the Christian who is constructively active in the field of culture. He may 

be an artist, a scientist, an economist, or an agriculturalist. Whatever his calling, he 
knows that the whole of creation groans under the curse of God because of human sin. He 
knows that when man made alliance with Satan at the beginning of history, that then the 
entire direction of his life became mancentered instead of God-centered. He also knows 
that Christ has borne the wrath of God that rests upon the world and has set him free once 
again to undertake the cultural task that was given him at the beginning of history. He 
knows that Christ, as the anointed of God, fulfilled his cultural task and that he thereby 
enabled his own to follow him in this respect, albeit with great imperfection. 

Think, secondly, of the non-Christian who is also constructively engaged in the field 
of culture. He too may be an artist, a scientist, or anything else that is open to him at his 
time of life. He does not believe that the creation lies under the curse of God. He does not 
believe that Christ, the anointed of God, has lifted the curse from off the ground on which 
he stands. He does not think of himself as made in the image of God. Every fact of the 
universe with which he deals, does, as a matter of fact, belong to God, but he assumes 
that it belongs to no one. The last thing he will think of is to do all things to the glory of 
God. 

We often hear men speak of modern culture as being subjective. As over against the 
“objective” norms for truth, goodness, and beauty that we find in Plato, we are told 
modern thought centers in man himself. Did not Descartes begin his philosophy by 
saying I think—therefore I am? The goal of the Greeks, we are told, was to become one 
with the divine, while the goal of modern man is at best the greatest good for the greatest 
number of men. However, from the Christian point of view, Greek culture was no less 
subjective than is modern culture. In not one of the Greek tragedians is God the creator of 
men. The same must be said for the Greek philosophers. When Paul refers to certain of 
the Greek poets as saying that in God we live and move and have our being and that we 
are his offspring, this in no wise refers to the creator-creature distinction. All of Greek 
thinking is monistic. All of Greek thinking assumes that gods and men are “made” of the 
same stuff, be this stuff water, air, fire, or pure thought. The idealists and teleologists 
among them no less than the materialists or mechanists among them, assumed that man is 
not the creature of God. 

The goal of Greek culture, then, is no more God-centered than is the goal of modern 
culture. This means that when Christians speak of any sort of synthesis between Greek 
culture and Christianity this can only be in an indirect fashion. The first duty of 
Christians, as they approach those who live and move and have their being in a culture 
that is Greek or similar to that of the Greeks, is to call them to repentance, i.e., to call 
them back to God their creator through Christ. This must be done in order that both they 
and their culture may be saved from the disintegrating forces unleashed in the world 



through sin, and that men’s efforts may have that aim without which they are worse than 
meaningless. 

As for modern culture it is, by and large, based on the assumption that man can know 
nothing of God. If God is spoken of in modern culture it is in terms of the idea of a limit. 
If Christ is mentioned this too is in terms of the goal that man sets for himself as an ideal 
which he wishes to realize. 

In particular the goal of modern culture is the cultivation of self-sufficient free human 
personality. It is assumed by those who hold this ideal that the world of space and time is 
controlled by impersonal laws and that human freedom must be attained by setting it 
negatively over against the impersonal laws of space and time. The world of space and 
time is not thought of as embodying the laws of the creator. Therefore the idea of 
freedom is freedom that is set over against mechanism; not freedom that is found in 
obedience to God. So the goal of freedom is one of pure negation, or if it is one of 
affirmation then it is that of an ideal cast up into the limitless sky of the unknown. Here 
too it is the first duty of Christians to call men to repentance lest they and their culture 
lose all meaning and men remain under the wrath of God. 

It is of special importance to observe that both ancient and modern non-Christian 
cultures are based upon the same foundation and have the same ideal. In the nature of the 
case non-Christians do not understand this. Neither would we understand it if it were not 
for the fact that Christ himself has told us, and that by his Spirit Christ has enabled us to 
understand what he has told us. Christ tells us in his Word that at the beginning of history 
man fell away from God. Since the fall all men are apostate from God. Man has made 
himself instead of God the goal of all his cultural effort. It is this fact that colors all that 
every man does or leaves undone. 

We may and should rejoice in the fact that God has given marvelous gifts of cultural 
creativity to men everywhere. We thank God for the unbelievable beauty that was 
produced by Greek poets and sculptors. But we must never forget that all the products of 
non-Christian culture are what they are in spite of the fact that it was all done for the 
glory of man instead of for the glory of God. 

 
B. The Standard Of Culture 

 
In the second place it should be noted that as all non-Christian culture is 

accomplished for the glory of man so it is done according to a law or standard created by 
man. 

Here too we tend to make an untenable distinction between ancient and modern 
culture. We tend to say that the norms of modern culture are subjective while the norms 
of ancient culture were objective. There is a measure of truth in this. When we think of 
the new morality advocated by Bishop Robinson and others, based upon the supposedly 
Christian theology of Paul Tillich, and then turn to the great Greek tragedian Aeschylus, 
we seem to have turned away from objectivity to subjectivity. The Greeks seem to have 
had some fear of the wrath of the gods when they practiced free love. But, though this is 
so and is to be appreciated, it is of much more basic importance to realize that whatever 
laws the Greeks observed, these were not, in their minds, the laws of God their creator. 
The laws of the Greeks, whether intellectual, moral, or aesthetic, were thought of as 
impersonal. If men were subject to them then the gods were also subject to them. If the 



gods were above them then men were also above them. As for the idea of norm in 
modern culture, the views of Immanuel Kant may be said to be typical. Kant assumes that 
there is a boundless and bottomless ocean of raw or unformed stuff available to man for 
his cultural activity. Kant further assumes that man, not God, is the source of whatever 
measure of form man “finds” in nature. In fact, nature is culture, and culture as he knows 
it is culture by man as the self-sufficient originator of it. Man makes nature out of the raw 
stuff of his experience. 

As is well known, Kant speaks with great respect of the starry heavens above and of 
the moral law within. But in doing so he speaks with great respect of man as the ultimate 
source of the order of both. 

When therefore non-Christian artists and moralists, scientists and religionists argue 
among themselves as to the objectivity or subjectivity of the norms of culture their 
differences are within the one great subjective assumption that man is, in any case, the 
ultimate source of all norms. 

In all the confusion that obtains about us there is nothing more helpful for us and for 
those whom we seek to inspire with the ideal of a Christian culture, than to see the basic 
line of separation between those who, by grace through Christ, serve the true and living 
God and those who, still enveloped by the blindness and darkness of fallen man still serve 
and worship the creature more than the creator. 

 
C. The Motivation Of Culture 

 
In the third place, we call attention to the fact that as with the idea of the goal, and 

with the idea of the norm, so it is with the idea of motivation. The Christian is he who is 
born again by the regenerating power of the Holy Spirit, who takes the things of Christ 
and gives them unto us. Being born again, the Christian is a believer. He does all that he 
does from his faith in Jesus as his Lord. He has the vision of Christ as the way, the truth 
and the life. He has the vision of the Christ as victorious over Satan and the kingdom of 
darkness. He thinks of himself not only as entering into that kingdom of Christ but as 
himself helping to establish it. “Now thanks be unto God who always causeth us to 
triumph in Christ and maketh manifest the savor of his knowledge by us in every place” 
(2 Cor 2:14). These words of Paul, and others like them, reverberate constantly in the 
depth of his being. He knows that his cultural activity will not be in vain in the Lord. He 
knows that Satan seeks to destroy his Christian culture by absorbing it into the culture of 
those who are still apostate from Christ. He knows that the whole course of history is a 
life and death struggle between the culture of the prince of the powers of darkness and his 
Christ, who has brought life and light into the world. He knows that he must fight the 
battle for a Christian culture first of all within himself and then with those who seek to 
destroy his faith and with it all true culture. He knows that the weapons of this warfare 
between a Christian and the non-Christian culture are spiritual. He would deny the norm 
of his own culture and be untrue to his own ideal if he descended to the coarse and the 
uncouth, let alone to the use of physical force, as he engages his foes whom he wants to 
make his friends and brothers in Christ. For all that there is one thing that he will, above 
all else, seek to do. He will not obscure the line of demarcation between that culture 
which is the expression of darkness for all its seeming brilliance and gaudiness, and that 
culture which is the expression of the kingdom of light, however insignificant it may 



seem to be. To grasp for culture without Christ, is to lose culture as well as Christ. “Ye 
are the salt of the earth,” said Jesus to the twelve apostles. By the power of the Holy 
Spirit, the Spirit of culture par excellence, this little band of uncultured men went out to 
conquer the world of culture for Christ. By their teaching they saved even non-Christian 
culture for they made it to serve their purposes of the culture of Christ. Through their 
preaching and teaching men of ancient culture were converted to Christ. These brought 
their culture with them and laid it upon the altar of their devotion to their new-found 
Savior. But more than that, through the power of the resurrection of the Savior the future 
of the kingdom of light and of life was established. The powers of hell could not prevail 
against it. Sinful men will continue to produce a marvelous culture. But all of the 
products of their culture will be taken from them and brought into the great display 
chambers of the kingdom of Christ. 

How shortsighted and how uncultural, then, are the efforts of believers in Christ when 
they seek for snatches of worldly culture for themselves by placing themselves, as they 
think, on common ground with those who are not believers in Christ. How dishonoring to 
their Christ if they allow that any culture endures unless it be because of the power of his 
resurrection in the world. If you have been taken out of the miry clay, do you jump back 
into it because of some glistening objects that you see in it? Do you run back into the 
house now almost burned to the ground in order to save your silverware? It is only those 
who are believers in Christ that will inherit the earth and all the fulness thereof. 

 

2. Our Inspiration 
 
Herein precisely our inspiration is to be found. You who seek to educate children may 

tell those who are entrusted to your care that they are children of the king. They do not 
live in a make-believe kingdom of Narnia. They live in the kingdom of the Lion of the 
tribe of Judah unto whom all power in heaven and on earth is given. You may convey to 
them the promise of the king when he says: “All things are yours but ye are Christ’s and 
Christ is God’s.” If ye seek first the kingdom of heaven then all things will be added unto 
you. 

Are they like John D. Rockefeller? Can they go about throwing dimes in every 
direction? No, they are children of him to whom not many but to whom all things are 
given. They may, in the name of Christ, offer life and all things to all men. They may 
invite all men to partake of all the culture of all the ages and of all men everywhere. If 
only men will no longer seek to steal away from Christ, and steal away from him the 
good things that belong to him, then they can have what they desire. They may say what 
they wish and have their wish fulfilled, if only they wish themselves to be children of the 
king. 

Satan knows that Christ is the Savior not merely of men’s souls for eternity but of 
their culture as well. If only we defy Satan in the name of Christ when he claims anything 
for himself or for those who follow him, then we need not fear. Pro Rege was the title of 
a three-volume work of Abraham Kuyper. It is our motto and we place it before the 
generation of God’s children. In this sign conquer! 
 
 



A. The Synthesis View 
 
Let us now by way of contrast look at another view held by Christian believers, of the 

relation between Christ and culture. This other view may well be called the synthetic 
view. 

“Why be so negative, so narrow, so authoritarian?” they ask us, when we make such 
claims as we have made for Christ in relation to culture. “Did not God create all men in 
his image? Is Christ not the Word or Logos, the light which lighteth every man that 
comes into the world? How can you, on your view,” they ask us, “help making an 
absolute contrast between Christ and culture? Do you want to follow Tertullian when he 
said that he believed the Christian position because it was absurd?” 

Surely, the advocates of the synthetic view tell us, the path that was followed by 
Clement of Alexandria is better than that which was followed by Tertullian. Clement, 
they say, took a positive rather than a negative approach to the Greek Paideia. Clement 
takes over Plato’s God as being ineffable. Is he not right in doing so? Do we not say that 
God is incomprehensible? Is not that the very reason why he needs to reveal himself? 
According to Clement the Son is the highest excellence, who orders all things in 
accordance with the Father’s will, and holds the helm of the universe in the best way, 
with unwearied and tireless power, working all things in which it operates, keeping in 
view its hidden design.” 1 Finally, Clement’s view of man is that, as created by God, all 
men belong to God. By putting his law into the minds of men the Son deifies them, thus 
making them truly the children of God. 

The Roman Catholic thinker, Etienne Gilson, is an enthusiastic advocate of such a 
synthetic view of Christ and culture. Indeed, the Roman Catholic approach as a whole is 
built upon the idea of synthesis between Greek culture and Christianity. The Roman 
Catholic view of human culture is that we must begin with the Greeks, and particularly 
that we must begin with the methodology of Aristotle. With Aristotle we must prove the 
existence of God as the Prime Mover of all things. By giving man the gift of reason God 
has given him the ability to interpret the universe about him with essential truthfulness up 
to a certain point. The Greeks were experts in the use of reason. What the Greeks said 
about God, about man, and about the relation between them is therefore, if defective at 
points, still capable of correction and supplementation. Through Christ we learn about the 
fact that God is triune and that Christ, as the second person of the trinity, came down to 
man to save him from sin. 

On this synthetic view then, Greek culture is an entity that can, as such, be taken up 
into and conjoined with Christianity. The Christian virtues of faith, hope, and charity 
need merely to be added as a second story to the natural virtues discovered by the Greeks. 

The great advantage of this synthetic view, according to its advocates, is that on it we 
need not, from the outset, antagonize those whom we are seeking to win for Christ. We 
can tell them that their culture is fine as far as it goes but that it needs some 
supplementation through the work of Christ. We can, together with those who are not 
believers, simply observe the facts of culture. The fact that we are believers and others 
are not believers in Christ does not enter into the picture when, as men, we sit together in 
a class on art and culture among the Greeks. When together we read the Libation Bearers 
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we marvel together at Aeschylus’ power of expression and nobility of ideas. We interpret 
Greek culture together according to criteria that we have together discovered in the 
history of human culture. When we have done this then those of us who are believers go 
on and relate all that we have so far interpreted in common with unbelievers to Christ, as 
the light and life of the world. 

The synthesis point of view as thus advocated by Roman Catholics is, they tell us, a 
balanced one. On it, we are told, we do not reduce human culture to a religious 
phenomenon that is meaningless without Christ. We do not say What has Jerusalem to do 
with Athens? or What has Athens to do with Jerusalem? We combine Athens and 
Jerusalem. We tell our children to ask questions in the way that Socrates asked questions, 
thus cultivating in them the spirit of rational inquiry, and we tell them that they can find 
their final answers in Christ, who is the way, the truth, and the life for men. We say that 
Jerusalem is not complete without Athens, any more than the Gospels are without 
Genesis. As Christians we take up the discourse where Paul left off when he spoke to the 
Athenians on Mars Hill. Thus we get a dynamic, living, and responsive synthesis rather 
than a static and defensive one. 

 
B. C. S. Lewis 

 
This synthesis view is, as we have said, the view of Roman Catholicism. This is not 

to say that there are not many Protestants who also hold this or a similar view. As a rule 
non-Reformed Evangelicals, especially Arminians, also hold this type of position. Let me 
illustrate by referring to C. S. Lewis. “In all developed religions,” says Lewis, “we find 
three strands or elements, and in Christianity one more.” 2 Here we already have the core 
of the matter. Christianity is said to be something additional to other points of view. 
There is, according to Lewis, a common goal and norm and motivation between 
Christians and the best of non-Christians. There are, to be sure, extreme non-Christian 
views for the interpretation of human life. These are held by pure subjectivists. But true 
objectivity is found where believers and non-believers together believe in the idea of the 
Numinous. When, according to Lewis, in The Wind and the Willows the Mole asks the 
Rat: “are you afraid,” and the rat, “his eyes shining with unutterable love,” answers, 
“Afraid? Of Him? O, never, never. And yet—and yet—O mole, I am afraid,” 1 then the 
rat recognizes objective morality. When Galahad, in Malory’s Fasti, “began to tremble 
right hard when the deadly flesh began to behold spiritual things,” 2 he did the same sort 
of thing that the writer of the Apocalypse did when he fell at the feet of the risen Christ 
“as one dead.” 

The important point here is that for Lewis this idea of dread or of the numinous is not 
the sense of deity that is implanted in all men by virtue of their being the image bearers of 
God. Quite otherwise; this sense of the numinous is, for Lewis, an “interpretation” that 
man gives to the phenomena of nature. The unbeliever and the believer give the same 
interpretation to the facts of the universe that surrounds them so far as their recognition of 
something supernatural is concerned. 
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That there is for Lewis an area of common interpretation between Christians and non-
Christians here, appears even more clearly when he goes further and says that all men 
“acknowledge some kind of morality.” 3 All men are conscious of guilt, he says, because 
they recognize that they have done what they themselves admit, by virtue of this 
recognition of an objective “ought,” that they should not have done. 

Still further, for Lewis there have been believers as well as unbelievers who have 
combined the numinous and morality, the two points already mentioned, and who then 
have tended to do what the Jews did so clearly when they “identified the awful Presence 
haunting the black mountain-tops and thunderclouds with the ‘righteous Lord’ who 
‘loveth righteousness.’ ” 4  

In these three points we have, for Lewis, “the long spiritual preparation of humanity” 
for the coming of that man who “claimed to be, or to be ‘one with’ the Something which 
is at once the awful haunter of nature and the giver of the moral law.” 5  

 

3. How Reasonable It Seems 
 
Looking at this Jerusalem and Athens constructed for us by Roman Catholics and by 

Arminian Evangelicals, we must admit that it seems at first glance very attractive and 
plausible. Who does not like the idea of a positive appreciation of the glory that is 
Greece? Who wants to compartmentalize his thinking, giving glory to God only in chapel 
and then doing homage to Greece the rest of the time? Who does not want to do justice to 
both science and art as well as to religion? What Christian is there whose blood does not 
tingle when he is told that only on the synthetic view does the Christian believer have a 
mission to Athens? “To bring Athens and Jerusalem together,” we are told, “means to 
seek answers to the fundamental questions of life in the Scriptures. These answers in turn 
shed light on and are enlightened by the thought life of modern science, philosophy, art. 
In this approach to a synthesis we give our students what is in principle the finest 
education in the history of man. This can and is being done in Christian schools. 6  

The last quotation given is from a man who is neither a Roman Catholic nor an 
Arminian but is committed to the Reformed Faith. Dr. de Haan says that the synthesis 
view that he advocates is given in Christian schools. To this we add that not only is the 
synthesis view held by Reformed men but it is sometimes defended by them in terms of 
the doctrine of common grace. The late Dr. Ralph Stob, a man of undisputed loyalty to 
the Reformed faith, speaks as follows: “It is the common grace of God which has led the 
noble souls of antiquity to see and to propagate the excellent ideas and ideals.” 7 Stob 
speaks of a tendency toward monotheism, and at the same time “to a more noble 
conception of the gods” that is traceable in Greek culture. “Thus alongside the negative 
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activity there is also the positive. Through the very breaking down of the old, a new 
structure, higher and more true, is being built. 8  

We are sorry that at this point we are conscience-bound to express disagreement with 
these good men and true. 

 
A. The Starting Point 

 
The first and most basic reason why the synthesis point of view cannot be, we hold, 

the basis for a believer’s approach to the problem of culture is that this approach does not 
challenge the autonomy of man that underlies all non-Christian culture. The center of the 
Roman Catholic and the Arminian point of view is that man is free in the sense that he 
has a measure of autonomy in relation to God. With this goes the idea that man is not 
spiritually dead in trespasses and sins as Paul so clearly says that he is. If men were not 
spiritually dead then the Greeks could indeed ask the right questions about themselves 
and then they could also give the right answers. And indeed the Greeks have given an 
answer to the question of life’s meaning. But this answer is to the effect that man is not a 
creature of God and is not a sinner before his face but participates in whatever the being 
of God may be. It is this answer that is already presupposed in the question that, for 
instance, Socrates asks when he inquires as to the nature of man. Socrates gives an 
answer that excludes God altogether. In his view of man, whatever his evil and whatever 
his faults, man is not and cannot be what the Christian view of man says that he is. For 
Socrates, man is self-sufficient. 

Such being the case, the synthesis view does not challenge either the questions or the 
answers of the Greeks and therefore cannot be said to have a message for Athens. The 
only one who has a message for Athens is he who self-consciously begins his approach to 
them from the point of view that only through the knowledge of the self-attesting Christ 
can anyone ask any intelligent question and give any intelligent answer about anything. 
The Greeks must be shown that their whole culture is utterly bankrupt in principle. 

We may, and indeed must, use the idea of common grace in relation to Greek culture. 
But we cannot, without being untrue to the Christ of Scripture, apply this idea unless we 
have first pointed out that through the fall men are, all of them without exception, totally 
depraved in their inmost heart and, at the same time, irrational in all their thought. Lewis 
says that the unbeliever may hold his rebellious view “without absurdity.” This we cannot 
allow. Not to presuppose the Christ of the Scriptures is not to have any foundation for 
human predication at any point. 

Lewis thinks that he can exert pressure upon unbelievers towards an acceptance of the 
Christian faith by saying that if they reject it then they reject “half the great poets and 
prophets of his race, with his own childhood, with the riches and depth of uninhibited 
experience.” 9 But surely many of the so-called great poets and prophets of the race have 
been concerned to hold under the truth in unrighteousness. And if Lewis refers to the 
prophets of the Scripture then it must be said that these are the servants of Christ and that 
they interpret all things from the outset in terms of Christ. 

                                                
 8 Ibid., p. 36. 
 9 Ibid., p. 13. 



“Where are the wise and where are the disputers of the age? Hath not God made 
foolish the wisdom of the world? For after that in the wisdom of God the world by 
wisdom knew not God, it pleased God by the foolishness of preaching to save them that 
believe” (1 Cor 1:20–21). It is in these words that Paul the apostle sets for us the example 
as to how to take up anew the dialogue with the Greeks where he left off speaking to 
them at Athens. Paul did not use the synthesis method. He is most courteous to those 
whom he seeks to win for Christ. But he knows that they are idolaters since they worship 
the creature more than the creator. He knows that those among them who speak of man as 
the offspring of God are monists. Knowing his Greek philosophy, he knows that 
according to the Greeks, man’s will and emotions relate him to the beast while his 
intellect relates him to the gods. It is these idolaters, these creature-worshipers, that Paul 
is calling back to a worship of God their creator. But they can come back to God only if 
they do so through the Son of God, the Christ as their redeemer. It is the redeemer, risen 
from the dead and ascended to glory, who will judge them and condemn them to abide 
under the wrath of their creator unless they repent. When they repent then their culture is 
saved with them. If they do not repent then their culture will still be saved, but for others 
who do repent, and these will enter upon the inheritance of it. The poor shall inherit the 
earth. 

 
B. Christian Program 

 
Our work as educators would be hopeless and futile if we engaged in it on the 

principle of synthesis discussed above. But what joy it is to know that Christ has come to 
save man and his culture! The first Adam by his sin refused to undertake the cultural 
mandate given him. When he was told to subdue the earth he would not do so as unto 
God his creator. But the second Adam undertook anew what the first Adam, and all men 
with him, failed to do. Now then, we who are saved by grace, we who have by the Spirit 
of God been born from above, need not beat the air. There is for us a true synthesis of all 
things in Christ. And we may offer this Christ to all men that they too with us might 
escape the futility and the absurdity, the immorality and the blasphemy, of seeking to 
synthesize what by their very sinful act they are all the while destroying. The task of 
educators who do not educate in and unto Christ is like the task of Sisyphus as he rolled 
his stone to the top of the hill only to see it roll down again. If the facts of the world are 
not created and redeemed by God in Christ, then they are like beads that have no holes in 
them and therefore cannot be strung into a string of beads. If the laws of the world are not 
what they are as relating the facts that are created and redeemed by Christ, these laws are 
like a string of infinite length, neither end of which can be found. Seeking to string beads 
that cannot be strung because they have no holes in them, with string of infinite length 
neither end of which you can find; such is the task of the educator who seeks to educate 
without presupposing the truth of what the self-attesting Christ has spoken in the 
Scriptures. 

Of course many of those who do not thus place Christ at the beginning and center of 
all their cultural effort do produce cultural effects that last. But they do this because the 
world is not what they assume that it is. They assume that the world is the product of 
Chance; in reality it is created and governed by Christ. Though men do not recognize the 
truth about the world they can, in spite of themselves, produce much culture. They cannot 



help but do so. They are like the rebellious sailor who tries to burn up the ship because he 
hated the captain. This sailor, instead of being thrown into the brig, is made to employ his 
gifts, whatever they may be, so that the ship may go forward to the harbor. When the ship 
arrives at its destination all the fruits of this sailor’s labor will be preserved, but they will 
be given to others and he himself will be lost. What he has accomplished constructively 
will enter into the new heavens and the new earth for their adornment. 

But we are not such as cannot enter because of unbelief. We are such as believe to the 
saving of our souls and to the saving of our culture. The meek shall inherit the earth. 
Great is our reward. We serve the Lord Christ! He is willing to use us, even us, unworthy 
though we be, to bring about the consummation of the age to the praise of his grace. We 
may make manifest the knowledge of his name in every place. The final issue of life—the 
destinies of men—we leave in the hands of our Savior while, with fear and trembling but 
with great joy in believing, we place before our students the choice of rejecting Christ as 
their Lord with the issue being everlasting death, or of accepting Christ as their Lord with 
the issue being everlasting joy. Who is sufficient for such things? Our sufficiency is of 
Christ who has made us able servants of the New Testament for our time. Those who 
have with Christ, the second Adam, undertaken anew the cultural task of subduing the 
earth shall with him inherit the new heavens and the new earth, redeemed and brought to 
consummation in spite of Satan and all his minions.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Part 2—The Christian School Today 1  

 
Introduction 

 
The reason why we need the Christian school today is implied in the type of dialogue 

that Jesus Christ held with the Pharisees on various occasions. 
On one of those occasions a paralytic was let down through the roof of the house 

where Jesus was teaching the people about the kingdom of heaven. 
The poor, helpless cripple had heard of Jesus. He had heard how Jesus had caused the 

blind to see, the deaf to hear, and the lame to walk. 
But it seemed to be impossible to reach this wonder-worker. The crowds pressed in 

on him from every side. Just now he was in a house, but the house was, every square inch 
of it, packed with people. No wonder, not only because of his miracles but also because 
of his speech did they come to him, “For he taught them, not like the scribes and 
Pharisees, but like one who had authority.” 

But his friends took him to the roof of the house where Jesus was. Then they broke 
open the roof and “let the bed down wherein he lay.” 

Now he will plead with Jesus for the healing of his body. But before he can utter a 
word Jesus looks down on him in pity and speaks to him. Now, won’t Jesus at once heal 
his body? No. The first thing Jesus says to the man so piteously helpless and in need of 
physical healing is: “Son, thy sins be forgiven thee.” Had he not come into the world to 
save his people from their sins? 

But this was too much for Satan. He was, as it were, seated in the rafters to watch 
what Jesus would do. He knew that Jesus had come to destroy his kingdom. From the 
beginning of his ministry, and at every step of the way, Satan opposed Jesus in his work 
of establishing the kingdom of heaven on earth. In the incident of healing just related, 
Satan stirred up the scribes to charge him with blasphemy. “Why doth this man thus 
speak blasphemies,” they said; “Who can forgive sins but God only” (Mk 2:7)? 

How “orthodox” these scribes seemed to be! Did not Moses say: “The Lord thy God 
is one Lord”? How then could Jesus also be God? Then there would be two gods. This 
would be against the Scripture as given by Moses. It would be impossible. It would be 
idolatry; it would be contradictory; it would be blasphemy; because he, being a man, 
made himself to be God. 

Throughout his career the leaders of the Jews kept charging Jesus with blasphemy. 
When at last the leaders of the Jews had Jesus apprehended and brought to trial, the 

high priest asked him: “Art thou the Christ, the Son of the Blessed?” Then when Jesus 
responded: “I am,” the high priest rent his clothes and said, “What need have we of 
further witness? Ye have heard the blasphemy: what think ye? And they all condemned 
him to be guilty of death” (Mk 14:61–62). He told them, in effect, that it was they that 
blasphemed by denying he was one with the Father. 
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Jesus proceeded with his work step by step. He pleaded with them to read their 
Scriptures again: “Search the scriptures: for in them ye think ye have eternal life: and 
they are they which testify of me” (Jn 5:39). “For had ye believed Moses, ye would have 
believed me: for he wrote of me” (Jn 6:46). 

Yes, indeed, God is one. But, said Jesus, “The Father and I are one.” “The Father 
himself, which hath sent me, hath borne witness of me” (Jn 5:37). “As the living Father 
hath sent me and I live by the Father: so he that eateth me, even he shall live by me” (Jn 
6:56). 

Then finally at the trial, in answer to the charge of blasphemy, he again urged his 
accusers to repent and seek their life from him: “Hereafter shall the Son of man sit on the 
right hand of the power of God” (Lk 22:69). There was war to the death between Christ 
and Satan throughout the whole of Jesus’ life. He had assured his followers that in his 
Father’s house were many mansions and that he was going to prepare a place for them. 
Finally while on the cross, with the leaders of the people mocking him for his defeat, one 
of the malefactors said unto him, “Lord, remember me, when thou comest into thy 
kingdom” (Lk 23:42). The answer came directly, “Today shalt thou be with me in 
paradise” (Lk 23:43). 

What Jesus did when he healed the paralytic was a sample of the work that he came 
to do: to save all his people from their sin. More than that, this healing of the paralytic 
was a sample of what John speaks of when he says that “God so loved the world that he 
gave his only begotten Son, that whoever believed in him should not perish but have 
everlasting life. For God sent the Son into the world, not to condemn the world, but that 
the world might be saved through him.”Jn 3.16–17, RSV 

It is because we would have our children after us to believe this fact of the coming of 
the Son of God into the world to save the world, that we need the Christian school. 

  

1. Christ And Culture 
 
But, you say, it is the business of the church, not of the school, to proclaim this saving 

grace of God through Christ to men. The school, you add, has to do with reading, writing, 
and arithmetic, with nature study, with history, with art, with science, and with 
philosophy. In short, you say the school has to teach our children about the general 
culture of the race. The school must delineate before the eyes of the pupils of the school 
the history and progress of human civilization. Pray then, tell us what does Christ have to 
do with all this culture? Surely the public school is there to teach our children all about 
the past, the present, and the future of the human race except for religion, which we take 
care of in the church and in the home. 

But listen to what the Apostle Paul tells us about the relation of Christ to culture. Paul 
speaks of the fact that he has “destined us in love to be his sons through Jesus Christ.… 
In him we have redemption through his blood, the forgiveness of our trespasses, 
according to the riches of his grace, which he lavished upon us” (Eph 1:5–7). So far so 
good, you say. You have taken this passage from Paul’s letter to the Ephesians. In this 
letter he speaks particularly of the church. But wait! Paul goes on to say: “For he has 
made known to us in all wisdom and insight the mystery of his will, according to his 
purpose which he set forth in Christ as a plan for the fulness of time, to unite all things in 
him, things in heaven and things on earth” (Eph 1:9–10). 



Here then is Christ “the Savior and transformer of culture.” In the fulness of time, 
God will unite all things in him, things in heaven and things on earth. The vision of this 
Christ as he is engaged in this all-encompassing healing of all things in the face of 
Satan’s opposition is what we want our children to see. 

Oh, yes, the church and the home may speak of this Christ. But neither the church nor 
the home can deal at all adequately with the length and breadth of Christ as the Savior 
and Transformer of human culture. 

The minister may quite properly take for his text Colossians 1.15, where Paul speaks 
of Christ and says: “he is the image of the invisible God, the first-born of all creation; for 
in him all things were created, in heaven and on earth, visible and invisible, whether 
thrones or dominions or principalities or authorities all things were created through him 
and for him. He is before all things, and in him all things hold together.… For in him all 
the fullness of God was pleased to dwell and through him to reconcile to himself all 
things, whether on earth or in heaven, making peace by the blood of the cross” (Col 1:19–
20). 

However, only in the school, in which professional people engage in setting forth the 
whole history and meaning of human culture, can Christ and his work be portrayed in full 
detail as he works out his program of removing all that divides men from God, their 
creator-redeemer, and of directing all that accomplishes their reunion with him. 

 

2. Satan: The Spirit Who Always Opposes 
 
Then, there is another side to this question. When Jesus healed the paralytic, Satan 

was straining his utmost ingenuity in order to undo the work of Christ. He used the 
Pharisees as his accomplices in order through their influence to keep the people from 
owning Jesus as the great Physician of men. As emissaries of Satan the Pharisees posed 
as the custodians of the purity of doctrine. They therefore said that Jesus blasphemed, 
because while only a man he made himself out to be God. 

At another time, when Jesus healed the dumb and blind man possessed with a devil, 
the Pharisees accused him of driving out devils by Beelzebub, the chief of devils. They 
sought to ascribe Jesus’ healing power to another source, to any source other than the true 
source, namely Jesus the Son of God and Son of man. 

But now notice the breadth and the depth of this work of Satan. It comprehended all 
the world in all its history. It dealt with the bodies as well as with the souls of men, and it 
dealt with all the powers of heaven and hell as they surround the various conditions of 
men. As in the case of the paralytic, the Pharisees claimed to be the defenders of the truth 
about God as taught by Moses so, in the case of the man that was demon-possessed, 
blind, and dumb they denied the need of any such healing as Jesus could give. The world, 
they argued in effect, had evil in it; but the world would heal itself. The rifts in the 
universe were not so deep but they would heal themselves. Beelzebub would drive out 
Beelzebub. If not, then evil cannot be healed and we must learn to live with it. 
 
 
 
 



A. Satan In Paradise 
 
Look at the picture now. In paradise Satan had won the heart of man away from God 

to himself. He had done so by the cleverest of stratagems. He had done so by making Eve 
and Adam believe that while eating of the tree of knowledge of good and evil they were 
engaging in the first really scientific enterprise. It was an experiment far more significant 
in its consequences for human culture than the first trip made recently to the moon. 

There were two mutually opposing hypotheses with respect to the possible 
consequences of eating of the fruit of that tree. There was the theory of the one party who 
called himself God and who, therefore, in dogmatic fashion, asserted that “death” would 
be the only possible consequence of eating of the forbidden fruit. Then there was the 
theory of the second party. This party was not dogmatic at all. He only claimed that 
scientific experimentation requires an open mind. Especially was this true, in the case of 
the first scientific experiment ever to be made. There were no records of what had 
happened in the past. And to speak of this tree, in distinction from all other trees, as a 
“forbidden” tree is to assume that that one party alone owned all the world. 

In his “genuine freedom of choice” man must therefore decide between these two 
available hypotheses. 

We know what happened. We know that God did originally create all the facts and 
ordained all the relations between all the facts of the world. We know that Satan as well 
as Adam and Eve were creatures of God. It was their privilege to love and obey God. The 
world was God’s estate. Man was given the original cultural mandate—the mandate to 
cultivate the garden. He was to be a prophet under God seeking to know all he could to 
the glory of God. He was to be a priest under God to dedicate the development of all his 
culture unto God. He was to be a king under God, to rule over all of human civilization to 
the glory of God. 

But Satan succeeded in deceiving him. Listening to Satan man became a prophet 
without a mantle, a priest without a sacrifice, and a king without a crown. 

Would Satan then win the battle against God for the heart of man? Never. In due time 
the seed of the woman would come to bruise the head of the serpent. The great prophet, 
priest, and king came to establish a kingdom of prophets, priests, and kings who would 
under him wrest the kingdom of Satan from him and unite all things through him unto 
God. 

In due time, Christ singlehandedly defeated Satan on the cross. By his Holy Spirit, the 
Son of God, now gone to glory, poured his wisdom and power into the hearts and minds 
of formerly fear-ridden disciples, notably Peter, so that they defied the Sanhedrin, saying: 
“And there is salvation in no one else, for there is no other name given under heaven 
whereby we must be saved” (Acts 4:12). And what of Paul, who, as servant of Satan, 
went everywhere persecuting those who believed in Jesus? “We beseech you on behalf of 
Christ,” he tells the lovers of Greek culture, “be reconciled to God. For our sake he made 
him to be sin who knew no sin, so that in him we might become the righteousness of 
God” (2 Cor 5:20–21). 

Paul sums up his whole sense of victory in Christ over Satan and his kingdom when 
he says, “But thanks be to God, who in Christ always leads us to triumph, and through us 
spreads the fragrance of the knowledge of him everywhere” (2 Cor 2:14).. 

 



B. The Global War 
 
This, then, is the point. The war between Christ and Satan is a global war. It is carried 

on, first, in the hearts of men for the hearts of men. Through preaching and teaching in 
the church and in the home, through the witness borne individual men everywhere, the 
allegiance of men is turned away from Satan to Christ. But the warfare is also carried on 
where you might least expect it. It is carried on in the field of reading and writing and 
arithmetic, in the field of nature study and history. At every point Satan seeks boys and 
girls, as well as men and women to take the attitude that he got Eve and Adam to take at 
the beginning of history. Everywhere and at every point Satan’s theme-song is: “Let’s be 
broad-minded; at the beginning of our research your hypothesis about God’s creating and 
directing the course of history is as good as mine and mine is as good as yours. Now let’s 
be open-minded and find out from the facts, whose hypothesis fits reality.” 

And now the reason why we are willing as Christian believers in general, and as 
Christian parents in particular, to sacrifice so largely for the sake of having Christian 
schools is that we want our children with us to see the vision of the all-conquering Christ 
as he wrests the culture of mankind away from Satan and brings it to its consummation 
when the new heavens and the new earth on which righteousness shall dwell, at last 
appears. 

We would have our young men and women become true soldiers under Christ as with 
him they go conquering and to conquer every domain of life for Christ. When they thus 
become good soldiers of Christ, they will be free and be truly themselves. They will share 
in the trophies which Christ wrests from Satan’s power: “For all things are yours, 
whether Paul or Apollos or Cephas or the world or life or death, or the present or the 
future, all are yours; and you are Christ’s and Christ is God’s” (1 Cor 3:22). 

 

3. The First Cultural Conflict 
 
So far we have been speaking of the victorious struggle of Christ against Satan for the 

hearts of men. That’s the struggle that is back of every conflict between men. This 
struggle or conflict is global in character. There is not a square inch of ground in heaven 
or on earth or under the earth in which there is peace between Christ and Satan. And what 
is all-important for us as we think of the Christian school is that, according to Christ, 
every man, woman, and child is every day and everywhere involved in this struggle. No 
one can stand back, refusing to become involved. He is involved from the day of his birth 
and even from before his birth. Jesus said: “He that is not with me is against me, and he 
that gathereth not with me scattereth abroad.” If you say that you are “not involved” you 
are in fact involved on Satan’s side. If you say you are involved in the struggle between 
Christ and Satan in the area of the family and in the church, but not in the school, you are 
deceiving yourself. In that case you are not really fully involved in the family and in the 
church. You cannot expect to train intelligent, well-informed soldiers of the cross of 
Christ unless the Christ is held up before them as the Lord of culture as well as the Lord 
of religion. It is of the nature of the conflict between Christ and Satan to be all-
comprehensive. 

The first major battle of the conflict of history occurred in the days of Noah. 



 
A. Noah And His Contemporaries 

 
The children of Seth had, for generations, refused to choose for Christ against Satan. 

They had, apparently, those among them who said that the conflict is not found in the 
realm of culture but only in the realm of religion, till after a bit others among them, the 
clergy no doubt, said that all religion—all true religion—is to love all men, in imitation 
of a god who loves all men regardless of what they do. They said that we must think of 
God on the model of the best of men. God must be thought of as that principle of unity 
that underlies all the antinomies and paradoxes that each man finds in himself, and the 
hostilities that divide men because of the different concepts of God they had developed in 
their several cultures. Nobody can really have any knowledge of God, but all of us know 
that he cannot be what the tradition of some would have us think of him as being. Those 
old tales about Adam and Eve and the speaking serpent and the promised seed; they must 
not be understood as history; they must be understood as the symbol of the idea that 
whatever we call evil will be overcome by the good. Some great one, the seed of the 
woman, a man himself, will lead us out of all our differences and back to our original 
unity. All true religion is mystic union with that Great Spirit that is back of and ahead of 
all. 

But there was one man who did not agree. He disagreed not because he had, of 
himself, a better insight into the nature of things than they. No, it was because he had 
received grace in the sight of God. That is why he believed what God told him about the 
past, about the present, and about the future. 

Believing what God said about the flood that would destroy all men for their 
wickedness, Noah built the ark. Here, on the top of one of the high hills which had never 
been covered by water, he built a ship that would float on the waters, he said. 

How did he know? his carpenter assistants asked. Because God told me so! Was his 
answer. No God would ever tell you anything like that, they replied pityingly. The best 
evidence of the fact that your God is a bad nightmare is that he said such a thing. Any 
God worthy of being called God would save his people from such a disaster if he could. 
Of course, he might not be able to save them. There is no telling what the future may 
bring, so far as the powers of nature are concerned. But of one thing we are sure, any 
flood that comes will not be because of our permissiveness, our new morality as you call 
it. Surely morality and religion have nothing to do with physical laws. Morality is a 
matter of each man’s sense of responsibility to his own conscience. 

Here, then, was an argument that involved all things and all men. If this man Noah 
was right then human culture is all of a piece. It is all permeated with religion. Noah’s 
views about God and history were internally consistent with one another. I do not say that 
Noah had a system of culture that he deduced from the major premise of God’s existence. 
On the contrary, Noah’s “system” was internally consistent because all of its constituent 
elements, the elements of nature, of morality, and of religion, had back of them the 
expression of the one unified ordinance of the Creator-Redeemer God. 

On the other hand, if the men of Noah’s time were right, then human culture is also 
all of a piece. In that case reality is controlled by chance, and whatever “system” man 
makes for himself has the coherence, or rather the incoherence, of chance. On the basis of 
this “system” there is and can be no “system” such as Noah had. There can be no such 



Creator-Redeemer God as Noah said had spoken to him. On such a “system” as the 
carpenters of Noah had, there can be no relation between the field of morality and the 
field of science. The former is, in the nature of the case, based on utter or absolute 
freedom. No man can be responsible unless he is absolutely free from any determinative 
influences. And as for the realm of science, it must be completely impersonal; it may be a 
realm of fate or it may be a realm of chance or it may be a realm that combines fate and 
chance, but it must be impersonal. 

Noah pleaded with the men of his day. They really knew better, he said. They really 
knew that they could not say that the God of Adam and Eve did not exist. They knew that 
their own consciences agreed that both moral and non-moral, both the “realm of 
freedom” and the “realm of necessity” must have their basic relation to one another 
according to the all-comprehensive plan of the CreatorRedeemer God who had spoken, or 
they could say nothing about either. 

Noah had found grace in the sight of God. Accordingly he became a preacher of 
righteousness. Then he became a doer of righteousness; he did in the physical realm what 
needed to be done for the redeeming of the culture of man. All those who found no grace 
in the sight of God, who became preachers and practitioners of unrighteousness, who 
argued that religion and morality are Privatsache, matters that have nothing to do with 
rain and sunshine, perished by virtue of the falsity and perversity of their philosophy of 
culture. 

 
B. The Ark As Cultural Symbol 

 
In contrast with this, into the ark went the family of Noah, went the church of God, 

went the culture of the human race. In God’s longsuffering patience the God of Noah 
saved mankind, for another opportunity of repentance and faith; for another opportunity 
to join in the building of a true Christ-centered culture. 

What an easily intelligible symbol that ark that Noah built is of the unified culture of 
Christians, who unify their efforts in the family, in the church, and in the school about the 
all-comprehensive redemptive work of Christ. In particular, what an easily intelligible 
symbol the ark of Noah is of the Christian school as it lives by the grace of God and then 
unites the various aspects of human culture in one all-comprehensive teleology of history 
centered about the Christ. 

Of course, the world will have us in derision as we build a school just as the men of 
Noah’s day had him in derision for listening to his God and for building an ark to be 
launched from the top of a mountain. But Noah proved to be right; not because of 
wisdom or because of some mystical insight into the forces of nature that he, in 
distinction from others, had. Let us take care that in building our schools we glory in 
nothing save in the grace of God and in the cross of Christ. But in doing this, though we 
shall not, thank God, be vindicated in the way that Noah was, we shall, living by the 
promises of Christ the redeemer of human culture, go forward in the knowledge of the 
coming of the day of the Lord when we, with our children, will hear the words of him 
who told us to build the ark: Well done, thou good and faithful servant; thou has been 
faithful over a few things; enter upon the joy of thy Lord.  

 



4. The Covenant Of Grace 
 
We saw that Noah received grace in the sight of God. After that God assigned to him 

his task. Through the building of the ark Christ would save the culture of mankind. 
The same is true, and in a deeper sense, with Abraham. With Abraham God officially 

made the covenant of saving grace. In his seed, i.e., in Christ, should all the families of 
the world be blessed. 

It was for the accomplishment of this purpose that Abraham was told to leave Ur of 
the Chaldeans. He must be separated from the culture of his native land. That culture was 
permeated with the worship of false gods. 

When he came into the promised land he must make it plain to the men of the country 
in which he dwelt that his goal in life was different from theirs. In fact, he lived by the 
promise that his offspring and therefore not theirs would possess the land of Canaan. And 
when it seemed as though he would not even have any offspring then God assured him 
that the laws of nature—in this case the laws of biology—are servants to the purposes of 
God’s grace. As in the time of Noah the floods of the physical universe came as the result 
of moral disobedience, so, in the case of Abraham, Isaac the heir of the covenant, would 
be born, according to the laws of nature, as these operated subject to the promises of 
covenant grace. Again, as in the case of Noah human culture was saved from destruction 
by the flood, so in the case of Abraham human culture was saved for its positive task of 
leading humanity on to the new heavens and the new earth. Abraham looked for the city 
that has foundations, the new heavens and the new earth in which righteousness will 
dwell. 

 
A. The Theocracy 

 
When the descendants of Abraham entered into the promised land they were, or at 

least they should have been, a nation of Abrahams. God’s chosen race was to live by the 
obedience, the patience, and the hope of faith as Abraham did. 

Many of them, most of them indeed, failed to live in this way. Yet here was a distinct 
covenant culture; the theocracy was not merely a religion; it had ordinances for every one 
of the aspects of daily living. Religion was, to be sure, the center of it all. But the whole 
of life was concentrated on the law, and the heart of the law was: “You shall love the 
Lord your God with all your heart and with all your soul, and with all your mind,” and 
“You shall love your neighbor as yourself” (Mt 22:37–38). Such was the principle of the 
theocracy. How imperfectly the people of God lived up to this principle of a true 
covenant-culture. Yet, among the nations round about Israel there was nothing other than 
covenant-breaking culture. 

Even so, it was only in the midst of Israel that truth was known and, to any extent, 
practiced at all. Only in the midst of Israel was the true goal of culture known. Only in 
the midst of Israel was the first step taken toward the realization of the true ideal of 
culture. Only in the midst of Israel was the cultural mandate taken so seriously as to lead 
to the severest punishment of covenant-breakers. Finally, only among Israel was there a 
living hope and expectation of victory through the work of the coming redeemer. 



However imperfectly God’s covenant people kept the covenant, God yet kept a remnant 
of them faithful to himself. 

Here, in the midst of this people Israel and nowhere else, the true obedience, the true 
patience, and the true hope of faith was found. As in the ark the family, the church, and 
human culture were preserved and redeemed, so in the theocracy and nowhere else the 
Lord of history established his work for the saving of the world. 

 
B. Daniel And His Companions 

 
Did God give up his work of saving the world through the sending of his Son because 

not all of his people manifested the faith of Abraham? Do we give up our building and 
maintaining of Christian schools because not all their pupils seek in their later life to 
establish a true Christian culture? 

No, God did not give up. No, we shall not give up. 
All of us recall the story of Daniel in the lion’s den. All of us remember that the three 

friends of Daniel—Shadraeh, Meshach, and Abednego—were cast into the fiery furnace 
and came out unscathed. 

Bright lads they were, these covenant children, brought captive to Babylon. The king 
of Babylon would use them for the establishment of his great kingdom. So they must 
unlearn the culture of the people of Judah and learn the culture of Babylon. They must be 
taught “the learning and the tongue of the Chaldeans.” Oh, yes, they might retain the 
culture of Judah, but it must be used as a means to further the culture of the Chaldeans. 

But Daniel and his friends would not “defile themselves with the portion of the king’s 
meat.” They would continue to live by the ordinances of the theocracy which they had 
learned when still in Judah. “Now God had brought Daniel into favour and tender love 
with the prince of the eunuchs” (Dn 1:9). So he and his friends were allowed to abstain 
from the king’s meats and continue to eat their “pulse.” 

Soon Shadrach, Meshach, and Abednego were “set over the affairs of the province of 
Babylon.” Working on the pride of Nebuchadnezzar, their jealous rivals planned a 
stratagem that would destroy these young upstarts who thought they had the truth about 
the gods. They had Nebuchadnezzar build a great image. There must be a huge dedication 
service. Everybody must bow down to and worship this image. Anybody who would not 
worship this image “should be cast into the midst of a burning fiery furnace.” 

Then these three young men, grown up on pulse, utterly dedicated to the God of 
heaven and earth and living daily in all respects by the promises of the covenant, refused 
to worship man instead of God. Filled with the Spirit of Christ these three young men 
withstood the spirit of Satan. As the servants of Satan the king of Babylon and his 
accomplices were seeking to destroy the work of Christ, the Savior of human culture. If 
Shadrach, Meshach, and Abednego had been willing to separate their religion from their 
general culture, they would not have been molested by the Chaldean princes. If only they 
had made a hypocritical bow to the golden image of Nebuchadnezzar, they could have 
continued as secretary of state, secretary of health and welfare, and secretary of war. But 
such a separation between religion and culture was unthinkable for these men grown up 
on pulse. 



So these men were cast “fast bound” in the fiery furnace. But when Nebuchadnezzar 
looked into the furnace he saw, not three, but “four men loose, walking in the midst of the 
fire … and the form of the fourth, he said, ‘is like the Son of God.’ ” (Dn 3:25) 

Putting words into the mouth of the three young men in the furnace, the Knox 
translation of Daniel says: “Then they cried out upon all things the Lord had made, to 
bless him, and praise him, and extol his name forever. Bless the Lord they should, the 
Lord’s angels; bless him they should, the heavens: bless him they should, all the Lord’s 
powers. Bless him, they should, sun and moon, stars of heaven, each drop of rain and 
moisture, and all the winds of God. Bless him they should, fire and heat, winter cold and 
summer drought, dew and rime at morning, frost and the cold air. Bless him they should, 
ice and snow, day-time and night-time, light and darkness, lightnings and storm-clouds. 
And earth in its turn should bless the Lord, praise him, and extol his name forever … ”Dn 
3.57ff., Knox tr. 

These men knew and confessed that for joining the culture of man about them the 
people of the covenant were now made the victims of that culture: “No punishment thou 
hast afflicted upon us, or upon Jerusalem, holy city of our fathers, but was deserved; for 
sins of ours, faithfulness and justice that stroke laid on. Sinners we were, that had 
wronged and forsaken thee, all was amiss with us; unheard thy commandments, or else 
unheeded, thy will neglected, and with it, our own well-being! Nothing we had not 
deserved, pillage of thy contriving, plague of thy sending, and at last the foul domination 
of godless foes, of a tyrant that has no equal on earth! Tongue-tied we stand, that have 
brought disgrace on the livery of thy true worship … ” Dn 3.28–33, Knox tr. 

Only those who had been brought up on pulse could pray a prayer like that. It was 
because these men knew that the things of the I-it dimension—rain and sunshine, hail and 
storm, fire and brimstone—act at the behest of the God of the covenant, that they sensed 
the ignominy and shame as well as the suffering inflicted on them by a godless tyrant. 
Nothing less than a Satanic effort to prevent the covenant people from honoring the God 
of heaven in the cultural training of their children was being made by Nebuchadnezzar 
and his wicked counselors. We, in our day, want our children to have the breadth of 
vision of a Daniel, yes but also of a Shadrach, Meshach, and an Abednego. 

When the Savior came at last to his own, his own received him not. Only a few, like 
Simeon and Anna, looked for his day. After he had shown himself in the clearest possible 
way to be the healer and restorer of human culture, the Pharisees, leading the people, 
nailed him to the cross. Then Satan thought he had conquered and defeated this man of 
Galilee. But the arch-deceiver of men was then self-deceived as well as self-defeated. 
When Christ had risen from the dead and when he had poured his Spirit upon them, then 
the formerly frightened apostles proclaimed boldly, at the peril of their lives, that none 
other name is given under heaven by which man, the whole man, man as soul and body, 
man with all his legitimate interests as the image-bearer of God, should be saved. Most of 
all the Apostle Paul, that fanatical advocate of the false culture of apostate Jewry, who 
persecuted to the death those who were of “this way,” proclaimed the Christ through 
whose atoning blood and resurrection all things in heaven and on earth should be reunited 
to God. 

 
 
 



5. The City Of God And The City Of Man 
 
In the early era of the Christian epoch it was St. Augustine who more deeply than any 

other penetrated to the basic spirit of antithesis between the kingdom of Christ and the 
kingdom of Satan. He spoke of the one as the City of God and of the other as the City of 
Man. 

 
A. The Goal Of Culture 

 
The inhabitants of both cities deal with the question of the nature and purpose of man 

and his culture. Each party asks three questions. The first pertains to the goal which men 
should try to reach individually and collectively; neither party has reached its goal. So the 
question to be asked first is: how may one know about that goal? Those of the City of 
God believe that God through his Son has revealed to them the goal which man should 
aim to reach in life. Speaking to them through his apostle, Paul, Christ says: “Whether ye 
eat or drink or do anything else, do all to the glory of God.” 

Those of the city of man say that man should follow Adam and Eve’s example, when 
they followed Satan’s suggestion to the effect that they should not live by authority but 
by their own judgment. Socrates expressed this principle in the Euthyphro when he said 
that he wanted to decide about the nature and goal of man, in terms of his own concepts, 
regardless of what gods or men say about it. Plato said the same thing in effect when he 
spoke of human experience as the only raft man has, on which to set forth on the 
boundless ocean of life. In more modern times, Francis Bacon followed the ideals of the 
Renaissance man when he rejected every form of Christian authority in the interest of 
building the kingdom of man for the glory of man. 

It was in contradistinction to this ideal of the Renaissance man that the men of the 
Reformation, Luther and Calvin and others, insisted that man must receive his instruction 
from Christ through Scripture. 

The Renaissance had a man-centered ideal of human culture and the Reformation had 
a God- and therefore Christ-centered ideal of human culture. 

There are two, and only two, mutually exclusive philosophies of education. These are 
involved in two mutually exclusive philosophies of man and his goal for human 
civilization and culture. Roman Catholics have, sad to say, never seen this point. They 
hold to the idea that by reason, apart from revelation, man may work up a truly theistic 
philosophy of life and therefore a truly theistic philosophy of education. All that 
Christians need to do is to add to a philosophy of culture established by believers and 
non-believers in a common effort a Christian “superstory.” Non-Christians and Christians 
are supposed to agree on what nature is; on this point their philosophies of education do 
not differ. All that Christians do is to add the supernatural—in particular, miracle to the 
natural, and that is their justification for having parochial schools. 

What a pity it is that they do not see that man’s life is a unity! What he thinks of 
nature determines what he thinks of the supernatural, and what he thinks of the 
supernatural determines what he thinks of the natural. If the world of nature is not created 
by God and directed by his providence, then miracle itself becomes a purely disjointed 
and meaningless thing. A Christian philosophy of education based upon anything short of 



a wholly unified outlook on human life in terms of the teaching, of Christ in Scripture 
alone, is not able to challenge men to forsake the way of death and walk in the way of 
life. 

 
B. The Standard Of Culture 

 
The second basic point on which those of the City of God differ from those of the 

City of Man is the Way by which to reach the goal of human culture. Of course here too, 
the question of authority is involved. Christ said: “I am the way, the truth, and the life.” 
When Christ said that and acted upon what he said by forgiving men their sins, then the 
Pharisees said that he blasphemed. There was only one God, they said, and only this one 
God could tell them of the Way. Accordingly Jesus could not be God and could not tell 
them of the Way. 

Jesus told them that the Way to save human culture was by eating his flesh and 
drinking his blood and by doing so to find life. Without doing this they would be blind 
guides of the blind and therefore unable to see the goal, and direct men on their way. 

Many of our Christian Protestant friends, as well as many of our Roman Catholic 
friends, have not yet seen the vision of the people of God unified in the deepest and most 
comprehensive sense by a totality philosophy of culture based on the atoning blood and 
the accomplished righteousness of God. Only the Christian community which sees all 
things reunited to God through the death and resurrection of Christ can appeal with full 
effectiveness to other Christians and to all men to join them to walk with and after him 
always and in every respect, who said: “I am the way, the truth and the life.” 

No, I dare not say and shall not say, that those who attend Christian schools are, per 
se, better prepared as witnesses to him who said he was the Way. But certainly, all else 
being equal, a Christian community that trains its covenant youth, comprehensively and 
deeply, with the ideal of a Christian culture before them and of the Christ who shed his 
blood for them as the Way, the Truth, and the Life of that culture, is in a better position to 
attract men unto the way of life. 

 
C. The Motivation Of Culture 

 
Finally, those who are of the City of God and those who are of the City of Man differ 

on the question of the motivation force and power that leads to the goal of a true human 
culture. 

Suppose that my goal is to go to California. Suppose I plan to follow Route 65 as my 
way to California. Suppose that I sit in the driver’s seat of my new Pontiac ready to take 
off, but then, alas, there is no spark that will start the motor. Will I, under such 
circumstances, pick oranges for myself in California? 

Those of the City of God know that the only reason why they have, in the first place, 
seen the vision of the proper goal for human culture is because they have, by the 
regenerating action of the Holy Spirit, had the scales removed from their sin-blinded 
eyes, so that they could see. By the same token they know that the way to the attainment 
of true human culture is by a detour, namely by him who said he is the Way, the Truth, 
and the Life. Accordingly they also know that the only reason why they are able to move 



forward on the way toward the realization of true human culture is because they have 
found grace in the sight of God. 

What will they do having found this grace? They will become, as Noah became, 
preachers and practitioners of righteousness. They will forthwith engage in dialogue with 
those who are blind to the vision of the proper goal, blind to the vision of the Way, and 
blind to the vision of their own utter inability to move one step forward in the right 
direction. 

 

6. Man-Centered Education 
 
What is the reply likely to be when today you speak to those who live in the City of 

Man? Their reply to you will be of the sort that the men of Noah’s day gave to him when 
he spoke of the all-destroying flood that was to come upon them because they had failed 
to develop their culture according to the ordinance given them by their Creator-Redeemer 
God. They will tell you that any normal scientific and philosophically-minded man must 
start from human experience, as self-illuminating. Secondly they will tell you that any 
normal scientific and philosophically-oriented man thinks of the universe of space-time 
fact, especially in its aspect of futurity, to be wholly open. Nobody knows, nobody can 
know, that such a thing as a judgment is coming upon men. Thirdly, they will tell you 
that you must order the facts or data of space-time experience by means of the laws of 
logic that inescapably control the organizing activity of the human mind. Since therefore 
man is free, there cannot be such a thing as an all-controlling plan of God back of what 
we see happening about us. 

It is of the utmost practical importance for us to see that when evolutionists would 
“prove” evolution,’ when secularists would “prove” secularism, when pragmatists would 
“prove” pragmatism, when religionists would “prove” the significance of religion, or 
when any of the many other modern “isms” would “prove” their particular “ism” they do 
so in terms of the three assumptions mentioned, i.e., (a) that of human autonomy, (b) that 
of pure contingent factuality, and (c) that of abstract formal logical validity. 

 
A. A Man-Centered Goal Of Education 

 
Look with me for a moment at what some “leading educators,” speaking on “the 

nature of American Education,” have to say about the kind of culture that the American 
system of public schools should aim to cultivate in the youth of our land. 

Dr. Robert Ulich, professor of education at Harvard, speaks of the lack of proper 
leadership from which America suffers. The “affairs of humanity” are now too complex 
“to be handled by simple formulae such as ‘progress’ and ‘democracy,’ however well 
intended and desirable.” 1 There is now, says Ulich, “the cry for ‘change’ without any 
clear direction, and the cry for new leaders without a thorough analysis of the requisites 
which make a good leader in a specific area of responsibility. 2  

                                                
 1 Cf. Vital Issues in American Education, Alice and Lester D. Crow, eds., Bantam Matrix 
Edition 1964, p. 23. 
 2 Ibid., p. 24. 



What then do we mean by leadership? Says Ulich, “We define a leader as a person 
capable of inspiring other people with a desire to follow his direction and example for the 
achievement of purposes considered desirable by those who represent the best of the 
conscience and consciousness of their community. 3  

 
B. A Man-Centered Standard Of Education 

 
But what is the criterion or standard by which such leaders agree to lead the society 

which is to follow them? Says Ulich: “The criterion is his good will, his rationality, and 
his ‘know how’; the Greeks would have said his ‘arete.’ ” 4  

The leaders in education are not to think of themselves as following the goal of man’s 
culture revealed in Scripture. Nor are they to organize the curriculum according to the 
standard revealed in Scripture. Ulich assumes that there is no absolute goal or absolute 
standard of behavior present anywhere among mankind. What education must do, argues 
Ulich, is to build “adult judgment.” And adult judgment “needs, first of all, a broad 
general, objective, and historical foundation.” 5 The true teacher “moors the mind” of his 
pupils “in the soil of tradition, but does not bury them in it. He gives them an inspiring 
grasp of the courage and independence that characterizes the productive leader as well as 
every creative civilization, but he also shows them that the desire to lead and to create 
invites rebellion and failure, unless there is a corresponding willingness to respect the 
great and obliging wherever it can be found.” 6  

Here then, in this analysis of the human situation given by Dr. Ulich, we see that a 
program of education such as underlies the Christian school is at best considered to be a 
fantastic dream. It is regarded as sectarian and as, therefore, hostile to the highest 
humanist ideals which true teachers should inspire in their pupils. 

 
C. A Man-Centered Motivation In Education 

 
What then is “the nature of good teaching”? Dr. Hollis L. Caswell, President 

Emeritus, Teachers College, Columbia University, discusses this question. Answer this 
question “clearly, thoughtfully, and soundly and you will have one good guide through 
the uncertainties of the future.” To this he adds: “Teachers who love their work are 
motivated most of all by belief that they can help their students become better, more 
effective men and women. This is the central dedication required of a teacher.” 7  

What does it mean for children to become effective men or women? It is, argues Dr. 
I. L. Kandel, Professor Emeritus of Columbia University, to become an “acceptable 
member of society, but the requirements for that membership are defined by society and 
its culture.” 8  

                                                
 3 Ibid., p. 25. 
 4 Ibid. 
 5 Ibid., p. 28. 
 6 Ibid., pp. 28–29. 
 7 Ibid., p. 182. 
 8 Ibid., p. 228. 



What needs to be done in public schools is to train young men and women of good 
character. Says Dr. Kandel: “The form and content of education, whether formal or 
informal, may have changed, but the dominant aim has always been character 
formation.’’ 9 In particular in our American schools we should realize that the American 
frame of reference is a composite of ideals that endures beyond any era’s set of fixed 
beliefs. As teachers in American schools we help pupils to “probe deeper levels of 
understanding, develop compassion for their fellow beings and visualize their country as 
an unselfish leader of all countries in the quest for human freedom.” 1 (Cecil D. Hardesty, 
Superintendent of Schools, San Diego County, California). When we do this we, at the 
same time, are “concerned with the student as a person and with his general 
development” 2 (Caswell). 

Looking at the total picture as presented in the book from which we have quoted, 
there are two things that we must thank God for that the public schools have done and are 
doing for our country. The ideal of character-formation is by no means to be rejected as a 
worthless thing. In our day, a day of intellectual and moral irresponsibility, we are 
thankful for every agency in our land which, by the common grace of God, cultivates 
even the “pagan virtues” of honesty and uprightness. 

 

7. The Dialogue Between Christian And Non-
Christian Educators 

 
It is therefore not with a “holier than thou” attitude that we ask these and other men 

who write about the simple, historic Christian position as though it were obviously 
untenable both intellectually and morally, how they make their philosophy of education 
intelligible to us. 

How, we ask them, do you answer the age-old question of how learning by 
experience is possible? How, we ask them, do you account for the emergence of self-
conscious pupils possessed of a potentiality for learning? No one has yet made 
intelligible to us how human personality springs forth from a universe of pure chance. 

But if a self-conscious pupil did by chance, appear, whence the teacher who would 
teach him? The pupil would have to be his own teacher. 

Then, if there were a teacher who would tell the teachers what to teach the pupils, 
there would be no scientists and philosophers to tell the teachers what to teach their 
pupils. How could any scientist or philosopher know what to tell teachers to teach their 
pupils, unless they themselves know everything about all the past, all the present, and all 
the future? Like the men of Noah’s day who said there never could or would be such a 
flood as would destroy them all in future time, so the scientists and philosophers of our 
day must virtually assert that no final judgment with Christ as the judge can ever appear. 
This is obviously absurd. 

                                                
 9 Ibid., p. 227. 
 1 Ibid., p. 118. 
 2 Ibid., p. 180. 



Thus the pupil, the teacher, and the scientist or philosopher are all in exactly the same 
position. They must know all things already when they, on their own principles, have to 
begin to know the first thing any man has ever known. 

Such is the only alternative to starting our learning process by listening to the self-
attesting Christ of Scripture. 

Let us say it again: We thank God for what the public schools have done for our 
country, but we cannot close our eyes to the fact that it was done, in fact, because the 
world is not what its philosophy of education says it is, but is what we are told it is by 
him who created it and redeemed it, namely, the Christ of Scripture. 

This is what we want our pupils to see. We want the Christian schools to become a 
mighty bulwark for the defense of the Christian faith and, as such, the means by which 
the whole man, and mankind as a whole, may be challenged to forsake the Prince of 
Darkness and turn to him who is Lord of all. 

It is not that we need not be concerned about the various facts of the various sciences. 
We must be concerned with them. It is in the proper manipulation of them that Christian 
culture consists. It is only by proper manipulation of them as a standard that the improper 
manipulation of them can be discerned to be what it is. The dialogue between the citizens 
of the two mutually exclusive cities is of necessity carried on by men who are all made in 
the image of God and who were all given the same cultural mandate in the one and only 
universe that exists. Moreover, those of the City of God are not out to destroy but to save 
those that are of the City of Man. As the Son of God came not to destroy but to save the 
world, so his disciples are daily seeking to renounce the prince of the power of the air and 
to own Christ as king, in order to bring them out of the pit of darkness into the true light. 
Daily those of the City of God warn those who walk with them, who work in the 
laboratory with them, and who think the thoughts of philosophy with them, that the 
bridge is out ahead of them. Why not follow the detour signs? I am the Way, the Truth, 
and the Life. Those who continue to refuse the call of Christ to build their culture in 
accordance with his instructions will lose all the fruits of their labor. There will be only 
one human culture at last. All men contribute to its structure, willingly or unwillingly. 
We would create a generation of Noahs and of Abrahams to plead with our 
contemporaries to join us in building our culture upon the finished work of Christ. 

The dialogue between the citizens of the two cities includes ultimate issues. On the 
surface it might seem as though such is not the case. Many a scientist and philosopher 
argues that no one can speak intelligently of ultimate things. There is no more universally 
accepted position today among the scientists and philosophers than that which says that 
no one should engage in metaphysical speculation. 

Religious leaders today hasten to rewrite the historic Christian creeds in order to 
make them accord with the assertions of scientists and philosophers so as to prove that 
the very idea of speaking of God as though he were what the older creeds say he is, is 
nonsense. 

Such a position would imply that the Pharisees were right in saying that Jesus 
blasphemed when, pretending to be one with God the Father, he forgave men their sins. 
There can be no such God as Augustine, or Luther, or Calvin, or Wesley, or Moody 
believed in. If we want to speak of absolutes it is well. Indeed we ought to continue to 
speak of Christ as though he were God and as though he atones for our sins. But all such 



speaking must be by way of thinking of such absolutes as ideals, after which man must 
strive in order by thus striving to build the City of Man. 

Meanwhile Christ goes on conquering and to conquer. Those who follow the god of 
this world have now exhausted their resources and in desperation called out the last of 
their reserves. They are now driven to the point where, in the same breath, they must 
assert that man can know nothing of the beyond and to assert that the God of Christianity 
cannot exist in the beyond. They must, in the same breath say that nobody knows 
anything about the future but that they know that what Christ says about the future cannot 
be true. 

It is for such an hour as this that Christian schools have come into existence. No, I am 
not idealizing. I know that the Christian school movement is infinitesimally small today. I 
know too that the movement of the entire evangelical church of Christ is infinitesimally 
small. But Christ is King of kings and Lord of lords. He has brought life and immortality 
to light. He arose from the dead in the I-it dimension, in the realm of space and time. All 
the facts in all the world are created by him, and heaven and earth will one day be 
reunited to God by him. 

It stands to reason that in the struggle between the forces of the City of God and the 
forces of the City of Man, the field of culture will be the place where the battle of 
Armageddon takes place. 

Jesus wept over Jerusalem because she and her children refused to fulfill their cultural 
mission on earth. He will not weep over his people for the same reason again. He has 
already defeated Satan and his hosts. He rose from the dead: he ascended to glory, from 
whence he rules the development of human culture. 

The army of Christ the Victor is marching on. There is no commander-in-chief in the 
way that General Dwight D. Eisenhower was commander-in-chief of the Allied Forces in 
Hitler’s day. But there is a commander-in-chief above in glory. Did you see a picture of 
some of the soldiers who looked into the eyes of Eisenhower the day before they were to 
be sent, many of them to die, on the Normandy beaches? I see many a Christian school 
teacher and many a Christian school pupil look in prayer and adoration into the eyes of 
him who looks down on them from heaven. General Eisenhower had prepared a 
statement to the effect that in case the invasion failed it would be he alone who should 
carry the blame. But the commander-in-chief of all those who are of the City of God has 
no such statement in his pocket. He will not fail; he cannot fail; he has already won; he 
will be openly and publicly seen as victorious at last. 

Meanwhile as Jesus wept over Jerusalem let us weep over those who do not see that 
the wisdom of this world has been made foolishness with God, and that it hath pleased 
God through preaching and teaching to save those that believe, and thus to unite all things 
in him, all things in heaven and in earth so that God may be all in all. The final, 
everlasting song that is sung, not only by the elders but also by all the living creatures, in 
the new heavens and the new earth is: “Thou art worthy, O Lord, to receive glory and 
honor and power; for thou hast created all things, and for thy pleasure they are and were 
created” (Rv 4:11).  



Part 3—A. The Dilemma Of Education 

1  

Introduction 
 
Have we a goal to set before our youth? What is the aim and purpose of human life? 

Do we have a standard by which to direct our pupils to this goal? And what should be the 
motivating principle as they seek to achieve that goal? 

Man has always asked himself such questions. Christians too are familiar with them. 
Man’s chief end, says the Christian, is to glorify God and enjoy him forever. The 
revealed will of God expressed in the Scriptures is the proper norm for man’s life. And 
faith in the God of Scripture should be man’s motivating power. 

Christians teach their children these things. It is all summed up in the expression that 
man must live his life to the glory of God. In seeking the glory of God, man the 
individual and mankind as a whole will also be enriched. If men seek first the kingdom of 
God, then all other things will be added unto them. 

It is with this positive idea of building the kingdom of God that the Christian 
philosophy of education, as Christian philosophy in general, begins. But Satan has 
interrupted the building program of the human race. Accordingly the Christian must also 
oppose the efforts of Satan. He must seek to destroy Satan and his works in order that the 
constructive work assigned to man in the beginning may go on. 

There is no doubt as to the outcome of the battle with the evil one. Satan is only a 
creature. His opposition to the kingdom of God is certain of defeat. He will be restrained 
so that the creative forces placed in the human race by the Creator will have full 
opportunity for expression. Part of the glory of that kingdom will be due to the fact that it 
has successfully withstood the attack of King Diabolus. 

But all this seems naive to modern man. How can an educated individual seriously 
hold such views? Such tales may possibly be presented as myths but they would be 
harmful if said to be true. How can any one know anything about the self-contained God 
of historic Christianity? Such a God would have nothing in common with man. Such a 
God is beyond human experience and therefore meaningless for human experience. 2 It is, 
of course, legitimate to use the notion of such a God as a limiting concept Grenzbegriff. 
We may act as if such a God exists. But with Kant we must realize that human 
knowledge does not go beyond human experience. We may even say that We are “guilty 
in Adam” and that we are now “righteous in Christ” who is both Son of God and Son of 
man. But to teach children that these things are true in the ordinary historical sense of the 
term is to prepare them for life in fairy land. A true philosophy of education must know 
what it is doing; it must not be out of touch with the actual situation of human life. A 
philosophy of education is by implication also a philosophy of human experience. 
                                                
 1 

This section was written at the request of the Secretariat of, and first published by, the 
National Union of Christian Schools. The second edition was published by the 
Presbyterian and Reformed Publishing Company, 1956. 
 2 cf. Josiah Royce, The World and the Individual, (New York, 1923) Vol. 1., p. 129 ff. 



Modern educators are fully aware of this. John Dewey even entitled one of his books, 
Experience And Education. 

Modern man has his own substitute for historic Christianity. He, not God, determines 
the goal of life. He must be his own standard of right and wrong. He must provide his 
own power of motivation. 

To teach children these things, he insists, is really to prepare them for life. To speak 
to them of heaven and hell is to create false hopes and false fears. But to speak to them of 
improving themselves and mankind is to set up a goal which they can understand and 
possibly attain. 

The historic Christian view and the modern view seem thus to be hopelessly at odds. 
Can any good come from a discussion between them? 

It can at least be said that the Christian will benefit from knowing what objections are 
brought against his position. He does not want to build utopia. He wants his educational 
philosophy to be in touch with the needs of men. But Christians are also missionaries. 
Their warfare is not an end in itself; they want to win their opponent for his ultimate 
good. And the Christian must be humble because what he has he has received by grace. 
But what he has, he also believes to be true. And truth is relevant to human experience. 

But who may speak for historic Christianity? And who may speak for the modern 
view? Shall elections be held and the majority vote determine this question? That would 
be hopeless. So we must be “arbitrary” from the beginning and judge in the light of 
Scripture. Let us begin with John Dewey.  

 

1. The Instrumentalist’s View Of Education 
 
John Dewey is certainly hostile to the Christian faith. He has consistently opposed all 

forms of transcendence. He rejects the Christian notion of the self-existent, transcendent 
God. But he also opposes the philosophical notion of transcendence given by idealists. 
Dewey often seems to regard these as identical. At least he regards them as equally 
hostile to a proper view of human experience. Concerning this identification we shall 
speak later. First we must note Dewey’s opposition to every form of transcendence. 
The common essence of all these theories, in short, is that what is known is antecedent to the 
mental act of observation and inquiry, and is totally unaffected by these acts; otherwise it would 
not be fixed and unchangeable. This negative condition, that the processes of search, 
investigation, reflection, involved in knowledge relate to something having prior being, fixes 
once for all the main characters attributed to mind, and to the organs of knowing. They must be 
outside what is known, so as not to interact in any way with the object to be known. If the word 
‘interaction’ be used, it cannot denote that overt production of change it signifies in its ordinary 
and practical use. 1  

Here we see that for Dewey the idea of transcendence involves pure staticism. And 
staticism does injustice to human experience, which he conceives to be simply an active 
interrelationship of experience with itself and its environment. And the static view does 
no justice to this, for to it human activity is a matter of indifference. Staticism has a 
spectator view of life. When those who hold the static view of reality want to ascribe 
some reality to the acts of the human mind, they have to do so at the expense of what they 

                                                
 1 The Quest for Certainty, (New York, 1929) p. 23. 



hold to be true. If the mind intervenes in knowledge, then knowledge is no longer 
knowledge in the full sense of the term. Wherever the mind of man contributes anything 
to the knowledge of the situation, it falsifies it. Dewey charges that this staticism is 
essentially dualistic. 

A number of theories of knowing have been criticized in the previous pages. In spite 
of their differences from one another, they all agree in one fundamental respect which 
contrasts with the theory which has been positively advanced. The latter assumes 
continuity; the former state or imply certain basic divisions, separations, or antitheses, 
technically called dualisms.” 2  

 
A. Dewey’s Positive Claims 

 
Dewey’s position is frankly anti-Christian. He clearly maintains that man is the final 

reference point in human experience. Man must look within, and within only, if he is to 
have continuity in his experience. 

The pupil must be shown how to set his own ideals. He must learn to find the 
criterion within himself. He must learn to rely on his own research for motivating power. 
Only then will he learn to see legitimacy and meaning in what he is asked to do. 3  

 
1. The Criterion 

 
The question of a criterion, standard or norm may be singled out for further 

discussion. Dewey is conscious of difficulty at this point. He has emphasized that human 
experience is growth, continuous, progressive growth. But how can we distinguish human 
growth from animal growth? Is there any direction in growth as such? Can teachers 
determine which experiences are educative and which experiences are “miseducative”? 

Of course experience in stealing is “miseducative.” There are experiences that the 
pupil must be advised to shun. Dewey maintains that: “any experience is miseducative 
that has the effect of arresting or distorting the growth of further experience.” 4 Any 
experience that leads to callousness, to a lack of sensitivity and responsiveness, is 
miseducative. Richer experiences in the future are restricted by such experience. 

 
2. Application In Practice 

 
The criterion then must always be internal to human experience itself. The pupil must 

find the criterion within himself, and teacher must help him find it there. The teacher 
must help the pupil “to select the kind of present experiences that live thoughtfully and 
creatively in subsequent experience.’’ 5 It is thus that direction in growth or direction is 
part of growth will be accomplished. 6  

                                                
 2 Democracy and Education, (New York, 1920) p. 388. 
 3 Experience and Education, (New York, 1938) p. 17. 
 4 Ibid., p. 13. 
 5 Ibid., p. 17. 
 6 Democracy and Education, p. 28ff. 



In helping the pupil, the teacher does not, however, “convey beliefs, emotions and 
knowledge.” 7 If he did so he would break up the “experiential continuum,” the 
progressive growth and continuity in experience. 

 
B. Purification Of Environment 

 
The direction of the pupil’s growth must be attained by a process of purification of 

the environment. 
It is the business of the school environment to eliminate, so far as possible, the unworthy features 
of the existing environment from influence upon mental habitudes. It establishes a purified 
medium of action. Selection aims not only at simplifying but at weeding out what is undesirable. 
Every society gets encumbered with what is trivial, with dead wood from the past, and with what 
is positively perverse. The school has the duty of omitting such things from the environment 
which it supplies, and thereby doing what it can to counteract their influence in the ordinary 
social environment. By selecting the best for its exclusive use, it strives to re-enforce the power of 
this best. As a society becomes more enlightened, it realizes that it is responsible not to transmit 
and conserve the whole of its existing achievements, but only such as make for a better future 
society. The school is its chief agency for the accomplishment of this end. 8  

It is only when education is conceived, negatively, as purification of the pupil’s 
environment and, positively, as reaching toward a “better future society” that the 
principle of the “experiential continuum” reaches its full expression. Only in this war can 
really harmful influences be kept from the pupil. The most harmful influences are those 
which bring ultimate separation between groups of men. Any experience which is not 
attainable by all men is evil, for “when and only when development of a particular line 
conduces to continuing growth does it answer to the criterion of education as growing. 
For the conception is one that must find universal and not specialized limited 
application.’’ 9 But again Dewey is conscious of difficulty in his point of view. At least 
he fears that his views may be misunderstood. 

Has he really been able to explain the idea of direction in human experience? If he 
stresses the idea of the “experiential continuum,” how can man profit from past 
experience? How can he set an ideal of improvement for himself? This can be done only 
if he can make the idea of the present intelligible to himself. How will the teacher be able 
to point the pupil to an ideal democracy? How will he be able to provide the purifying 
medium that the pupil needs in order to make progress toward the ideal society? 

 
C. The School As Central Integrating Agency 

 
The purification, note carefully, must absolutely exclude anything that is not 

universally attainable. When pupils from old-fashioned Christian homes and churches 
come to school, how shall they be shown that the ideals they have learned there are 
harmful to the progress of the ideal democracy? The school must act as a unifying, 
harmonizing center of human experience. It must be the melting pot of humanity. 
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One code prevails in the family; another, on the street; a third, in the workshop or store; a fourth, 
in the religious association. As a person passes from one of the environments to another, he is 
subjected to antagonistic pulls, and is in danger of being split into a being having different 
standards of judgment and emotion for different occasions. This danger imposes upon the school 
a steadying and integrating office. 10  

What elements of Christianity would have to be kept out of the school? Any 
conception of God as self-existent would be contraband. The idea of God’s creation of 
man and the universe, man’s fall into sin, and the salvation of some rather than all men 
would be evil too. The idea that some men are born again by the work of the Holy Spirit 
while others are not would have to be excluded. Such doctrines would be miseducative. 
The pupil could not integrate such teachings in his attempt to realize the ideal universal 
human society. To teach such doctrines would be a violation of the principle of the 
“experiential continuum.”  

 
1. The Omniscient Teacher 

 
It becomes increasingly apparent that the teacher in Dewey’s schools must somehow 

know that these teachings of Christianity cannot be true. They must protect their pupils 
from the evil influences of such disintegrating and miseducative doctrines. So they must 
be sure that these doctrines are not true. They must know that it is impossible that they 
can be true. They must be able to assure the pupils that there cannot be a judgment 
coming. They must be able to make universal negative assertions about all future 
experience. And they must make such assertions on the basis of present experience as it is 
intelligible without reference to anything beyond itself. In other words Dewey’s teachers 
must first assert that man knows nothing of a transcendent realm. But they must also 
assert, in effect, that they know all about it. They must assert that nobody knows anything 
about it. This means that they who claim to know about it must be mistaken. And then 
they themselves, nonetheless, presume to know all about it. They must be omniscient in 
order to know that no one can rightfully claim to know anything about God. 

 
2. The Dilemma Of The Scientist 

 
But perhaps we should not blame the teachers in Dewey’s schools for this plight. 

After all they in turn learn from the scientists. For it is only from science that authentic 
and dependable knowledge is obtained. 11  

Science has taught us the operational method of research. By this operational method, 
modern man has learned to discard all forms of learning based on dualism. Science has 
taught us to substitute data for objects. 
By data is signified subject matter for further interpretation; something to be thought about. 
Objects are finalities; they are complete, finished; they call for thought only in the way of 
definition, classification, logical arrangement, subsumption in syllogisms, etc. But data signify 
material to serve; they are indications, evidence, signs, clues to and of something still to be 
reached; they are intermediate, not ultimate; means, not finalities. 12  
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This substitution of data for objects has set free the constructive activity of the mind 
of man. It guarantees the complete pliability of the material which the mind meets. It is in 
this way that Dewey seeks to do away with facts which prior to man’s knowledge of 
them, have any revelational character. On Dewey’s theory there can be no revelation of 
God to man. There can be no such revelation because the only objects through which 
such knowledge could be mediated have been liquidated into data. These data tell us 
nothing till man has put his own message into them. 

It is thus that the scientist enables the teacher to teach the pupil that there can be no 
such God as Christianity professes to have. 

 
D. Religion In Dewey’s System 

 
The issue between Dewey and the Christian is therefore not that of religion as such. It 

is not that Dewey would exclude religion from the curriculum of the school. On the 
contrary, he substitutes the religion of modern science for the historic Christian religion. 

This means that in place of the objective realities (the facts) of historic Christianity, 
Dewey substitutes the self-sufficiency of the adjective (descriptions). Man is religious 
says Dewey. It is an historic fact that he is. His adjustment to his environment is a 
religious procedure. He projects an ideal society for himself. He sets up standards of 
action for individual and group behavior. And then he teaches the pupils by means of 
integration to reach the ideal society of the future. All this is religion. And it is 
accomplished in the process of education. For in education we deal “with that 
imaginative totality which we call the universe.” 

 
E. Summary 

 
This is, of course, a bare outline of Dewey’s position. But it appears to be adequate 

and fair because we have taken the elements that Dewey is most concerned to stress. 
Human experience as self-explanatory at the present moment, is the basis of it all. 

This human experience is social and racial in nature. And growth is its chief 
characteristic. This growth progresses toward an ideal society or democracy. 

This ideal democracy must exclude Christianity. Aiming to teach the pupils no 
doctrine, they are yet taught that the doctrines of Christianity are not true. By the 
“scientific method” the pupils are taught to share in a “common faith.” Such a common 
faith is in accord with the principle of the “experiential continuum.” This “common faith” 
is the only thing that may rightly be asserted about the universe as a whole. 

According to Dewey then, the teachers must present to the pupils as religion a 
philosophy of reality which absolutely excludes Christianity. This philosophy of reality is 
said to be involved in the adoption of the modern scientific methodology. For this 
scientific method involves the idea of ultimate change. And as such it must exclude the 
notion of the God of Christianity who is forever the same.  
 
 
 
 



2. The Idealist’s View Of Education 
 
We have now seen that Dewey has not given a satisfactory philosophy of education. 

But what about idealistic philosophy? Idealism has also been rejected by Dewey. It too 
was said to hold to something static and antecedent to knowledge. Dewey says it makes 
learning by experience impossible. 

In passing it may be noted that Dewey has other enemies besides idealism and 
Christianity. Any philosophy that maintains the slightest “staticism” is evil in his sight. 
But it is only with idealism that we are now concerned. More specifically we are here 
concerned only with monistic idealism which seeks coherence and unity in experience. 

Thus we have practically narrowed our discussion to what Dewey calls the Greek 
view of education. And the Greek view, as far as it is “static,” is best expressed by Plato. 
What then does Plato have to offer in contrast to Dewey? 

 
A. Idealistic Criticism Of Dewey’s Instrumentation 

 
Applied to Dewey’s philosophy of education, the idealistic criticism would run 

something like this. Dewey’s principle of the “experiential continuum” offers no unity to 
educational theory. It would be impossible, on Dewey’s basis, for any one to know 
anything about a future ideal society. No one could know anything about the future at all, 
for the future is not subject to experimentation. Therefore the future, on Dewey’s view, 
must be “hopelessly transcendent.” 

Thus the scientist cannot tell the teacher, and the teacher cannot tell the pupil how to 
relate his present experience to the improvement of society. Education would lose all 
sense of direction. The teacher would fall back into dreaming dreams and relating them 
as truth. He would by blind authority insist that the pupil must believe these dreams. All 
the evil features of an authoritarian educational policy would reappear. At this point 
Dewey might appeal to the past. He might claim to see into the future because of 
observed tendencies in the past. But the idealist would answer that on Dewey’s premise 
the past is as dark as the future. For on Dewey’s view we cannot use the laws of 
contradiction and of identity while thinking of the past. With respect to the past, we have 
nothing but the “data” of the present. And these data contain no message. They must yet 
be interpreted. Thus the past must be known in terms of the future, and the future is 
unknowable. 

In this way learning by experience is shown to be quite unintelligible. For Dewey 
only the present is real. It must be intelligible in terms of itself. Yet the present must 
become intelligible to itself in terms of ideals for the future. This future is completely 
unknowable. And in the past men have also worked toward this completely unknown 
future, so that we can get no help from the past either. 

The idealist contends then that Dewey’s philosophy offers no known ideal or goal for 
education. It presents no valid criterion for distinguishing between the educative and the 
miseducative. It cannot explain how human experience in the past could have aimed at a 
goal of which nothing could be known. Education on Dewey’s basis is merely animal 
growth. 



Historical experience, says the idealist, presupposes the priority of the reflective 
mind. Therefore we have to presuppose an absolute mind in terms of which the individual 
human mind knows its ideals, receives its standard, and begins its activity. On Dewey’s 
view the individual human mind would at the beginning of history have to be a mature 
mind. Not only would the individual mind have to be a mature mind, it would also have 
to be omniscient. Only an omniscient mind knows the future. And individual experience, 
according to Dewey, cannot get under way without knowledge of the future. 

At this point Dewey might interrupt by saying that he is only asking that men know 
the foreseeable future. To this the idealist replies that there is no foreseeable future unless 
there is an absolutely foreseen future. Reality must be rational throughout if there is to be 
rationality anywhere. How can Dewey start from the “luminous fog of immediacy” and 
yet make universal assertions about all future possibility? If Dewey wants to start from 
the “psychological primitive,” he should have the boldness to say that “the spirit has the 
right to soliloquize” and to change the laws of logic as language is free to change its 
grammar. It should lie down in its primitive paradise quietly breathing its animal faith. 

And how then can Dewey rightfully exclude the tales of paradise given in the Bible, 
asks the idealist? When pupils from Christian homes believe the biblical tales to be true, 
by what standard is Dewey to lead them toward the ideal society in which no one believes 
such tales? 

 
B. The Idealistic Principle Of Continuity 

 
Idealism has effectively shown that pragmatism has no intelligible view of human 

experience, and therefore gives no intelligible explanation of the process of learning by 
experience. It has shown that Dewey’s principle of continuity gives no unity but only 
diversity and discontinuity. What positive foundation then does idealism offer for the 
intelligibility of human experience and education? What is its principle of continuity? 
Will it be able to present a unity which pragmatism was unable to provide? 

Plato says that no principle of continuity can be found which positively controls 
human experience. We must look beyond the temporal to the eternal for that unity which 
human beings need. Genuine continuity must be that of immutable reality. Therefore true 
or genuine knowledge too can be only of the pure unchangeable being that is above or 
beyond temporal being. If man to any extent has true or pure knowledge at all, it is 
because he somehow participates in this eternal changeless being. Man’s intellect, which 
works according to eternal laws of logic, itself participates in eternal being. In Plato’s 
own words the 
true lover of knowledge is always striving after being that is his nature; he will not rest in the 
fanciful multiplicity of individuals, but will go on—the keen edge will not be blunted, neither the 
force of his desire abate until he have attained the knowledge of the true nature of every essence 
by a kindred power in the soul, and by that power drawing near and mingling incorporate with 
very being, having begotten mind and truth, he will know and live and grow truly and then, and 
not till then will he cease from his travail. 1 But Plato recognizes that it is not possible for the 
philosopher to mingle incorporate with eternal being while he is in this world of change. While he 
is in this world, the element of non-being insinuates itself into the element of true being that is in 
man. 
                                                
 1 Republic 6, 490 Jowett’s tr. 



And the philosopher also, conversing with the divine and immutable, becomes a part of that 
divine and immutable order, as far as nature allows; but all things are liable to detraction. 2  

Here then is Plato’s principle of continuity. It lies in the fact that man is to the extent 
that he is really man, namely in his intellectual existence, virtually identical with the 
eternal divine order. While he is in the body, man only participates in this being of God. 
But participating presupposes ultimate identity. Without the presupposition of that 
ultimate identity, there would be no participation. Man shares in absolutely immutable 
being and therefore shares in the knowledge of that immutable being. Man is therefore, to 
the extent that he exists at all, one with the divine and therefore omniscient too. It is this 
principle of unity which Plato offers in place of that of the Sophists and in it the 
philosophy of Parmenides reappears rather than that of Heraclitus. It is the sort of unity 
that today the idealists are setting over against that of Dewey. By means of it, idealism 
aims to make human experience and learning by experience intelligible. 

 
C. Plato Also Opposes Tales 

 
One point may be noted in particular. Plato, no less than Dewey, opposes the tales of 

mythology and theology. His philosophers must be kings. They have the proper principle 
of continuity; they use the law of the intellect to show that the tales of mythology and 
theology about the origin and destiny of the world may not influence the young. 
You know also that the beginning is the chiefest part of any work, especially in a young and 
tender thing; for that is the time at which the character is formed and most readily receives the 
desired impression. 

Quite true. 
And shall we just carelessly allow children to hear any casual tales which may be framed by 

casual persons, and to receive into their minds notions which are the very opposite of those which 
are to be held by them when they are grown up? 

We cannot allow that. 3  
Of course Plato told many tales himself. But he introduced these as only second best. 

They did not have legitimate philosophic standing. If theology spoke of the creation of 
the world by God as Plato himself did, philosophy knew that this was not meant to be a 
serious explanation of origins. There was no harm in teaching proper tales to the young; 
but they must be censored by the philosopher. There is no harm in speaking as if Santa 
Claus were just now entering the chimney, as long as the adults know that there is no real 
Santa Claus. 

 
D. Dewey Vs. Plato 

 
Let us see how Dewey would evaluate the views of Plato and of idealism in general. 

What would Dewey have to say about the idealistic principle of continuity? 
His basic criticism would be something like this. The idealistic principle of continuity 

is wholly beyond or above human experience and therefore wholly unknown. In practice 
therefore, educational philosophy is left with the same problem that pragmatism faced. 
Did not Plato himself assert that the world of temporal experience is the world of 
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Heraclitus? In this world all things change. There is no discernable continuity in it. If we 
admit continuity, we must to that extent deny the reality of our sense perceptions. If the 
changing world is said to have any reality, it must be because it participates in the 
changeless world. But no one can show us anything unchangeable. The idealist’s 
principle of continuity has been attained by pure negation. It is therefore wholly 
meaningless in practice. 

Is Dewey right in his criticism? There is little doubt that the pragmatist’s criticism of 
the idealist’s position is correct. It is right, moreover, in precisely the same way that the 
idealist’s criticism of pragmatism is right. Each has shown that the other cannot furnish 
any knowable principle of continuity for human experience. Thus the goal, the standard, 
and the motivating principle of human experience and of education remain utterly 
unknown to man in practice. On the other hand both agree that they must keep out the 
tales of Christianity. In other words both idealism and pragmatism have to claim to know 
reality exhaustively. In order to make the universal negative assertions which they 
virtually make when they exclude Christianity, they really claim to know all reality 
exhaustively. Specifically, pragmatism claims to know that there is no changeless God 
back of the world. And idealism claims to know that the changeless God it posits back of 
the world cannot make himself known through the changing reality of the temporal 
universe. Both positions are therefore internally self-contradictory. 

Moreover both the idealist and the pragmatist have to live by their own negations. 
The apparent continuity that pragmatism has is borrowed from the idealism which it 
rejects. Similarly the apparent applicability of the idealist’s principle of continuity is 
borrowed from the pragmatism which it rejects. A consistent pragmatic theory would 
lead to pure indeterminism and equivocism. A pure theory of idealism would lead to 
determinism and univocism. In pragmatism God is completely drawn into the stream of 
discontinuity; in idealism man is completely lost in the supposedly eternal principle of 
continuity. 

Neither of these positions has ever been maintained consistently by itself. On the one 
hand idealism has had to borrow the irrationalistic principle of individuation from 
pragmatism in order in any way to apply its principle of identity. On the other hand 
pragmatism has had to borrow the idealistic principle of identity in order to get a measure 
of apparent coherence into its theory. If one succeeded in destroying the other altogether, 
it would also destroy itself. It is like two nations at war with one another who must still 
import each other’s goods in order to keep up the fight. 

Since pragmatism and idealism thus depend upon each other, we may make the same 
basic criticism of each. In fact, the two positions frequently appear intermingled with one 
another. A person seeking a tenable philosophy of education may try to avoid both 
extremes and follow the middle of the road. There is no other source from which he can 
draw unless he is willing to turn to Christianity. 

The modern view of education then, whether pragmatic or idealistic or a combination 
of the two, is subject to the criticism that it cannot teach. 

In the first place the pupil who must learn is out of contact with all knowledge. He 
lives in the pitch darkness of a cave; he can ask no questions. He lives in non-being and 
there is no knowledge of non-being. And even worse, the teacher lives there too. He is 
also unable to ask questions. How could he think or talk about an ideal society? Even the 
scientist and the philosopher who are supposed to help the teacher are also in darkness. 



The pupil, the teacher, and the scientist-philosopher are in the same fix. The beginning of 
intelligible human experience cannot be explained on the purely immanentistic principles 
of idealism and pragmatism. 

In the second place the scientist-philosopher must be omniscient. And the teacher, if 
he could teach, must know everything. He could not sympathize with one who asked 
questions. But even the pupil would have to know everything. In fact the scientist-
philosopher, the teacher and the pupil must all be omniscient. But this omniscience would 
be purely formally it would have no content. They would know everything without being 
able to distinguish anything. For all unity would be one abstract form. 

 
E. Pinpointing The Dilemma 

 
We conclude then that the idealistic philosophy of education is based upon the same 

assumption of human ultimacy as is that of pragmatism or idealism. Modern idealism, to 
be sure, speaks a great deal about the “Beyond.” But when this “Beyond” is really 
beyond, it has no qualities. It has no content of any sort. It is meaningless for experience. 
On the other hand, when it obtains quality and content it has to obtain this by becoming 
relative to and subject to human experience. 

In his book, The Idealistic Argument in Recent British and American Philosophy, 4 G. 
Watts Cunningham brings this out very well. He says that if the “Absolute” is conceived 
of as “out of time,” then it is wholly useless as a principle of explanation. On the other 
hand if the “Absolute” be submerged “within time,” then there is nothing left of 
absoluteness. So he advocates the idea of the “Absolute” realizing itself “through time.” 

Thus there has been a “meeting of extremes in modern philosophy.” The pragmatist 
may charge the idealist with placing both the pupil and teacher in an ideal realm, virtually 
identifying them with the Absolute. Then both know every thing. On the other hand the 
idealist may charge the pragmatist with placing both the pupil and teacher in an animal 
paradise of the psychologically primitive; then neither knows anything. But both 
positions are subject to both charges. For both positions grow from the same root which 
assumes that man must find the continuity of his experience by making himself the 
ultimate reference point of meaning in human experience. 

It is only when both idealism and pragmatism are thus traced to the same root that 
both are seen to be equally hostile to Christianity. The two are equally anxious to keep 
the Christian story from being presented as truth to the pupil. Both presuppose that the 
God of Christianity does not exist. Their arguments against the truth of Christianity 
spring from the common assumption of human autonomy. Both will permit the pupil to 
take a course in religion only if that religion does not seriously pretend to offer a 
Christian life-and-world view which competes with the philosophy presupposed by the 
curriculum. 

This is the dilemma of modern education. It has merged the teacher and the pupil into 
one. And it has to think of the pupil-teacher as both knowing everything and as knowing 
nothing at the same time. 

All this is not to say that the modern teacher cannot teach. Nor is it to say that the 
modern scientist cannot teach the teacher anything. Science and teaching go on. But it is 
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in spite of this non-Christian philosophy of education that they go on. Modern philosophy 
of education, like modern thought in general, has to live on borrowed capital. It has to 
live by the truths of Christianity or it could not even oppose Christianity. But to this point 
we shall return later.  

 

3. Some Recent Views On Education 
A. Harvard Report 

 
We can now turn to a brief treatment of some recent literature dealing with the 

philosophy of education. A number of “reports” by committees of educational institutions 
and a large number of books by individuals have appeared. In the first group there is the 
Harvard Report called General Education in a Free Society (Harvard) 1945. 

The report deals with “common standards and common purposes” in education. It 
seeks to help young persons take their place “as citizens and heirs of a joint culture” 
through an intelligible understanding of these common aims. If young people are to take 
their place in a common culture, they must understand the intellectual forces that have 
shaped the Western world. And so, among other things, they must have religious 
education. 
To study either past or present is to confront, in some form or other, the philosophic and religious 
fact of man in history, and to recognize the huge continuing influence alike on past and present of 
the stream of Jewish and Greek thought in Christianity. There is doubtless a sense in which 
religious education, education in the great books, and education in modern democracy may be 
mutually exclusive. But there is a far more important sense in which they work together to the 
same end, which is belief in the idea of man and society that we inherit, adapt and pass on. 1  

This idea has been described in many ways, but perhaps the most common way in 
recent times is that of the dignity of man. To the belief in man’s dignity must be added 
the recognition of his duty to his fellow men. Dignity does not apply to an individual 
separate from all other beings but springs from his common humanity and exists 
positively as he makes the common good his own. This concept is essentially that of the 
Western tradition: the idea of man free and not a slave, as an end in himself and not a 
means. 

It is emphasized that this goal of education as the means by which men serve one 
another as well as themselves includes religious education. But this religious education 
must be incorporated into the study of our “common beliefs” which must be passed on to 
the coming generation by means of education. 

The report therefore stresses even more than Dewey the teaching of our “common 
heritage.” The authors claim, however, that Dewey’s emphasis upon change in the future 
is not inconsistent with their own basic views. 
Yet, in spite of its seeming conflict with views of education based on heritage, strong doubt exists 
whether the questioning, innovating, experimental attitude of pragmatism is in fact something 
alien to the Western heritage or whether it is not, in the broadest sense of the word, a part of it? 2  

The Harvard Report, then, wants to take a mediating position in relation to all aspects 
of our culture. It seeks to do justice to the modern scientific view of things. It wants to 
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include in its teaching program the heritage of Greece. And it also wants to include the 
contribution that Christianity has made. For it recognizes that Christianity was not 
exclusively concerned with life hereafter; it was also deeply interested in man on earth 
and in his progress here below. 
Again, historical Christianity has been expressly and consistently concerned with the importance 
of this life on earth, the doctrine of the Incarnation, that God took the form of man and inhabited 
the earth, declares this concern. While perhaps for Greek thought, only the timeless realm had 
importance, in Christian thought the process of history is vested with absolute significance. If the 
ideal of democracy was rightly described above in the interwoven ideas of the dignity of man 
(that is, his existence as an independent moral agent) and his duty to his fellow men (that is, his 
testing by outward performance), the debt of these two ideas to the similarly interwoven 
commandments of the love of God and the love of neighbor is obvious. 3  

Thus in the Harvard Report, Christianity with its doctrine of God the creator and 
redeemer is included with the other factors in “our tradition” as if it were virtually on one 
plane with them. That means that Christianity must not have telling, that is controlling, 
significance for general education in a free society. The foundation of education, as far as 
the Harvard Report is concerned, is something of a cross between Plato and Dewey. It is 
therefore unable to make education intelligible. (Its principle of continuity would lead to 
stark identity and its principle of discontinuity would lead to blank meaningless 
particularity.) 

 
B. Arnold S. Nash 

 
In his book, The University and the Modern World, Arnold Nash gives a thorough 

diagnosis of the predicament in modern educational philosophy. In concluding this 
analysis he writes: 
In particular we have seen how the liberal Weltanschauung (world-and-life view), based upon the 
premise that science is presuppositionless and deals with facts and not with values, is dissolving 
before our eyes. 4  

Neither can we accept any form of totalitarianism, “whether with a Marxist or a 
Fascist label—on the grounds that each of them is an attempt to remedy the disease of 
modern civilization by aggravating the condition that produced it.” 5 If there is to be any 
hope, argues Nash, we must abandon the piecemeal character that has marked recent 
educational policy. We must have no more science without metaphysics, social science 
without political bias and history without propaganda. Instead, the university teacher 
must be willing “to accept responsibility for the creation and teaching of a unified and 
coherent philosophy.” 6  

When Nash then attempts to indicate the “form” of knowledge in the future speculum 
mentis (mirror of the mind) he seeks his new frame of reference in the sociology of 
education. “The real value of the sociology of knowledge is the plain truth of its principal 
thesis that there are fashions of thought that cannot be adequately understood so long as 
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their origins are obscure.’’ 7 “The sociology of knowledge sets out to show how the social 
milieu provides the individual with a background of thought on the basis of which he 
deals with everything presented to him.’’ 8  

How then does “Christian thought” fit into this sociology of knowledge? Does it have 
a place in Nash’s view? It surely does, for if sociology is to help us it must gain insight 
into man’s ontological status. It must know something of the origin and nature of man. 
And whence shall we derive the ontology of knowledge in the coming speculum mentis, 
asks Nash. He replies that he would go to the Judaic Christian tradition as a fresh source 
of wisdom. 9  
To the Christian university teacher, comes therefore, the summons to share in a task of supreme 
moment. It is to help create a Weltanschauung which steers a middle path between the Charybdis 
of liberal atomism and the Scylla of totalitarian dogmatism. 10  

All this sounds hopeful from the Christian point of view. Nash urges a return to the 
Judaic Christian tradition for wisdom. He desires a comprehensive philosophy of 
education which is to have a self-conscious ontological reference. The educational effort 
must be placed in the broadest possible perspective that social science can offer. It is not 
to be a matter of teaching a few courses on religion as a “secular” curriculum. There is 
not to be a little borrowing from professional theologians. Christian scholars in the 
secular subjects must themselves work out a philosophy of education which includes all 
branches of learning. 11 Thus Nash rejects the “widespread but fallacious notion that 
religion is merely one subject among others in the curriculum of a school or college.” 12  

It is in this way that Nash tries to overcome the weakness inherent in a view such as 
that of Dewey by again presenting criteria by which to distinguish between good and evil. 
“Elliot, like his teacher Dewey, has not faced the fact that ‘consequences’ can only be 
‘tested’ by criteria that transcend and yet are relevant to the consequences in question.’’ 13 
So Nash follows Fred Clarke rather than Elliot in saying that the activities of the school 
must be “penetrated by Christian faith.” 14 And again with M. L. Jacks, Nash holds, 
Religion in schools is much more than one among many subjects: it may be said, in a sense, to be 
the only subject, for it enters into all, and without interference acts as a co-ordinating and 
correlating force, giving them their significance in the scheme of things entire. 15  

Nor is it only the spirit of the Judaic Christian tradition that must permeate the 
subjects of the curriculum. Quoting Jacks, Nash speaks of the “truths of Scripture” that 
must have determining influence. “To suggest that the Creator of the Universe is a fit 
object for cultural achievement would be ludicrous if it were not blasphemous.’’ 16 So 
with the words of the Archbishop of Canterbury we may well say, 
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If you give to children an account of the world from which God is left out, you are teaching them 
to understand the world without reference to God. If He is then introduced He is an excrescence. 
He becomes an appendix to His own creation. 17  

Nash is also willing to listen to Andre Schlemmer, a neo-orthodox Calvinist, who also 
rejects the “anthropocentrism” of modern philosophy of education. 

What then is the conclusion of the matter, asks Nash. It is that a “Christian 
intelligentsia” must create a “Christian speculum mentis.” The creation of such a 
Christian specululum mentis can only be accomplished by the co-operative efforts of 
great scholars such as William Temple; Reinhold Niebuhr; Jacques Maritain and Andre 
Philip; V. A. Demant and J. H. Oldham; T. S. Eliot and Nicholas Berdyaev; Paul Tillich 
and W. A. Visser’t Hooft. 18 It is assumed that the resulting speculum mentis will not be 
such as Fundamentalists or any other dogmatist would offer. “The Word of God, not any 
system, whether liberal or fundamentalist, which seeks to express it, is alone sovereign 
and final.” 19 Thus we are assured that we shall not have a theology that pretends to 
dictate “throughout the whole realm of scholarship and learning.” 20 There will be room 
for theology, but it must be “related to and be illumined by the wider setting of man’s 
knowledge of the universe in which it will occupy its appropriate position, but also to 
which it gives ultimate meaning.” 21  

The Christian intelligentsia are therefore to produce a speculum mentis that will be 
beyond the differences that have separated Protestants and Roman Catholics, orthodox 
and neo-orthodox. To be sure, Calvinists too may be represented if only, like Schlemmer, 
they take “radical departure from the usual fundamentalist philosophy which like all other 
scholastic systems, ancient and modern, whether Thomist, Marxist or Nazi, has an answer 
to every question.” 22  

Is it strange that Nash denies “that the ‘form’ of the new frame of reference cannot be 
described before it has been achieved”? 23 The Christian church has not been able to 
achieve such a speculum mentis throughout its long history; it has tried hard enough but 
in the trial it divided into the “sectarianism” which Nash detests. What is our reaction? 
Why not at least try something new? Why not invent something? Isn’t that how progress 
is made? But there is really nothing new in what Nash offers. The elements out of which 
his new speculum mentis is composed are those of Plato and Dewey again. The basic 
ideas with which the Christian intelligentsia are ordered to work are to the effect that 
reality is ultimately irrational (Dewey) and that it is at the same time ultimately rational 
(Plato). The combination of these ideas is supposed to bring harmony between Plato and 
Dewey. Both will gladly permit Karl Barth to represent Christianity and to speak of the 
Word of God as absolute and final, for Barth does not relate the story of the Christian 
religion as really true. He will not require for it a central place in the educational policies 
of the school. He will rather with them talk about a “beyond” that is absolute but wholly 
unknown and a here-and-now which must be handled by criteria that have no intelligible 
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relation to that God which all silently worship. God must be absolute and his revelation 
final but nobody knows or will ever know anything of what that revelation is. God is the 
limiting ideal of a humanity which sets its owns ideals. 
The university, in fact, betrays its mission as soon as it claims to teach final and ultimate truth in 
the form of scholastic, whether Thomistic or Marxist or Fascist, systems which have no place for 
new facts. We may see ‘as through a glass,’ but of one fact we can be certain. It is that any 
intellectual synthesis which declines to believe that the ‘Lord hath yet more light and truth to 
break forth from His Word’ is intellectual idolatry. 24  

So Nash rejects any direct revelation of God available in intelligible propositional 
form. But after he has thus bowed historic Christianity out of the front door, he takes it 
back in through the back door. Only then does he verbally magnify the place and 
importance of religion, not as a subject among subjects but in a sense as the only subject, 
the subject permeating all others. In spite of all this he has not offered any solution to the 
dilemma of modern education. For Nash, God is wholly beyond us, but when he reveals 
himself, he is wholly within human experience. His philosophy of education is then 
perhaps more Platonic than modern, and may for that reason be better in a sense; but he 
does not actually bring the Christian religion to bear upon the dilemma of education. He 
is in effect reducing Christianity to an equal footing with other religions. 

 
C. Henry P. Van Dusen 

 
How far have we come now in examining the problem? We began with the modern 

spirit as it was expressed in John Dewey. We went on to ask whether philosophical 
idealism could help us solve the dilemma of modern education, and we saw that it could 
not because it too was based upon the assumption of man’s self-sufficiency. The Harvard 
Report was seen to be but a mixture of Plato and Dewey. Then we looked at modern 
liberal Christianity as expressed in the work of Arnold S. Nash. We saw that he desires to 
combine the good elements from various movements, including that of Christianity. He 
even wants to make Christianity the primary force in determining the future speculum 
mentis. But it then appeared that the Christianity he proposed to give central significance 
in education was a liberal or at best a neo-orthodox theology. And the heart of this 
liberal-neo-orthodox theology is that it excludes the idea of a God who actually and 
clearly speaks to man in history. The God of neo-orthodoxy is himself shrouded in 
mystery. He, as well as man, is looking beyond himself for help, and while he must know 
everything to know anything, in fact really knows nothing. 

We now refer briefly to another book. It is Henry P. Van Dusen’s God in Education 
(New York, 1951). 

In the “widespread re-examination of fundamental educational philosophy among the 
universities and colleges of the nation,” says Van Dusen, we must not forget to ask about 
the nature of man and the nature of truth. 25 In fact all philosophies of education make 
assumptions on these questions. Van Dusen thinks that the motivation of the Harvard 
report is “primarily pragmatic.” It looks merely for a “common body of information and 
ideas which would be in some measure the possession of all students.” 26 Then, speaking 
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of the work done at Yale and at Princeton, he says: “Yale and Princeton take higher 
ground. They face squarely the ultimate issue of the unity of truth, and therefore of the 
coherence of knowledge which is man’s apprehension of truth.” 27  

Van Dusen maintains that a consideration of the unity of truth and the coherence of 
human knowledge brings one squarely to the question of God. Truth is an organism. 
“Any segment of knowledge which is portrayed without recognition of its organic 
relatedness to all other knowledge is being falsely presented.’’ 28 God must be central in 
education, for if he is not, he is kept out altogether. 

Positively expressed, argues Van Dusen, we need to return to “the great tradition.” 29 
We must have a reaffirmation of the “genetic and sovereign principle of the Hebraic-
Hellenic-Christian tradition” and therewith “the restoration of religion to a position of 
necessary and unchallenged centrality; and the acknowledgment of the reality and 
regnancy of the Living God as the foundation of both learning and life.’’ 30  

But again, as in the case of Nash, so in the case of Van Dusen, no one knows or can 
ever know who or what God is like. His God too is completely beyond us and wholly 
unknown, for he is a mixture of the Christian and the Greek points of view. That really 
means that the Greek point of view must predominate. The Christian point of view may 
not be self-interpretative. It must undergo a synthesis with the Greek point of view. This 
means that pure Christianity is not given central significance in education. The dilemma 
of education remains unsolved because the weaknesses of both the Greek and the modern 
views are deliberately included in the proposed solution of Van Dusen.  

 

4. Various Christian (Non-Reformed) Views 
Of Education 

 
Our criticism of the liberal-Christian view of education as represented by Nash and 

Van Dusen may be summarized by saying that their principle of unity is not basically 
different from that of the non-Christian idealistic philosophy of education. And idealistic 
philosophy has no principle of unity which is basically different from that of the modern 
philosophy of John Dewey. The God of Van Dusen, the God of Nash as well as the God 
of Plato is either a pure form because he is the result of pure negation or else if he exists, 
is himself submerged in the realm of the irrational. And that God is also the God of 
dialectical theology. 

Since these views offer us no solution, let us turn to the representatives of the historic 
Christian faith. First we must ask whether it is not possible to find a classical Christian 
tradition whose God can really help us in our dilemma. If the Christian intelligentsia of 
the liberal and neo-liberal movement cannot offer us a unified outlook, perhaps the 
official churches can. 
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A. The Roman Catholic View 
 
We first turn to the Roman Catholic position. Romanism existed prior to 

Protestantism. Moreover it offers what it considers to be a unified outlook in education. 
This unified outlook is directly based on what it calls a unified conception of reality and 
life as a whole. “Every system of education is based on a philosophy of life. All 
education properly so-called is based on a complete philosophy of life. All true education 
is based on the true philosophy of life.” 1  

In examining this “true philosophy and philosophy of education” a Protestant at once 
faces the Romanist conception of the relation of authority to tradition. Our examination 
has shown that as long as men speak only of traditions and of gods who do not speak to 
men in a direct and ascertainable manner no help can be derived from them. But tradition 
stands on an equality with authority in the church of Rome. And the tradition that it holds 
is at least partly informed by the philosophy of Aristotle. The method of Aristotle’s 
philosophy is considered legitimate for the interpretation of the realm of natural life. 
According to Roman Catholicism the “secular realm” can, at least to a large extent, be 
correctly and properly interpreted by means of the principle of unity that Aristotle offers. 

The Aristotelian principle of unity is correlative to a principle of discontinuity which 
involves the ultimately irrational. Accordingly the god of Aristotle does not know 
himself, has not created the world and has no providential control over it. If such a 
conception of God is central in at least one segment of the Christian’s education, then he 
cannot expect the God of Christianity to be made central anywhere else either. 

The Roman Catholic allows the Aristotelian elements in his world-and-life view to 
overshadow the truths of Christianity to such an extent that he cannot make God central 
in education anywhere. The apparent unity offered in Rome’s philosophy of education is 
an artificial one. There is no unified outlook that rests upon the centrality of the doctrine 
of God as revealed in Scripture. 

 
B. Protestantism In General 

 
The result of this brief analysis leads us to ask whether there is not at least a general 

Protestant tradition upon which we may build our educational philosophy. Since all 
Protestants believe in the centrality of the Bible as the finished revelation of God to man, 
can’t they leave aside their internal differences when they seek to work out an 
educational philosophy? Can’t they leave to the churches the teaching of their distinctive 
views, while they unitedly develop a philosophy of education based upon their 
submission to the Bible and their agreement on such doctrines as that of man’s creation in 
the image of God and of salvation through the atoning blood of Christ? Can we not base a 
philosophy of education on classical Protestantism? 

But our disappointments have not yet ended. Perhaps here we shall be most 
disappointed of all. Certainly we do not wish to build separate schools and separate 
ourselves in our educational efforts from other Protestant Christians unless we are 
compelled to do so. We took no pleasure in saying farewell to Dewey; we certainly took 
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no pleasure in saying farewell to idealism and to the Judaic-Christian-Greek tradition of 
the modern philosopher-theologian. We took even less pleasure in separating from those 
who, like the Roman Catholic, profess to believe not merely in some metaphorical or 
ideal Christ but in the historical Christ who is the Son of God and Son of man. How 
much more painful then to separate from those who have gone so far with us. If it is not 
feasible for Protestants to cooperate with Roman Catholics is it not at least possible for 
all “Evangelicals” to cooperate in such an educational enterpriser 

 
C. Report Of The N.A.E. Committee 

 
It is well known that a broadly Protestant basis was taken in the Report of a 

Committee appointed at the Convention of the National Association of Evangelicals held 
in 1946. 2 The fine report, written by Frank E. Gaebelein, president of the committee and 
himself an outstanding educator, deserves our careful attention. It deserves particular 
attention from those who, because of their allegiance to the Reformed Faith, have in the 
past found themselves unable to cooperate with the educational enterprises of Lutherans, 
Arminians and other non-Reformed Evangelicals. Reformed Christians rejoice in the 
schools which Dr. Gaebelein represents. Reformed Christians will readily admit that 
many such Evangelical Protestant teachers may in practice be extremely effective 
teachers. But the question we face here is how Christian educators can solve the dilemma 
of modern education. The question is how they can ask those who follow Dewey or 
Idealism to forsake those positions and accept the Christian answer. That Christian 
answer to the dilemma must be clearly distinguishable from the answer of the non-
Christian. It must put the Christian God at the center of its educational program. It must 
have a God that is above man, one who is not himself enmeshed in time and change. At 
the same time it must have a God who is known to man. In other words it must have a 
God who is inescapably because originally known to man. Man must from the outset of 
his individual and racial existence be in touch with the truth or he can never know the 
truth. 

Many claim that if such a God and such a Bible are wanted we must go to American 
Fundamentalism. And if we want the Christ of the Scriptures and his substitutionary 
atonement, then again we must go to American Fundamentalism. Finally, if emphasis 
upon the work of the Holy Spirit in man’s salvation is desired, again we must go to 
American Fundamentalism. 

We must admit that in one sense this claim is true. Yet it is not true in the full sense 
of the term. The difference between American Fundamentalism as represented by Dr. 
Gaebelein and the Reformed Faith as we hold it, hinges on the question of the human 
will. This difference is not limited to the question of man’s salvation in the narrow sense. 
It is a difference that has controlling significance for one’s entire world and life view. 

American Fundamentalism is generally Arminian in its thinking. Arminianism 
attributes to man, the creature, a measure of autonomy which belongs to God alone. 
Arminianism holds that man is able to initiate that which is wholly new, even for God. 
God had to limit himself in order to create man. God the Son made salvation possible for 
all men when he died on the cross. But it is up to man himself whether or not he will 
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accept the opportunity offered him. And God the Spirit does not have to make sinners 
alive from the dead because they are not wholly dead in sin. The Spirit needs to help but 
does not need to renew man in order that he may see and believe the truth. 

The difference therefore between the Arminian position and the Reformed Faith is not 
limited to a few minor details. It is rather an all inclusive and all pervasive difference. 
What is the significance of this difference for education? It means that the same criticism 
that we have made of the Roman Catholic position applies here. With Romanism the 
Arminian view accepts a principle of interpretation for human life which comes in part 
from man himself. Then we have no fully intelligible philosophy of Christian education. 
We cannot clearly show that the non-Christian view is wrong. We cannot maintain that 
God must be central in education; we cannot show why education should be Christ-
centered. All this results from the Fundamentalist’s insistence that man must have a 
measure of autonomy and thus keeps within him a little of the poison which it is the very 
business of Christianity to destroy. We do not mean to criticize the sincerity of the 
Christian faith of individual men who hold the Arminian point of view. We are speaking 
of the philosophy of education in which the difference between the Arminian and the 
Reformed view of man is purposely ignored as is done in the work of Gaebelein and his 
associates. 

 
D. God-Centered Education In Fundamentalism 

 
Gaebelein no doubt wants to start from the Bible as absolutely and directly 

authoritative. He wants nothing to do with neo-orthodoxy and modernism. 3 In 
commendable fashion he speaks of the need not only for religion but for the Christian 
religion as the basis of a philosophy of education. Education must be God-centered and 
Christ-centered. But he hopes to make it such in terms of the “Protestant tradition, 
grounded in the Christianity of the Bible.” That is to say he seeks to accomplish his task 
by means of the doctrines which Protestant evangelicals hold in common. He does not 
feel the need of the Reformed Faith in order to solve the dilemma of education, although 
he is perfectly aware that others do. He knows all about the National Union of Christian 
Schools which is committed to a philosophy of education directly and self-consciously 
based upon the specifically Reformed view of Christianity. Distinguishing his own 
organization from the National Union of Christian Schools, he says: 
The Union is an organic body in which all school members must adhere to one and the same 
system of Christian faith; whereas the Association is an association of schools which are and 
remain distinct, and which, though representing various traditional and ecclesiastical outlooks are 
true to the generally accepted doctrines of evangelical orthodoxy. 4 And he adds, “Here is a type 
of education which knows what it wants and sets out boldly to achieve its purpose.” 5 This 
philosophy of education seeks its unity and its ultimate reality in God. It thinks of God as both 
transcendent and immanent. It starts from man as image-bearer of God. It desires that the pupil 
commit himself as a sinner to Christ and through him to achieve true culture. 
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In spite of this laudable aim Gaebelein is not able to probe the depth of the dilemma 
of modern education. And therefore he cannot clearly present the Christian solution to 
that dilemma. 

 
E. The Principle Of Unity In Fundamentalism 

 
According to American Fundamentalism, the principle of unity in education is not 

clearly and exclusively found in the God of the Scriptures. Man is not altogether viewed 
in the light of Scripture. The Bible does not teach that God controls whatsoever comes to 
pass for that would be out of accord with the autonomy of man. Scripture does not teach 
that Christ died for his people only; that would be out of accord with the autonomy of 
man. Scripture does not teach that the Holy Spirit must renew men from death before 
they can believe in God; that too would be out of accord with the autonomy of man. God 
cannot reach the individual directly; he must reach him through a universal, be it the 
lowest universal. To say that God touches the individual directly as an individual is to 
violate his personality. It would violate the image of God in which man was created by 
God himself. 

It will readily be seen that this type of reasoning seeks the principle of unity in 
education partly in something that is above the Creator-creature distinction. As a result 
education cannot be God-centered, Christ-centered and Spirit-centered. A measure of 
rationalism is again made correlative to a measure of irrationalism in the educational 
philosophy of Fundamentalism. 

The pupil is asked to commit himself to Christ and to God. But when he is asked to 
do so, he is, as it were, told that in order to choose he must take his place above the two 
opposing positions of Christianity and non-Christianity. That presupposes that there is 
some place in the sky, abstracted from either system of education, whence man may have 
a neutral view of the systems that he passes in review. To say to him, as the Reformed 
person does, that man cannot make an intelligent choice between the two systems except 
it be from within the Christian system would, in the eyes of Fundamentalism, be to attack 
the legitimate autonomy of man. But the result of such an attempt at neutrality, is to place 
the pupil in an educational void. 

  

5. The Reformed View Of Education 
 
Only upon a Reformed basis can God really be made central in education. This is true 

because only in the Reformed system are Christ and the Holy Spirit really central in 
education. The Reformed view is based exclusively upon the Bible. The doctrines of 
creation and providence imply that God originates and arranges all the facts of the 
universe according to a “logic” that is above man. Man’s systems must therefore be 
consciously analogical to the system of God. 

The God of the Bible is self-contained and all-sufficient. He is a Spirit, infinite, 
eternal and unchangeable in his being, wisdom, power, holiness, justice, goodness, and 
truth. Being self-sufficient, he is not correlative to a principle of individuality, that is as 
original as he and which needs him as its correlative. He is not merely a formal or 
abstract principle of unity which is meaningless until it is brought into contact with brute 



factuality that stands over against him. There is no non-being or potentiality that acts as 
an original opposite him. 

In the nature of the case, this God must be presupposed by man. He cannot be proved 
to exist in the way that pragmatism or idealism seeks to prove its principle of continuity. 
If his existence would be proved in this way then he would be only a correlative to 
factuality as ultimate as himself. He would then again be worthless as a principle of 
unity. 

It is the Bible alone that speaks of such a God. And the Bible speaks of his absolute 
authority. This God always speaks with authority. This God of the Bible, who speaks 
authoritatively through his Word, is the presupposition of the intelligibility of human 
experience. He is recognized in the Reformed Faith as the final reference point for all 
human predication. In this respect the Reformed Faith really stands squarely opposed to 
all forms of non-Christian thinking. Non-Christian thinking takes man as the final 
reference point in predication. It places man where the Reformed Faith recognizes God. 

The two positions are therefore basically opposed to each other on all scores. The 
question is not simply as to which one is in accord with fact and logic. The question is 
rather in terms of which presupposition fact and logic have meaning at all. On which 
position is there any intelligible application of logic to fact at all? The question therefore 
concerns the philosophy of fact and the philosophy of logic. Any argument between them 
that does not go back to the question of presuppositions begs the question. The Christian 
position seeks to make human experience intelligible in terms of the presupposition of 
God; the non-Christian position seeks to make human experience intelligible in terms of 
man who is conceived of as ultimate. On this basic matter we have seen how the Roman 
Catholic tries to straddle the fence by trying to interpret part of human experience in 
terms of man and part in terms of God. And the Fundamentalistic position makes a 
similar attempt with the same fatal results. There is therefore no orthodox position except 
the Reformed Faith that is really able to challenge Dewey or Plato. 

It should be emphasized that it is not simply by means of an appeal to the so-called 
distinct doctrines of Calvinism that the Reformed Faith makes this claim. It is rather by 
the full consistency with which it maintains all the Christian doctrines that this end is 
obtained. It is in terms of God who is self-existent and self-contained and in terms of the 
doctrines of creation and providence, taken without qualification, that man knows the 
goal, the standards and the motivating principle of life. Let us look at each of these 
separately. 

 
A. The Goal Of Education 

 
On the Reformed basis man from the beginning knew the goal of his life. God made 

all the facts that surrounded him. God made man in his own image. There was thus no 
fact within or outside of man which was not fully revelational of God. The nature or 
essence of every created fact lies in its function in the process of the divine self-
revelation to man. 

Therefore even man himself must fulfil this revelational function. He was created in 
the image of God and he was to become more fully expressive of that image. His 
historical task was, as God’s image-bearer, to show forth the glory of God. 



It is in this connection that we must refer to the original supernatural revelation that 
was given to Adam. Through it man was actually told about his future task. He was to 
increase in the selfconscious manipulation of the facts of the universe to the glory of God. 
He was thus to build the kingdom of God. 

This positive supernatural revelation of God to man is both correlative to and 
supplementary to the revelation of God in the facts within and outside of man. Only when 
they are thus immediately involved in one another are they seen for what they truly are. 
Only when “natural” and “supernatural” revelation are seen thus to supplement one 
another, is man placed in his proper historical perspective. Only thus do we see what he 
was and what he was meant to become both individually and racially. Only in this way is 
man functionally defined as the covenant being that he is. God has given man a project in 
which he is to be engaged. 

Man’s project is to build the kingdom of God. And this is to be done by mankind as a 
whole since the first man represented all men. Man knew it because he had been 
informed of it by God through a supernatural communication of thought joined to factual 
revelation. Thus God first taught the philosopher-scientist, and the latter was to instruct 
the teacher so he as the teacher could teach the pupil what man’s task is. 

It has already been noted that on a non-Christian basis man cannot know what this 
task is. He would then have to know everything in order to know anything. Yet he is 
himself surrounded by Chance and cannot even distinguish one fact from another. 

But even non-Reformed Christian positions are unable to define man’s cultural task. 
The God of Romanism and of Arminianism does not himself know the cultural objective. 
He does not control the future in an unqualified way. The realization of his own 
objectives is dependent upon what millions of men will do. If he desires man to be his 
representative on earth, he can urge him to take that place. He can tell men that he hopes 
his project, with their help, will be successful. But even to himself his own ideals are but 
limiting concepts; he has no ultimate control over history. 

Only the Reformed Faith maintains the biblical idea of a God who from all eternity is 
sovereign, who knows what he wants and is able to attain his goal without doubt. This 
position alone can challenge the non-Christian in the field of education. Only in the God 
of Christianity as set forth in the Reformed Faith does one escape the abstract universal 
of idealistic philosophy, and with it the god who needs an environment to become 
conscious of himself, a god who must gradually learn what he wants to do and what he 
wants mankind to do. 

 
B. Criterion In Education 

 
Secondly, there is the question of the criterion or standard. It has been indicated 

earlier that on the non-Christian presupposition, the distinction between what is educative 
and what is miseducative cannot be made. 

The Reformed Faith frankly begins with the presupposition of the absolute truth of 
the Christian position. It is this that the teacher tells the pupil. As he has learned that the 
goal of human life can be known only from the authoritative revelation of God, so he 
knows that the criterion by which man must live can be found only in this revelation too. 

Here again any standpoint short of the Reformed Faith takes a compromising 
position, because there education is considered as a matter of choosing between the two 



positions from the vantage point of some neutral third area. Commitment to God and to 
Christ as Lord is supposed to be made without the initial regenerating power of the Holy 
Spirit. But such a commitment is neither a commitment to God or to Christ in the full 
sense of the term. For the God and the Christ of the Scripture remain what they are only 
if commitment to them is made in terms of being drawn to them by the power that 
proceeds from them. Without this, the God and the Christ of the Scriptures turn once 
again into abstract universals who are themselves dependent upon a non-rational 
principle of individuation. So also a Bible that must first be proved to be a worthy 
criterion for human experience by being tested by a higher standard is no ultimate 
criterion. If human experience in terms of itself as the criterion must first judge the Bible, 
why should it after that need any Bible at all? Our conclusion is that not only on the 
question of the goal or purpose of human life but also on the question of criterion, the 
Reformed Faith alone offers a clear-cut challenge to both Dewey and Plato. On the 
Reformed basis alone the teacher has a criterion for judging what is educative and what is 
miseducative. Whatever is in accord with Scripture is educative; whatever is not in 
accord with it is miseducative. Difficult as it may be for both the teacher and the pupil to 
make out in individual instances how to apply this criterion, the criterion itself is plain 
and simple enough.  

 
C. The Motivation Principle In Education 

 
Finally, there is the question of the motivating power in human experience. For the 

non-Christian, this is faith in man himself, but for the consistent Christian position it is 
faith in the triune God of the Scriptures. 

On the non-Christian basis human experience operates in a vacuum. On its basic 
presupposition men are in a cave and doomed to remain there forever. They are in 
darkness and day will never dawn for them. Darkness and irrationality are by definition 
ultimate. The pupil is in darkness, the teacher is in darkness, the scientist-philosopher is 
in darkness and their god is likewise in darkness. 

They could not begin to think of the light of rationality, for rationality must come by 
chance. And absolute rationality must come by projection on the part of a rational animal 
that has itself attained its rationality by accident. This rational animal then uses the law of 
contradiction, itself a growth by accident, and by means of it assures himself that the God 
of Christianity cannot exist. 

In contrast with this the Reformed position again begins frankly with the doctrines of 
creation and providence as given in Scripture. On the basis of these doctrines the teacher 
and the pupil were, from the beginning, surrounded by light. They were in contact with 
the truth. They could not help but be in contact with the truth. They themselves are 
revelational of God as their Creator and their Lord. 

But again the various Christian positions that fall short of the Reformed view 
compromise with the non-Christian position. By insisting on their notion of human 
freedom, they take man out of contact with their God. They do this supposedly in the 
interest of logic. They seek to shield God from responsibility for sin. But in thus 
shielding God they reduce him to finite proportions. They make him a God who has no 
ultimate control over man and the universe. Thereby they again bring God and man into 
the cave of ultimate chance and darkness. According to the non-Reformed position, 



Christ does the best he can to save man; he makes salvation “possible” for all. But his 
purpose may also fail with respect to them; all of them may decide not to accept his offer. 
Then Christ would have failed. Then Satan would not be defeated. And the kingdom of 
hell may yet prevail against the kingdom of God. How on this basis can the teacher urge 
the pupil to work for the kingdom of God? He can find no intelligible explanation for 
such a kingdom, if there is no all-controlling plan of God for the universe. A God not 
truly sovereign can only dream as to what he would like to realize in the course of 
history. His dreams have no discernible delineations. Reality is ultimately irrational. The 
teacher then cannot know how to integrate himself. How can any one integrate himself 
with the indeterminate? And if unable to integrate himself, neither can he teach the pupil 
proper integration. 

 
D. The Unity Of Culture 

 
In the preceding discussion we have maintained that only consistent Christianity can 

account for the process of learning and of teaching. It has been our contention that on the 
non-Christian basis, there would be no coherence in human experience at all. 

The antithesis between the Christian and the non-Christian principle is therefore 
absolute. There are those who serve and worship the creature, and there are those who 
serve and worship the Creator. There are those who know the ideal of human life and the 
criterion for human life and who are alive by the power of the Spirit so that they strive for 
the realization of the true ideal of life. On the other hand there are those who know 
neither the true ideal nor the true criterion and are spiritually dead. There are no degrees 
of deadness. There is therefore an absolute antithesis between the two principles. 

Yet the absolute antithesis is one of principle only. And principles do not come to full 
expression in human life until the end of history. In practice therefore, the non-Christian 
can know and teach much that is right and true. 
Shall we say that the philosophers, in their exquisite researches and skillful description of nature 
were blind? Shall we deny the possession of intellect to those who drew up rules for discourse, 
and taught us to speak in accord with reason? Shall we say that those who, by the cultivation of 
medical arts, expended their industry in our behalf, were only raving? What shall we say of the 
mathematical sciences? Shall we deem them to be the dreams of madmen? Nay, we cannot read 
the writings of the ancients on these subjects without the highest admiration; and admiration 
which their excellence will not allow us to withhold. 1 It is thus that Calvin speaks after he has 
shown that human depravity “not only extends to the whole human race, but has complete 
possession of every soul.” 2  

Nor does Calvin fear to stress the absoluteness of the principle of sin lest he do 
injustice to the goodness and truth and beauty that he finds in the culture of unbelieving 
men and nations. On the contrary the ideas of total depravity and of the unity of human 
culture are involved in one another. They are involved in one another because they spring 
from the same root—God’s all-controlling counsel. God has one unified plan. It is within 
this plan that men engage in their cultural pursuits. This is the positive basis for the unity 
of human culture. It is from this positive basis that the Reformed view takes its direction. 

 
                                                
 1 Calvin, John, Institutes of the Christian Religion, Book 2, Chapter 2, Section 15. 
 2 Ibid., Book 2, Chap. 2, Section 1. 



1. The Common Goal 
 
In the first place God speaks to the human race as a whole when he set before it the 

ideal of a common racial culture. God offered all men the prospect of great reward for a 
common cultural task faithfully performed. 

On the non-Christian principle there is no God to offer such a prospect. There is no 
unity at all. There is nothing but diversity. Any unity that is sought cannot be a unity of 
culture attained by a common striving for a common goal through history. For the unity 
of the non-Christian principle is the timeless unity which reduces all diversity to identity. 
There is on this basis no meaning to the idea of universal history and universal culture. 

All non-Reformed positions are not adequately aware of this fact. Of course, it is true 
that they do teach much about God and the world that is true. It is even true that non-
Reformed Christians often use the same concepts that are used by those of the Reformed 
Faith. And so the Reformed Christian should rejoice in the fact that there are many 
schools which are based upon evangelical Christianity. The opposition between the 
Reformed and the evangelical Protestant positions should always be that of friends 
stirring up each other to see and teach the full truth. The sharpest criticism made against 
the Arminian view of education by those who are Reformed must never obscure the fact 
that each is seeking in his own way to magnify the name of God and of his Christ. 

But precisely because Arminians insist that man is able to do that which goes against 
the ultimate counsel of God we insist that it does not do full justice to the biblical idea of 
the unity of the human race and the unity of culture. God is in control of history and all 
that comes to pass comes to pass because of his ultimate determination. Nothing less than 
this idea, directly taken from Scripture, will do justice to the unity of culture. Without this 
idea, human activity would be activity in the void. God is the captain of the ship. He has 
made the ship and he controls the wind and the seas. He has taken on his crew. He has 
offered them a rich reward at the end of the journey. He will see to it that the ship reaches 
its destination. 

 
2. The Common Revolt Against God 

 
The second point to be mentioned is based upon the first. There was at the beginning 

of history a common rejection of the mandate given man and a common spurning of the 
reward promised at the end of the journey. There was mutiny on board and every member 
of the crew was party to it. It was the purpose of the chief mutineer to take over the ship. 
Satan had seen a vision. He had envisioned himself as the captain of the ship. He 
promised the crew “greater” rewards than God had promised them. 

But Satan’s vision was a mirage. He had forgotten that God, as captain, was in 
complete control of all things. Satan did not realize that his success would at the same 
time be his failure. If he had really taken over the ship the ship would have floundered. 
And with it Satan, the captain, and his fellow mutineers would have gone down to 
destruction. 

But even so this would have been Satan’s victory. For he would have succeeded in 
defeating God. God would have gone down with the ship also. 

Had this taken place, it would only have meant that God had himself been mistaken 
about his own control of the ship. He really had never been the captain. He had only 



dreamed that he could bring the ship to its desired haven. The Romanist and the Arminian 
ideas of God assume at the outset of their thinking that God may be defeated. But if he 
could be defeated, then he never was absolute. Then there were forces over against him 
that were from all eternity as original or ultimate as he. Sin cannot on their basis be 
defined as any want of conformity to or transgression of the law of God. For strictly 
speaking there is then no law of God. The law of God actually is the arrangement that 
God has ordered for the created universe and therefore also for man the rational creature. 
But on the Romanist and Arminian basis, law is that which God and man together do in 
co-operation with one another in a common environment. Of course this is so only to the 
extent that the Roman and Arminian views hold to their doctrine of free will. To the 
extent that they hold to the doctrines of God’s creation and providence, they virtually 
deny this their own view of free will. But the point that distinguishes their views from 
that of Reformed thought is precisely that in some measure they ascribe autonomy or free 
will to man. And to the extent that they ascribe such a free will to man, to that extent they 
virtually deny the law of God. And in virtually denying the law of God they virtually 
deny that sin is defined exclusively in relation to the law of God. They virtually deny that 
it is the business of the crew to take its orders from the captain only. It is their assumption 
that they too, as well as God, should have the veto power in the control room of the ship. 
Thus the matter of criterion is not settled in the way that it should be settled on Christian 
principles. There is no longer any absolute and clear knowledge of the goal. The 
distinction between north and south has been blurred. In fact the ship’s captain cannot 
direct his course as he desires. He, together with the crew, is adrift in the ship which he 
thought he could control but actually cannot. The rudder has broken. 

On the other hand, upon the Reformed view, sin is sin against the law of God. God 
knows the goal of history and can therefore promise mankind an eternal reward for 
faithful labor and obedience. Any rebellion is exclusively opposition to God. And 
therefore it is absolute rebellion. His position is absolute and therefore rebellion against 
him must be absolute. It is the setting aside of God as God. Is that anything less than 
absolute? 

 
3. The Offer Of Common Victory Over Evil 

 
But thirdly it must be added that although this rebellion is absolute it is certain to be 

absolutely destroyed. Satan is bound to fail. The crew that follows the first mutineer is 
bound to be defeated. The true captain knows all the while what they were doing. 
Nothing was hid from him. Their secret thoughts were as clear to him as the midday sun. 
Their thoughts, like everything else, were completely under his control. The captain will 
therefore surely bring his ship to the intended harbor. There will be absolute frustration of 
Satan who intended absolute destruction. It is through Christ the Son of God whose work 
is sovereignly applied to the hearts of men by the Holy Spirit, that the ship is saved. 
Christ saves the world. He not only intends to save the world. He will save the world. He 
has in principle saved the world. The world and its culture is even now saved for God. It 
is also being saved for God. 

So the gospel of salvation is offered universally. It is offered mankind. It is offered 
generally. It is offered indiscriminately. But it is offered conditionally. Men must accept 
their cultural task and opportunity anew in Christ. They are told that God will by this 



means attain his original goal. If they desire to be saved and if they desire their culture to 
be saved, they must accept the Christ of God. Of course they cannot really accept Christ 
except through the regenerating power of the Holy Spirit. But even Adam could have 
been obedient to God only through the power of God. All human action is, in the nature 
of the case, based upon the more ultimate action of God. Man’s action, like his thought, is 
analogical. But for that very reason it is significant. Because it is surrounded by the 
ultimate will and plan of God, human action and thought is not performed in a void. 

But what about those who do not accept the Christ of God? What about those who 
continue their mutiny against the captain of the ship? God continues to call them, as part 
of the crew, to repentance. He sends forth a general call to the whole human race, 
promising those who repent and believe that they will be saved and have their culture 
saved also. He also continues to threaten those who will not believe that they will be 
destroyed. They will be kept on beard until the end of the journey. They will not simply 
be kept in ward. They will even be allowed the freedom of the ship. But they will of 
necessity help to do the work of the ship. And so of necessity the total culture to which 
they had to contribute will be saved. 

This saving of their culture will therefore be in spite of their own principle. Their 
principle, the principle of mutiny, was aimed to destroy the ship. It may be compared to 
the fire that is started in one of the cabins of the ship. If not put out it would destroy the 
ship. Its principle is absolutely destructive. But it is under perfect control. Hence those 
who have made the fire cannot even succeed in destroying the work that they, together 
with the rest of the crew, perform daily aboard the ship as it sails on to its destined haven. 
It should be remembered that the mutineers are not perfectly self-conscious. But at 
bottom they realize that their own mutinous endeavors are bound to fail. Calvin, like 
Paul, emphasizes the fact that all men have the knowledge of God within them. They 
know therefore that mutiny is certain to end in self-frustration. They know that to sin 
against God is at the same time to sin against the law their own being. They know that 
mutiny does not pay. For mutineers must still work, and as mutineers they must labor for 
the captain without finally reaping the reward that he has offered them. 

So their mutiny is something that requires artificial stimulation all the time. Rules of 
navigation are carefully drawn up by the chief mutineer which are calculated to show that 
the captain is not properly directing the ship and that he will therefore be unable to reach 
his own destination. Yet such rules of Satan are artificial and false imitations of the rules 
which he himself learns from the way the captain actually handles the ship. 

Even so the mutineers believe that they will finally be successful. They make 
themselves believe that no one, while still on the open sea, ought to make a choice for the 
captain rather than for the chief mutineer. So there are degrees of self-deception by which 
the mutineers labor. 

The conclusion of the whole matter is this. There are mutually exclusive principles 
for the interpretation of life. The Christian principle presupposes God who speaks 
authoritatively through the Bible, giving man basic principles for the interpretation of the 
whole of life. The non-Christian principle presupposes man who speaks authoritatively of 
himself. Psychologically, of course, the Christian must also begin with man. But he 
begins with man acknowledged as the creature of God. So it is still true that the Christian 
interprets all of life in terms of God and the non-Christian interprets all of life in terms of 
man. 



It is impossible to choose between these two positions by an appeal to a neutral third 
position. To attempt to do so is in effect to judge the case in advance in favor of the non-
Christian position. 

The discussion between the two positions must therefore be one that takes place for 
the sake of the argument. This means that each takes his place, hypothetically only, upon 
the pre-supposition of the other in order to see what happens to human experience Since 
the Christian must seek to win the non-Christian, it is he who should first be ready to 
think himself sympathetically into the position of the party he is trying to win. He 
therefore listens patiently to all the objections that the non-Christian has against the 
Christian position. But he at once sees that all these objections rest upon one fundamental 
assumption, the assumption of man’s ultimacy. And therefore the real question between 
the two positions has not even been touched unless it be asked upon what foundation the 
non-Christian can make his objections to Christianity intelligible. On what foundation 
rest the guns which he directs against the Christian position? 

When this question is considered, it appears that this placement is the truth of 
Christianity itself. In other words, the non-Christian needs the truth of the Christian 
religion in order to attack it. As a child needs to sit on the lap of its father in order to slap 
the father’s face, so the unbeliever, as a creature, needs God the Creator and providential 
controller of the universe in order to oppose this God. Without this God, the place on 
which he stands does not exist. He cannot stand in a vacuum. 

Applying this to the problem of Christian education, we see that on the non-Christian 
basis the teacher cannot teach unless he borrows the truths of Christianity. He needs the 
very idea of God and his authoritative revelation in order to make this God and his 
revelation entirely subject to man. 

Thus the fact that he can and does teach is intelligible only because that which he 
assumes not to be true is actually true. He teaches, therefore, but he teaches by accident. 
He is able to teach because his own principle is not true and because the principle of 
Christianity is true. 

Understanding this the Christian becomes conscious of the necessity and value of his 
own educational program. It is he who must furnish not only the philosophy of education 
for himself, but he must also furnish the weapons with which the unbeliever must attack 
him in order to be defeated. And when the unbeliever is defeated, then his own work is 
established. When the fire of the boat is put out, then the work of the crew is saved from 
Destruction. 

 
Common Grace 

 
In what has preceded a sharp distinction has been made between the Reformed and 

the non-Reformed or evangelical Christian views of education. The “particularism” of the 
Reformed Faith has necessarily been emphasized. In Romanism, Lutheranism and 
Arminianism, God cannot deal directly with the individual. God can present a general 
offer of salvation to men, but the individual man must finally decide whether he will 
accept it. But the Reformed faith holds that God not merely offers general possibilities 
but also actually accomplishes his will within individual men. 

But individualism or particularism by itself is not the hallmark of the Reformed Faith. 
There is a distinct universalism involved in Reformed particularism. This has already 



been mentioned. We must examine it briefly now in connection with the Reformed 
conception of common grace and its bearing on education. 

It has been repeatedly indicated that in non-Christian thought an abstract or formal 
universal is the correlate of an abstract, purely contingent, particular. It has also been 
indicated that in the non-Reformed orthodoxy, Christianity is toned down by the 
introduction of remnants of these two. 

It is clear then that true universalism goes with true particularism. Where God does 
reach the individual directly, he reaches him in all his relationships. It is upon a 
Reformed basis only that the unity of the race and the unity of its culture is fully 
maintained. It is this that the Reformed doctrine of common grace underlines and helps to 
effect. 

But in order to assign this doctrine its appropriate function in education it must be 
woven into the whole complex of Christian doctrine. And the heart of this system of 
doctrines lies in the recognition that God himself directly and constantly confronts the 
race with his requirements and promises. In the beginning God’s attitude to mankind was 
one of general favor. After mankind rebelled against him, he still is gracious to them 
while at the same time he calls them to repentance. But the call to repentance has a 
forward as well as a backward look. God continually calls mankind toward the goal that 
he has set for it. After the entrance of sin, the call toward that goal must be accomplished 
through the Christ. Thus the idea of common grace is directly related to special or saving 
grace. In other words, common grace is Christologically conditioned. There would be no 
commonness if it were not Christologically conditioned, otherwise commonness would 
be reduced to blank identity. The “goodness of God,” says Paul, is calculated to lead men 
to repentance (Rom 2:4). But repentance also includes sorrow for not having undertaken 
the cultural task assigned to mankind, and a determination to undertake it anew. 

If God’s gifts of common grace such as “rain and sunshine,” are thus seen as being a 
part of God’s general call to repentance, then believers must also include that in their 
“testimony” to unbelievers. Believers have by grace repented from sin and undertaken 
their cultural task anew. They ask unbelievers to join them in a common obedience to 
God through Christ. “It is for that reason,” they testify, “that God’s good gifts are given 
you. We beseech you, in Christ’s name, be ye reconciled to God.” It is God’s long-
suffering patience which would lead you to repentance that enables you to do all those 
things which “for the matter of them” are “in themselves praiseworthy and useful.” God 
intends to accomplish his ultimate end, the establishment of his kingdom. That is the 
reason why you are now able to contribute positively to the coming of that kingdom. The 
harps you make, the oratorios you produce, the great poems you have written, the 
scientific discoveries you have made will, with your will or against your will, all find 
their place in the unified structure of the kingdom of God through Christ. Now, then, in 
God’s name repent, for otherwise the Israelites will “borrow” your treasures and you 
shall perish in the Red Sea like the Egyptians. 

The Roman Catholic has no such doctrine of common grace. In his system the 
believer and the unbeliever have an area in common without difference. Romanism 
assumes that the “natural theology” of the natural man is a true evaluation of the 
revelation of God in nature. It thus virtually confuses God’s revelation to man with man’s 
response to that revelation. The same is true, in large measure, of non-Reformed 



Protestantism. Here too the objective and the subjective are confused, and the confusion 
introduces the abstract universal and the abstract particular into Christianity. 

It goes without saying that the Reformed doctrine of common grace may not rest 
upon such confusion. The idea of common grace may not become the basis for a “neutral 
territory” between believer and unbeliever, patterned after the natural theology of Rome. 
Then the challenge that believers must present to unbelievers in the field of scientific 
knowledge, e.g., would be unnecessary. Such an essentially scholastic notion of common 
grace would also mean the loss of the hope of the unity of science. The doctrine of 
common grace, properly imbedded in Reformed thinking as a whole, is indispensable for 
the unity of science, and therefore for the duty of challenging unbelief thoroughly and 
comprehensively. 

The Reformed community, we conclude, must follow its own educational program. 
Much as it appreciates what is done by brethren of non-Reformed Christian persuasion, it 
is on the Reformed basis alone that a comprehensive Christian view of life can be set 
over against the world of unbelief. Only the Reformed view shows the full power of 
Christianity in meeting the challenge of the wisdom of the world and in offering men, 
with the pleading voice of the Christ who wept over the multitudes of Jerusalem, the 
reward of their labor for this life and the life to come. The Reformed community takes no 
delight in building alone. It takes no delight in living in ecclesiastical isolation. But if 
there is reason for it to live and to work alone ecclesiastically then there is the same 
reason for working alone educationally. And yet our hope is not to work alone forever. 
Our aim is the ultimate good of all who love the gospel and all those who should love the 
truth. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Part 3—B. The Christian Scholar 

 
1. The Need for Leadership 

 
The “American Scholar” of Ralph Waldo Emerson has apparently become the 

“Christian Scholar” in our day. The National Council of the Churches of Christ in the 
U.S.A. is, in large measure, responsible for this. Through its Commission on Higher 
Education this council publishes a quarterly journal entitled The Christian Scholar. 

In a Supplement Issue (Autumn 1954) we have a “Report of the First Quadrennial 
Convocation of Christian Colleges” and in a Special Issue (Autumn 1958) we have 
“Addresses and Reports of the Second Quadrennial Convocation of Christian Colleges.” 

Other recent issues of The Christian Scholar are devoted to such subjects as 
“Christian Apologetics and the University,” “The Christian in Philosophy,” and “The 
Church College and Philosophies of Education.” 

The discussion throughout is not limited to “church-related colleges.” All American 
Protestant institutions are in view. The question therefore pertains to the Christian scholar 
teaching in any such institution. How is his Christian commitment related to his work as a 
scholar? 

It is assumed that the religious commitment of the Christian scholar does and should 
have a bearing upon his teaching in the field of science or philosophy. 

Eugene Carson Blake, as president of the National Council of Churches and Stated 
Clerk of the General Assembly of the Presbyterian Church in the U.S.A., writes an article 
that may give us a first glimpse of the Christian scholar as he seeks to influence the 
secular subjects of a college. 1 Blake deplores the fact that “the leading schools in our 
basic intellectual disciplines are still non-Christian, anti-Christian, or materialistic.’’ 2 
And this is true because our whole culture is largely materialistic. But the chief blame for 
this sad state of affairs, says Blake, is to be placed upon the church and her theologians. 

Naturally it is the church and the theologians that must provide the leadership in a 
general reformation. 

“But preachers can’t do the job without the scholars, and theological scholars can’t do 
it without the universities and colleges. 

“Where is the trained economist who, expert in the Old Testament and New, as well 
as in his own field, will really give us the lead in the Christian reformation of a free 
economy? 

“Where is the biological scientist who has digested both Genesis and Darwin 
sufficiently to change the present truce between science and religion into a unity of 
imaginative insight and truth? 

“Where is the psychologist who knows both Freud and Augustine well enough to give 
a real lead to the development of a Christian doctrine of sin that will stand up? 

“Where is the philosopher-theologian who can write a Summa or Institutes for today? 
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 2 Ibid., p. 261. 



“Unless these men arise, the rising vitality of American churches will be no more 
ultimately important than the Children’s Crusades were against the Moslem Conquerors 
of the Holy Land.” 3  

The picture drawn by Blake is imposing enough. There is to be a company of 
Christian scholars who, as a mighty army, having received their “inspiration from God, 
the Father of our Lord Jesus Christ,” 4 and proficient in their respective fields of study, 
will impregnate the whole of our culture with their vision. 

This company of Christian scholars, with the theologian in the vanguard, must not, if 
they would really contribute to the “World-Wide Non-Roman Christian strategy,” 5 be 
hampered by any outmoded “fundamentalist anti-intellectualism” for “the general effect 
of the verbal and literal interpretation of the Scriptures which as the basis of all 
fundamentalism was to impugn the human reason and resist the modern empirical mood 
in favor of a rigid a priori straitjacket.” 6  

 
A. The Via Media 

 
The Christian scholar, is therefore, to walk the middle of the road. At least he must 

avoid the extremes of mechanism and materialism on the one side and fundamentalist 
authoritarianism on the other. 

A goodly number of Christian scholars are enthusiastically responding to the clarion 
call of President Blake. They are asking themselves and one another, when met in 
convocation, how they may implement the vision of a truly Christian culture. 

There is basic agreement between these Christian scholars that the vision of a 
Christian culture cannot best be implemented through denominational programs. Such 
programs are bound to creeds and individualistically conceived theologies. “We live in 
the Twentieth Century,” cries Robert L. James, Jr., YMCA Secretary of the Student 
Christian Movement in the Middle Atlantic Region. “Priority in the Twentieth Century 
goes to obedience to [the most relevant statement of] the central truth that the one God is 
reconciling the whole world to Himself.” 7  

To be sure, the sectarian principle need not be and must not be entirely dropped. “It is 
quite proper to draw upon the sect idea in dealing theologically with corporate 
expressions of the pursuit and organization of truth.” 8 But then this sectarian principle, 
stressing as it does the “uses of diversity,” must at most supplement the Protestant 
principle, stressing as it does the unity of outlook by all that are united in Christ. Says 
Williams: “It will be entirely appropriate for some new ‘Protestant’ theory of college 
education to develop on American soil as a consequence of the current theological revival 
and a theological reconception of the Sectarian principle in the realm of academic 
fellowship.” 9  
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 8 George H. Williams, in The Christian Scholar, Special Issue, Autumn 1958, p. 202. 
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B. The Theological Revival 

 
So far only some broad lines have been drawn. Let us call up Dr. Jones to represent 

the Christian scholar for us. 
Dr. Jones feels himself to be a dedicated man. He has heard lectures on “Christ and 

Today’s Campus,” and “The Theological Foundations of the Christian College.” He has 
caught from Robert L. Calhoun’s address on “Christian Vocation on the College 
Campus” the vision that he must seek “to develop in all fields of instruction, recognition 
and concern for what we have become accustomed to speak of as Christian perspective.” 

10  
To get a hearing for the Christian perspective, Jones knows, he must respect the 

empirical mood of the scientist. Surely creation is “the first work of God’s Grace.” 11 
Above all he must be humble. This implies that he must not claim that his creed or the 
Bible contains ready-made answers for any human problem. When the Bible speaks of 
“the light of the knowledge of the glory of God in the face of Christ … it intends to say 
that this knowledge is practical knowledge for the whole man to the end that his life shall 
be saved. It is not knowledge of nature, although interpretative of nature. It is not merely 
speculative knowledge, although it engenders and enriches speculation. It is not 
propositional truth, although it must seek to make affirmations having propositional 
integrity. It is a knowledge which has an absolute practicality because it illumines man’s 
central anxiety, lostness and hurt; and because it heals what it reveals.” 12  

Dr. Jones will therefore assure his colleagues and students that “the nature of God 
believed in requires an openness toward the order of fact.… There are no theological 
maps of the mind of God from which we can deduce particular facts about our world.” 
“The Bible speaks of the Creator as a hidden God.” Therefore “all precise interpretations 
of his will are in principle open to question.” 13  

The Christian scholar, Jones realizes full well, “does not turn us into arrogant masters 
of the truth of God’s purpose toward his whole creation.’’ 14 “Faith is not a matter of 
cognitive assent to true propositions because faith is not primarily cognitive and is not a 
matter of assent to propositions at all.” 15  

Thus the principle of free inquiry in any field is not to be questioned. For “when I 
accept Jesus Christ as Lord and Savior I am not weighing evidence at all: I am accepting 
him as defining the possibilities of my life.” 16 “No Christian in a college has the right to 
refuse to play by the rules of the intellectual game and even less the right to supply his 
own rules.’’ 17  
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 13 Special Issue, Autumn 1958, p. 306. 
 14 Ibid. 
 15 Ibid., p. 309. 
 16 Ibid. 
 17 Ibid., p. 310. 



With the principle of free inquiry thus guaranteed Dr. Jones will yet wish to present 
the insights of the Christian faith “as a live option in the student’s search for meaning and 
wholeness.” “Faith (via the propositions implicated in it) can be relevant to the 
intellectual disciplines taught in the curriculum.’’ 18  

What a vision this, thinks Jones. A college which “centers on a powerfully informed, 
vigorously disciplined and committed faculty, consciously operating as a community of 
the Church, ‘bought with a price.’ Such a dedicated group, having its life in the antiphony 
of work and worship, could expose the student to a responsible Christian intellectual 
community of a unique kind.’’ 19  

 
C. The Unifying Element 

 
The composite portrait of the Christian scholar represented by Dr. Jones must now be 

regarded from the more positive point of view. If the Christian perspective must, on the 
one hand, forswear presenting propositional truth and, on the other hand, must be relevant 
to all the intellectual disciplines of the curriculum, how is this to be done? It must be 
done by means of Jesus the Christ. In him the answer must be found as to “the 
relationship of Christian faith to the academic enterprise.” 20 The Christian college “seeks 
to provide a unifying point of view for its educational program through the Christian 
faith.’’ 21 “The unifying element is founded on the faith that all truth, though partially 
apprehended and fragmented under the conditions of existence, is not related to the Truth 
revealed in Jesus Christ. The Christian faith makes the strange assertion that in Jesus 
Christ believers have encountered the ultimate truth about themselves and their universe.” 

22 All disciplines “involve at one point or another concern with the ultimate.’’ 23 But in 
Jesus Christ this encounter is especially illuminating. For the Christian scholar Christ is 
“the Truth.’’ 24  

The Truth as it is in Christ may be shown to shed its light far and wide. The “pre-
convocation study commission” of 1958 dealing with “the theological foundations of the 
Christian College” deals with this fact under the heading of “the traditional theological 
doctrines of creation, fall and redemption.” 25  

The doctrine of creation “might seem to be an obvious example of the worst kind of 
speculation and dogmatism about a supposed event in the past concerning which we have 
no scientific knowledge.” 26 But the study commission reassures us that the doctrine of 
creation “is not a statement about an event in the past, but about the relationship between 
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God and the universe” and that therefore “it has the most practical consequences in, every 
day life and in education.” 27  

If then we purge the doctrine of creation from its fundamentalist detritus we are 
justified in thinking of creation as providing the scientist as well as all others with a 
foundation for “belief in the knowableness, goodness, and purposiveness of the 
universe.” The idea of creation also gives us “respect for material things,” “belief in the 
centrality of personality,” “belief in man’s humility as well as his dignity” and “belief 
that man is a creative creature.” 28 And though the Christian scholar is primarily 
interested in “the Protestant principle” he may at this point be encouraged by the 
Anglican divine, E. L. Mascall, who says that “the world, as the Christian conceives it, is 
thus an ideal field for the application of the scientific method, with its twin techniques of 
observation and experiment.” 29  

As to the doctrine of the Fall, it too, of course, does not refer a date in the past. It 
means rather that “somehow” it has “become second nature for man to oppose the will of 
God.… Fallen man in rejecting God seeks to make himself or some other creature the 
center of meaning and so becomes an idolater, absolutizing the relative.” And “for the 
academic man, idolatry usually means that some system of ideas is made absolute.… 
When it is claimed for instance that Christian theology as a system of ideas has the 
answers to all our problems, this also is idolatry and a denial of God.” 30  

“The doctrine of Redemption means that through his relation to God in the context of 
a reconciling and reconciled community (the Church), the individual becomes a different 
kind of person, a new being, a transformed creature.” 31 And this doctrine of redemption 
“has several academic consequences and implications.” These “all center around the 
notion of community. The academic community … must ultimately partake of some of 
the essential qualities that define the religious fellowship itself. More especially it should 
become a community of acceptance and forgiveness and not just a ‘community of 
scholars’ in the usual sense.” A “community of acceptance” will “arouse the anxieties, 
contradictions, rebellion, and emptiness that are in each one of us.” 32 “The doctrine of 
redemption implies that a Christian college should be an independent center of radical 
criticism.… For the Christian college the roots of freedom of inquiry lie deep within the 
nature of Christian faith itself. All ideas, doctrines, principles, people, and institutions are 
criticizable in principle as well as in fact. Doubt and skepticism are part of our Christian 
heritage.” 33  
 
 
 
 
 

                                                
 27 Ibid. 
 28 Ibid. 
 29 Ibid., p. 277, quoted from E. L. Mascall, Christian Faith and Natural Science, p. 132. 
 30 Ibid., p. 278. 
 31 Ibid., p. 279. 
 32 Ibid., p. 280. 
 33 Ibid., p. 281. 



D. Christian Ambiguity 
 
In an “Additional Statement of Section One” we are informed that the report of the 

Study Commission on creation, fall and redemption “was not intended to constitute a full 
and direct theological justification for the existence of the Christian college.’’ 34  

This report “approached the theological foundations of the Christian college through 
various theological tensions or polarities.” 35 “It was recognized that the intellectual life 
contains an ambiguity in its very essence.” It should be recognized, therefore, that the 
Christian answer is not unambiguous. When speaking to his colleagues the Christian 
scholar in true modesty admits that though “the final truth has already been disclosed in 
Christ” any college is “in its essence … committed to the search for truth.” God’s grace 
“is deeper than all our searching” but “the truth is not in our possession.” 

The Christian scholar must therefore maintain that “the Gospel provides the charter of 
freedom for the Christian college.” But he must always do this with the full recognition 
of the principle that the truth of this gospel cannot come to man otherwise than in 
ambiguous form. 1 “Therefore non-Christian scholars should be able to find a congenial 
place within the community of the Christian college.” 2 In the setting of the Christian 
college the doctrine of creation therefore means that “Christians and non-Christians stand 
on a common human level in their encounters.” “The Christian doctrine of creation 
provides for a common human relatedness wherein we are literally members one of 
another regardless of the presence or absence of religious beliefs.” 3  

 

2. Second Thoughts 
 
The section of the convocation of 1958, in thus speaking of creation and fall and 

redemption “unanimously voted to recommend to the continuing committee of the 
Protestant Council that a diversified committee of theologians and other educators be 
appointed to study the theological foundations of the Christian college during the next 
four years and to report to the next Quadrennial Convocation of Christian Colleges.” 4  

There is indeed an obvious need for clarification so far as the report just reviewed is 
concerned. If the doctrine of creation provides us with a common “human relatedness 
wherein we are literally members one of another regardless of the presence or absence of 
religious beliefs” then what need is there of redemption at all? And if the whole 
intellectual life “of man contains an ambiguity in its very essence” 5 how is Jesus Christ, 
granted he is placed in the center of the work of redemption, to be of any help at all? Is 
there anything unambiguous known of him? 
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Before asking other similar questions we turn to an article by George H. Williams on 
“The Christian College Today.” 6 With keen penetration Williams discusses the idea of 
“Christian learning.” That is, he says, the problem for the Christian scholar. Williams has 
given much thought to this problem. 7 Says Williams: “The theological problem of 
Christian education is the epistemological problem of the relationship between faith and 
knowledge or between grace and reason.’’ 8  

We have, says Williams, at least “the ingredients of a coherent and rather exciting 
theology of learning and of the Christian community of scholarship.” 9  

 
A. The Five Motifs 

 
The first and “by far the most important of some five distinguishable university 

themes is the paradisic motif.” Williams at once ties this in with “the Fall of primal man” 
and the “divine sapientia which Christian man may possess through baptismal 
regeneration, sacramental incorporation into the Second Adam, and sustained inspiration 
from the Holy Spirit in the community of self-discipline and the fellowship of Christian 
grace or love.” 10 He adds that, “On this view the Christian college campus is, so to speak, 
a bit of Paradise provisionally restored, a walled garden in which the fruit of knowledge 
may once again be savored by virtue of the work of Christ in the restoration of the 
clouded image of the divine in men.” 11  

Second there is the military motif. According to it learning is a kind of spiritual 
warfare in which man seeks to withstand “the onslaughts of Satan in the form of sloth, 
carnal temptation, and spiritual pride including heresy.” In terms of this military motif the 
college is “the training ground of a Christian militia determined to engage in combat with 
error in the surrounding world.” 12  

Third we have the transferential theme. According to it there is a “community of 
seekers and custodians of the truth,” a “venerable Republic of Letters … with its own 
laws and liberties antedating not only the State conferring its charter but even the church 
which has sponsored it.” 13  

“And this brings us to a fourth motif, namely the christological sanction for the 
authority of the Christian teacher as prophet.” 14 “On this view the Christian professor, 
clear about his calling, is a minister or officer in the larger Kingdom of Christ; and for 
him, in contrast to the pastor or priest, it is precisely his vocation to deal forthrightly with 
faith in the context of reason, experimentation, hypothesis, and academic dialogue with 
colleagues who may not share his Christian convictions. In this ministry he should not be 
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trammeled by ecclesiastical ties. It is sufficient, in order to be called and subsequently 
sustained by the sponsoring denomination of his college, that he profess that for him 
Christ is the Veritas which makes him free. 15  

In the fifth place Williams adds the “critical or judicial” theme, “of both the Christian 
faculty and indeed the university as such in the midst of the world.’’ 16 “On this view the 
center of the university is what in Europe is called the aula.” Here “spiritual men judge 
all things but are themselves judged by none save by Veritas itself which the Christian 
members of the faculty are also free to interpret as Christ, the Supreme Judge at the Great 
Assize.” 17  

Speaking of these five motifs and their relationship to one another Williams says: 
“Perhaps the most accessible or obviously meaningful of these five symbols or themes is 
the christological sanction of the spiritual autonomy of the Christian professor.’’ 18  

This done, Williams takes up the problem involved in the paradisic motif. Does not 
this motif on principle separate “human scientia, empirical knowledge from divine 
revelation”? 19 If, to avoid this, we quietly drop the idea of the Fall “as an historic 
narrative” and also quietly drop the Fall “as it might affect a Christian doctrine of 
knowing” is there then any plausibility in the idea of a “unique historic and universally 
redemptive act of fulfillment of the Law in the utter obedience of Jesus Christ in knowing 
and willing one thing”? 20 The church must needs “face up to the fact, that the central 
doctrine of the Church, the Atonement—with all its doctrinal, sacramental and 
constitutional explication—is ultimately implicated in any casual or accommodative 
decision he might make about the paradisic motif in the realm of epistemology. Thus the 
redeeming Church and the Christian college are alike bound up with a conception of 
Creation and the Fall; and the Christian scholar must study its implications for his activity 
as scholar in library and laboratory no less than as a dutiful worshipper in the college 
chapel and as a sponsor of the Christian action group on campus.” 21  

All this is exceedingly helpful in our search for the Christian scholar as the National 
Council of Churches is sponsoring him. By means of his five motifs Williams covers the 
whole question of Christian learning in formally admirable fashion. There is no such 
disjointedness in his article as we found in that of the group of men dealing with the 
theological foundations of education. In the article by Williams everything is finally 
related to the christological motif. Williams wants to be “epistemologically more precise” 
than a loose use of such words as “ ‘inspiration,’ ‘depth,’ ‘dimension,’ ‘context,’ 
‘concern,’ ‘existential’ ” and “ ‘committed’ ” permits. 22  

Let us ask then whether Williams can offer us the epistemological clarification that 
we sought earlier. 
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Williams finds no help in the “Thomist clarity” by which Roman Catholics seek to 
solve the problem of the relation of revelation and reason. He prefers “a biblical-
Augustinian stress on event, on experience, and on the interpenetration of the realms of 
faith and reason.” 23  

 
B. The Protestant Principle 

 
Looking then at “The Protestant Principle and the Call of the Christian Scholar,” 

Williams harks back to Luther’s phrase to the effect that the Christian is simul justus et 
peccator. He tells us how Dean Douglas Horton in 1958 spoke of “each Protestant 
Christian in the context of the university as simul certus et dubitator.” Then he adds: 
“The Christian scholar, I would avow, is simul praescitus et scrutator.’’ 24 For Christians 
“are no less seekers than the secular scholars and researchers on the same terms with and 
using the same methods as those of our colleagues who avow no such allegiance as we 
own.” 25 “Assured of a Truth which is at the same time God’s love” the Christian scholar 
is “confident in the prosecution of his researches and tentative constructions amid the 
fragmentation, the incompleteness, and even the ambiguities of the ever expanding 
realms of knowledge. The Christian researcher is secure under the aegis of him who is the 
Truth that sets men ever free.” 26 We shall therefore require no creedal commitment of the 
Christian scholars. We shall only insist “that the whole of their scientia be seen within the 
epic and the cosmic perspective of that biblical vision of the truth which begins with the 
created order, searches for meaning in human history, declares that it was precisely in a 
man—a person like ourselves, not in some impersonal force—that God was most clearly 
manifest in his reconciliatory action within creation, a perspective finally that holds ever 
before them the question of that invisible goal towards which we hasten.” 27  

Here, then, in the portrait of the Christian scholar presented by Williams the problem 
of learning is finally focused in Jesus Christ. And Jesus Christ is placed at the center of 
the “cosmic perspective.” Surely then the Christian scholar will not work with his non-
Christian colleagues on the basis of creation “regardless of the presence or absence of 
religious beliefs” as was claimed by others at the 1958 Convocation. 

If there are any points that need clarification in the views of Williams this 
clarification must be made at the central point of the person and work of Jesus Christ. 

Williams is, of course, well aware of the fact that the basic problem remaining on his 
view is that of the relation of the biblical and the secular interpretations of history. But he 
would solve this problem by “the principle of luminous particularity, of the concretion of 
event within event like some chemically complex organic compound.’’ 28 “The view that 
I have of biblical and ecclesiastical history from Eden to the ecumenical movement (to 
take one ‘theological’ discipline as an example of the work of the scholar simul 
praescitus et scrutator) is that it must be studied and expounded as any other branch of 
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history but that there yet remains a difference in emphasis and perspective.’’ 29 “Biblical-
ecclesiastical history and general history might be compared respectively to organic and 
inorganic chemistry. The basic elements are the same in both, but the clusterings of 
historical events which are picked up for scrutiny and analysis by the ecclesiastical or 
biblical historian are often much more complex than those scrutinized in secular history. 
Think of the Synoptic narratives with the frail debris of earlier texts within texts, faint 
echoes within echoes of oral tradition. Moreover the operation of the Spirit as a fluid or 
force or catalyst in binding and loosing these increasingly complex historical compounds 
may be taken as a legitimate hypothesis of inquiry into the history of the biblical and 
ecclesiastical community, the more so for the reason that they, whose life and work are 
being chronicled and interpreted, themselves took seriously the operation of the Spirit.’’ 
30  

Here then we have a well-integrated position that the Christian scholar may present to 
his colleagues and students. In presenting this position to his non-Christian colleagues he 
does not antagonize them by challenging their scientific mood or method. If these 
colleagues should fear the paradisic and martial motifs inherent in Williams’ position 
they may rest at ease because the sectarian principle coming to expression in these motifs 
has been reconceived “as a consequence of the current theological revival.” 31 The 
principle of the “luminous particularity of person and event and chosen people” is nowise 
meant to deny the “universality and the mysterious depths of history and especially the 
history of the ongoing community of faith.’’ 32 There is here no primitive form of 
supranaturalism which “transforms the infinity of God into a finiteness which is merely 
an extension of the categories of finitude.” 33  

Williams is simply arguing that “biblical and ecclesiastical history have a notable 
contribution to make to the curriculum of both the denominational college and the mixed 
university,” 34 because in its principle of luminous particularity it brings light from above 
into history and nature that would otherwise be dark. 

 
C. Williams’ Christ 

 
Looking at the efforts of Williams as a whole it must be said that we need still further 

epistemological precision than even he has given us. And we need it at the point of 
primary importance to him, namely his principle of luminous particularity. men are men 
to the extent that they participate in God. To the extent that men are “fallen” they are 
such by virtue of the very idea of temporal plurality and particularity. The luminousness 
of particular men or of any particular man lies in the assumed principle of man’s 
participation in God. 

There is, accordingly, no room for a Mediator in any unique sense in Plato’s thought. 
Every man, if he is a man at all, needs mediation. On the other hand every man, if he is a 
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man, needs no mediation. Plato was unable to bring his two worlds, the world of Ideas 
and the world of sense, into any intelligible relation to one another. 

There is no evidence to indicate that Williams has been more successful than Plato. In 
accordance with the fashion of modern thought, Williams works with an abstract and 
ultimate impersonal principle of rationality or truth and an equally ultimate and abstract 
principle of particularity. These are kept in balance with one another as limiting concepts 
of one another. It is assumed that the rational principle is somehow to be victorious over 
the irrational principle. 

In this Christianity of the limiting concept, Jesus Christ is made the symbol of the 
victory of the rational principle over the irrational principle in reality. But all symbols 
point beyond themselves for their meaning. How should the Christ-symbol be an 
exception to this? If he were, how could we know anything of this fact? 

When Williams finally makes his appeal to the Holy Spirit as a “fluid or force or 
catalyst” as a help in binding and loosing the “complex historical compounds” 
surrounding the appearance of Jesus Christ, not even this brings any relief. The fact that 
the apostles “took seriously the operation of the Spirit” can scarcely be ascertained, 
inasmuch as in the Synoptic Gospels we have only “faint echoes within echoes of oral 
tradition.” 1 And even if the gospel records were all that any modern historian could wish 
they were, there would still be the fact that they could only point to a symbol that in turn 
must point beyond itself. The Holy Spirit is, for Williams, no less a limiting concept than 
is Jesus Christ. 

 

3. William H. Poteat 
 

A. First And Second Order Decisions 
 
But we turn now to an article by William H. Poteat on “The Incarnate Word and the 

Language of Culture.” 2 This article deals specifically and minutely with the question we 
found unanswered by Williams. In an earlier article 3 , Poteat sought to define some 
central issues facing the Christian scholar. In this article he spoke of First Order 
Decisions and Second Order Decisions. “I will call the ultimate evaluations (and the 
symbols in which they are expressed, which constitute the foci of communal existence), 
First Order Decisions.” 4 Then the “day to day evaluations … of the community which 
has its existence through this relatively stable set of First Order Decisions” are to be 
called Second Order Decisions. 5 Now a “Christian College is a community of persons 
united in the rational pursuit of truth in which the dominant and effective First Order 
Decisions ultimately express the affirmation that Jesus Christ is Lord; where therefore 
Second Order Decisions and evaluations ultimately express a response to Him.” Or more 
specifically “a Christian college is a community where men understand themselves, the 
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world and their own corporate life in terms of the First Order symbols of Incarnation, 
Creation, Fall and Eschatology.” 

“Jesus Christ as bearer of Grace and Truth is the ultimate concern of the Christian 
College.” 6  

In his second article Poteat now asks the particular question how first order and 
second order decisions must be related. And this enterprise he calls a third order activity. 

7 We are therefore to engage in a piece of “category-analysis.” And “ ‘the Owl of 
Minerva only begins her flight when it is already dark.’ ” 8 Now Poteat already has told 
us in the earlier article that there must be a “tolerable order among the First and a real 
logical and psychological relation between the Second and the First; else the Community 
is destroyed.’’ 9  

Now then we are to start from our central first order decision to the effect that Jesus 
Christ is Lord of all. When the Apostle Paul went out to the Athenians with this motto, 
“He accepted a challenge that Christianity had to accept, if it was to persist in believing 
that Jesus Christ was truly the Son and that His Father was truly maker of Heaven and 
earth. Any separation of the Father and the Son would have meant both that Jesus Christ 
was not related to the whole of human existence and that the one God had not been 
incarnate in that existence.” 10  

For an understanding of Poteat’s position it is well to start from the problem of the 
relation of Christian to Greek thought. Poteat argues that “apart from Christianity, God is 
known only as ‘not this … not that …’ ” 11 But Christianity with its motto that Christ is 
Lord of all posits a positive relation between God and man. “What is important for us is 
that Christianity seems to be making a quite positive claim that there is a paradigmatic 
experience” that is “crucially related” to our ordinary experience. 12  

 
B. The Christ-Event 

 
Our ordinary experience is of two sorts. We live first in “the realm of necessity.” We 

also live in “the realm of freedom where, for example, I use the personal pronoun, ‘I,’ 
‘about’ myself.” 13 Now “the Christian claims that certain very peculiar sorts of ‘events’ 
… occur in the realm of freedom.” These peculiar events the Christian speaks of as 
occurring about himself. And he refers to them in such terms as redemption, 
reconciliation, and atonement. “At the same time the Christian seems to be claiming that 
the realm of freedom and what ‘happens’ there is crucially connected with the realm of 
necessity and what has happened there; that redemption is inextricably related to the 
Jesus of history; that to be reconciled with God in the ‘confrontation’ with Jesus of 
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Nazareth ‘causes’ us—in a peculiar, if not embarrassing, sense of the word ‘cause’—to 
confess Him as the Christ.” 14  

We need therefore “a third kind of ‘event,’ namely, the Christ, who is neither just the 
Jesus of history, nor yet just the ‘effects’ in my life ‘wrought’ in the realm of freedom, 
but a new reality who is known neither as an object in the familiar sense, nor as an 
‘object’ in the unfamiliar sense, i.e., in the way I am aware of my own I. He is neither an 
object to me as the historical Jesus; nor is he just the same kind of thing as my experience 
of my own subjectivity.” 15 It is in this way, says Poteat, that the Christian claims that 
“God is positively known ‘within’ what we now call the historical world: or more 
properly, His paradigmatic activity is encountered in relation to a paradigmatic 
experience within the historical world [in the familiar sense] thus constituting a new 
‘history’—the history of the Church—where the Christ is known and, in any case, where 
the symbol ‘Christ’ is used.” 16  

It is in this manner too that Poteat hopes to attain a “practical unification of the 
language of profane history and the language of ‘processes’ in the realm of freedom.” 17 
But Poteat does not flatter himself by thinking that he has explained anything by this 
elaborate construction. He speaks of the “obscurity surrounding the ambiguous, if not the 
equivocal use of words like ‘experience’ and phrases like ‘practical unification’ that are 
to be held to account.” 18 Let us therefore follow him as he seeks to “back-track” himself. 
If there is any way by which he can show us how we can make Christ Lord of all and yet 
hold on to both the method of Greek philosophy and the post-Kantian bifurcation 
between the “realm of freedom” and the “realm of necessity,” we are anxious to learn of 
it. 

Poteat seeks to devise a way by which we can intelligently speak of a “third kind of 
event,” the Christ-event. Biblical religion, he says, does not follow the method of Eastern 
mysticism. “Biblical religions … are informed by the basic analogy of the I-Thou 
relation.” 19 “The practical experience of personal reconciliation with God in 
confrontation with the Jesus of History is the experience of the Christ!” 20 How then do I 
“exhibit” the “logical peculiarity” of my Christ-experience? 

To do so I may begin with event in the ordinary or first sense. This event happens in 
the “realm of necessity.” Then I take ‘event’ in the second sense. This event happens in 
the “realm of freedom.” I am familiar both with event in “sense-one” and event in “sense-
two.” Now how about event in “sense-three.” 

I have no difficulty with the “Jesus of history.” He fits into events in sense-one. Nor 
do I have any difficulty with my “practical experience of personal reconciliation with 
God.” Here I refer to an event in sense-two. For “when I myself have this experience in 
relation to the symbol (The Christ), I am not dealing with anything symbolic but directly 
know the very reality symbolized! If I may put it awkwardly, I am no longer referring to 
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a reality; I am in that reality. As it is said: ‘If any man be in Christ …’ Yet I am in that 
reality not as a molecule of water is in the ocean, but as a person is in a personal 
relation.” 21  

When now I say that “the Jesus of history,” an event in sense-one, and my 
“experience of reconciliation,” an event in sense-two, are causally related, I use the word 
cause in a “peculiar, if not embarrassing, sense. Perhaps it would be easier if we said 
‘internally’ rather than ‘causally’ related.” 22  

I really need to use a different language for each of the two series of events just 
mentioned. But I employ a “practical unification of languages” when I refer to Jesus 
Christ. “And I said the unification of the two different languages gave rise to the symbol, 
‘Christ,’ and to a whole new language including the word ‘history’—now, however, 
understood as heilsgeschichte—and phrases like ‘Holy Spirit,’ ‘the Body of Christ,’ ‘the 
real presence,’ etc. Here, on this level, the use of the word ‘event’ in the expression, 
‘Christ-event,’ would be called event in sense-three. 23  

How is this unification of languages accomplished? To reduce both languages to one 
“meta-language” may at once be rejected as “hopelessly misguided.” Shall we then 
arrange the languages hierarchically? To do so would leave “unsolved the problem of 
how the strata are related to each other.” 24 Perhaps then the “ ‘ordinary language 
philosophers’ are moved by a sound instinct at this point. They seem to sense that a clue 
to this puzzle is to be found in practice—in the actual using of language.” 25 We must 
think of the connection of the two languages as “not logical but practical. They have their 
sole connection in the experience and activity of the user of language, who ‘stands 
behind’ every particular language which he may find it expedient to use about the world, 
even the meta-language which he uses about other languages.” 26  

This “user of language” is “the presupposition of all language use.” He therefore 
“systematically eludes languages and meta-Ianguages ad infinitum.’’ 27  

Thus by theory we can “as a matter of principle” never “locate the connection” 
between the various languages used by the language-user. I must speak of the unification 
of languages, but this unification must always be practical rather than theoretical. “This 
irreconcilable difference between spectation and action … stands between every other 
view of reality and Christianity.’’ 28 “For Christianity believes that God is Act par 
excellence; and is known paradigmatically in the intersection of ‘event-in-sense-one’ and 
‘event-in-sense-two,’ which gives rise to the ‘event-in-sense-three’ through and within 
that very act whereby I am myself. The divine is crucially known in Christ—that 
experience which includes the practical unification of components which are susceptible 
of description in terms of ‘Jesus of history language’ and ‘reconciliation-redemption 
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language.’ And Christ is known only in my own existence—in my enactment of myself, 
since for me to exist is not to be a possibility, but to act! 29  

When Poteat has reached this conclusion he adds: “At this point, there is an 
inclination, no doubt, to suspect that all the sleight-of-language ingenuity of the foregoing 
adds up to a practical denial of the Incarnation, that the Jesus Christ here set forth is not 
only patently not the Christ of the Creeds and classical formulations, but that he is not 
real in any sense! 30  

It is from this point in Poteat’s discussion that our criticism of his position may take 
its beginning. 

Poteat has indeed concentrated his best efforts upon the question of central 
importance for the Christian scholar. Who is the Christ that must be presented as the 
central unifying force in the educational curriculum? How is he Lord of all man’s 
knowledge and action? Where is he to be found? 

Williams dealt with the same problem when he expounded his principle of the 
“luminous particularity of person and event and chosen people.” From Williams we 
learned that our view of creation, sin, and redemption ultimately depends upon our view 
of Christ. But he was unable to identify the Christ for us. Is Poteat any more able to do 
this than was Williams? The answer must be in the negative. His event-in-sense-three, 
that is, his Christ-event, has no ascertainable identity. To have any identity the Christ 
must be self-identifying. How else is he the Lord of all? The Christ of Poteat is identified 
by the human self, that has first identified itself without the relation of subjection of itself 
to its Christ. It is the human subject, wholly self-sufficient as Act, that is for Poteat the 
presupposition of all predication, even about Christ. 

The Christ that proceeds from such a starting-point is, in the nature of the case, 
nothing more than a projection of the autonomous self. The voice that comes from this 
Christ to man is indeed from above, but only in a manner in which President 
Eisenhower’s own voice returned to him from a satellite shot into space from the earth. 

Again our human “experience of reconciliation” could, on this basis, be no more than 
reconciliation with our own ideal, projected selves. 

And how could sin be anything more than self-estrangement? If no Christ can be 
identified, then no God can be identified. Then too, with Poteat, the Holy Spirit is no 
more than a projection. There is then no rebellion in man against the love and law of the 
triune God. Hence the idea of forgiveness of sin and the experience of reconciliation has 
no reference to any of the three persons of the trinity. 

But we must go on from the event-in-sense-three, the Christ-event, to the event-in-
sense-two, the experience of the self. Poteat makes the uncritical assumption that the 
human I as operating in the “realm of freedom” can be taken as the presupposition of all 
human language or predication. We may call this Poteat’s religious assumption. He gives 
such meaning and content to his Christ as he can in terms of the ultimacy of the “free” 
human subject. 

Yet this “free” human subject, this event-in-sense-two, has as little content as has his 
event-in-sense-three, his Christ-event. Poteat’s series of events-in-sense-two stands in a 
purely negative relation to his series of events-in-sense-one. If his “free” self were to 
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stand in any positive relation to the series of events-in-sense-one, to the “realm of 
necessity,” then the self would lose its freedom and therewith itself. On the other hand, if 
any of the events in the “realm of necessity” were to have any positive bearing on the 
series of events-in-sense-two, then the “realm of freedom” would be swallowed up by the 
“realm of necessity.” Poteat admits that he has to use the word cause in a “peculiar” 
sense, if he is to speak of any relation between the events in the realm of freedom and the 
events in the realm of necessity. It is plain that he should have said that he had to use the 
word cause in a wholly unintelligible way. 

 
C. Poteat’s Irrationalism 

 
It would appear then that Poteat’s appeal to the “practical unification of language” is 

a measure of desperation. The appeal to a “practical” unification is made in the face of 
admitted inability to show any logical connection between the language-strata employed. 
This is a candid admission of irrationalism as to the relation between his three series of 
events. But the irrationalism involved in his position can be seen for what it is, only if it 
is noted that Poteat cannot show how logic has anything at all to do with any of his 
language-strata or with any of his three series of events. 

Is the “realm of necessity,” as Poteat presents it, something with which logic has 
anything to do? Not so that such can be shown to be the case. Logic is an activity of the 
human subject, the “I.” This “I” has, in Poteat’s scheme, as it has in that of Kant, been 
able to find itself only by its separation from the “realm of necessity.” The “freedom” of 
the “I” and the necessity of “the realm of necessity” depend upon their entire separation 
from one another. 

This remains true even when the self is made the foundation of the categories of the 
realm of necessity. For the self as foundation for the category of causality turns, on this 
basis, into the transcendental self. That is to say, the self is itself depersonalized when 
positively related to the “realm of necessity.” 

Still further, this depersonalized transcendental self or unity of apperception only 
“contributes” the form of the necessity of the realm of necessity. This form requires as its 
correlative the idea of pure matter which, because pure, is meaningless particularity or 
Chance. Thus the “realm of necessity” is, so far as there is real activity or power in it, 
nothing but Chance. We have reached the principle of a pure non-luminous particularity. 
It is the entirely single, and therefore entirely meaningless, thing. 

Yet the free self of the series of events-in-sense-two is, in Poteat’s thought, to be 
defined by way of contrast to the realm of necessity. In Greek philosophy this was not yet 
the case. In Plato the individual human self was not a fully real self. It was real only by 
participation in the eternal and changeless, trans-personal Reality. In Aristotle only God, 
again not as existing in a numerical oneness but as a specific or generic unity, was at the 
opposite end of pure potentiality. 

But with Kant the free personality of man has taken over the function of God in the 
philosophy of Plato and Aristotle. This personality is, therefore, no longer defined in 
terms of its participation in a form or universal above him. He has to be himself the 
source of universality in his environment. This “free” personality, with no law-giver 
above him, must take the place of law-giver to what is beneath him. And yet he can no 



more sustain a positive relation to what is beneath him than the god of either Plato or 
Aristotle sustained a positive relation to non-being or pure potentiality. 

When therefore Poteat posits the free self, the human I, as the ultimate presupposition 
of predication, he has crossed the Rubicon. From that point on it is impossible for him to 
do anything but reduce the Christ of Christianity to a subordinate position. His Christ is 
said to be “Lord of all.” In reality he is the servant of would-be-autonomous man. Is not 
this man the “creator of all”? He alone gives “order” to all. In the intellectual realm he 
does this without so much as a reference to his own Christ. Those of the study section at 
the 1958 convocation who said that in the realm of “creation” the Christian and the non-
Christian can cooperate without any reference to their religious differences were not 
wrong. That is, they were not wrong because, together with Poteat, they assumed that the 
realm of necessity is not subject to their Christ. He is not really the creator of the “realm 
of creation” at all. And God the Father is in none but a Pickwickian sense the providential 
controller of this realm. 

If therefore the “free” man, as Poteat portrays him, introduces his Christ at all, this 
Christ comes too late to be of any use as an intellectual unifying center of any college 
curriculum. 

Even in the ethical or practical realm this Christ is only an intellectual construct of the 
self that has done without him in the realm of necessity. The perspicuity or clarity of 
God’s revelation to man through Christ was a cardinal doctrine of the Reformation. It 
was stoutly maintained by the Reformers against Romanism. And why? Roman Catholic 
thinking had done what Poteat says all Christian thinking must do, namely made peace 
with the method of Greek philosophy. 

The Greek philosophers had given an interpretation of God’s revelation to man in the 
cosmos. Poteat assumes, as Romanism assumed, that this interpretation of revelation on 
the part of Greek philosophy is virtually identical with God’s manifestation itself. He 
even asserts that the entire problem of the relation of Christianity to culture consists in 
relating the essentially true interpretation of “nature” given by the Greeks to the 
“revelation” of Christ in Scripture. He asks rhetorically how there can be any disharmony 
between the revelation of God the Father and God the Son. The Reformers would reply 
that there is no difference there but that for this very reason there cannot but be an 
unreconcilable difference between the misinterpretation of “nature” given by sinful man 
and the revelation of God in Christ. Poteat’s own statement to the effect that without 
Christ men can think of only such a God as has a negative relation to the world shows 
that the approach of Greek philosophy cannot be harmonized with the approach of 
Christianity. 

How can it be the essence of the problem of Christianity and culture to show that we 
can and must believe both in God the Father, who is only an abstract formal principle and 
is negatively related to a cosmos, and in God the Son, who is positively related to the 
world as redeemer? It is only if we thus make a false contrast between the Father and the 
Son that we must have a “practical” rather than a theoretical unification of languages. 
Where, on this basis, is there any field for the operation of logic at all except in formal 
exercise? 

For the moment, however, we are concerned to indicate that to sharply set off the 
realm of freedom from that of necessity is not to make “room for faith.” Poteat is denying 
Protestant Christians their right to believe in Christ. By means of his own Christ he is 



taking away the Christ of Luther, of Calvin, and of the Protestant creeds. The Christ of 
Luther and Calvin can be unmistakably identified in history. The “realm of necessity” is 
itself a manifestation of the fact that by him all things were created and still consist. The 
Christ of Luther and Calvin spoke plainly to men through the Old Testament. This Christ 
revealed the Father as, from the beginning, positively related to men in creation, and in 
the covenant. It was against this Christ that men knew they had sinned. It was this Christ 
who came into the world to redeem men from sin. He sent his Spirit to direct his servants, 
the apostles, into the clear interpretation of the meaning of his work. Hence the Protestant 
doctrine of the perspicuity of Scripture. 

None of the Reformers claimed that their own interpretation of the Scriptures was 
infallible. Nor did they rest their idea of the clarity of the revelation of God in Christ 
upon their own ability to fathom the mystery of God’s being. On the contrary, their 
doctrine of the clarity of revelation rested upon their conviction that God need not be 
known comprehensively to be known truly. Their belief was that human knowledge is 
analogical to God’s knowledge. But they based their idea of analogical knowledge upon 
the biblical idea that man is created in the image of God. 

This they did over against Romanism. The Romanist doctrine of analogical 
knowledge is based primarily upon the Aristotelian doctrine of analogical being. On this 
view the distinction between God, the Creator, and man, the creature, is not basic to and 
determinative of the idea of human knowledge. For in being as analogical, there is, on the 
one hand, the idea of pure non-being and equivocism and, on the other hand, the idea of 
pure being and univocism. Equivocism and univocism are then “somehow” made 
correlative to one another. 

On this basis there could be no clear and direct revelation of God to man. On this 
basis the intellectual enterprise of man is inherently ambiguous. And, accordingly, man is 
not to blame if he does not find the truth. The fault lies with “God,” and with “Christ,” 
who did not clearly reveal himself. 

It is this idea of an imbedded, irremovable ambiguity in the relation between God and 
man that Poteat, following Kant, now assumes in his analysis of the “Christ-event.” And 
it is rationalism of the purest water to say in effect that God in Christ cannot clearly 
manifest or reveal himself in “the realm of necessity.” It is not to insist on true humility 
on the part of man to say that he cannot conceptually know anything of God. Nor is it 
evidence of true humility to insist, by a priori reasoning, that we can know no Christ 
against whom we have sinned and by whom we have been redeemed. To say or assume 
such positions is to assume that man can, in effect, make a universal negative proposition 
about all reality, including both God and man. It is, at the same time, to place the human 
self in a vacuum. It is to isolate the conscience of man from his cultural task. So far from 
furnishing a foundation for ethics, it takes away such a foundation entirely. 

We cannot but think, therefore, that the whole problematics as formulated by Poteat 
when he seeks to relate event-in-sense-one to event-in-sense-two and then introduces 
event-in-sense-three as a unifying factor is basically destructive both of Christianity and 
of culture. Poteat cannot show how any event in any of his series is intelligibly related to 
any other event in the same series. Nor can he show how any event in one series can be 
intelligently related to any event in another series. His “Jesus of history” is simply 
enmeshed in the “realm of necessity,” the necessity of which is relieved only by an 
admixture of Chance. If such a “realm of necessity” were knowable, then the event “Jesus 



of history” would be in no sense different from all other events of the same series. His 
Christ, as experienced in the “realm of freedom” could not be known by mediation 
through “the realm of necessity.” If the “apostles at first hand” had an experience of this 
Christ, this could mean nothing to us. The apostolic kerygma would be at most echoed 
back to themselves. But even the “apostles at first hand” could experience no other Christ 
than one of their own projection. If he were more than that, he would be wholly unknown 
to them. Thus the “practical unification of languages” turns into an irrationally founded, 
religious rejection of the Christ of the Reformation. 

 

4. The Basis of Christian Scholarship 
 
It may now be observed that our criticism of the position of Poteat is basically the 

same as our criticism of the position of Williams. We appreciate the epistemological 
precision that both of these men have sought to give to the “Christ” so uncritically 
accepted by so many of their colleagues. But not even the greatest epistemological 
precision can lead to a basically intelligible view of Christ, so long as this Christ is 
himself interpreted in terms of man who is first assumed to be intelligible to himself 
without this Christ. A Christ who is not the presupposition of the intelligibility of both the 
“realm of freedom” and the “realm of necessity” and of their relationship to one another, 
cannot serve as a principle of unification of what is taught in the college curriculum. 

Let us go back also to the members of the study section of the convocation of 1958. 
When they, and others writing in The Christian Scholar, assure us that in presenting 
Christ to their colleagues as a unifying center for all branches of learning, they make no 
pretense of speaking in terms of an infallible authority, and are by all means ready to be 
scientific in their approach to their own Christ as well as to all other subjects, we would 
invite them to look into the foundations of their religious assumptions. 

What is this foundation? It is the autonomy of the “free” man, and his intelligibility to 
himself without any Christ who is really Lord of all. And with this goes the idea of a 
universe that is not created and providentially controlled in any sense that the Reformers 
would recognize as biblical. That is to say, the Christ of the modern theological revival, 
as well as the Christ of Schleiermacher and Ritschl, must operate in a vacuum. 

Assuming this ultimate irrationalism, the modern theologians, at the same time, 
assume an ultimate rationalism. By their logic they legislate for reality in such a way that 
only such a God and such a Christ is allowed to exist as cannot reveal his identity in any 
unambiguous way to men. All this is done on the ultimate and infallible authority of the 
“free” man, who himself, if he had enough internal coherence to say I, operates in a 
vacuum of pure Chance. 

It thus appears that the Christian scholar of the modern ecumenical movement is 
really only the American scholar of Emerson in a new guise and new role. The Christian 
scholar of the ecumenical movement has a religious mission. His task is to influence and 
control American educational institutions in the name of his Christ. But it is not the 
Christ of Scriptures he presents. It is a Christ that is a projection of his own would-be 
self-consciousness. And herein lies his basic similarity to the American scholar of 
Emerson. 

 



A. The American Scholar 
 
Says Emerson: “The one thing in the world of value is the active soul. This every man 

is entitled to; this every man contains within him, although in almost all men obstructed 
and as yet unborn. The soul active sees absolute truth and utters truth, or creates. In this 
action it is genius; not the privilege of here and there a favorite, but the sound estate of 
every man. In its essence it is progressive.” 1 “Free should the scholar be—free and brave. 
Free even to the definition of freedom, ‘without any hindrance that does not arise out of 
his own constitution.’ ” 2  

Here is the starting-point of the American scholar. Here too is the starting-point of the 
Christian scholar. Emerson said that if a single man will “plant himself indomitably on 
his instincts and there abide, the huge world will come round to him.’’ 3 The Christian 
scholar is more “humble.” He would have the whole world of education come around to 
his Christ, not to himself. But his Christ is his own projection, nothing more. His Christ is 
the transcendental self, that is all. 

Said Emerson, “Jesus Christ belonged to the true race of prophets. He saw with open 
eye the mystery of the soul.… Alone in all history he estimated the greatness of man. One 
man was true to what is in you and me. He saw that God incarnates Himself in man and 
evermore goes forth anew to take possession of His world. He said, in this jubilee of 
emotion, ‘I am divine. Through me, God acts; through me, speaks.’ ” 4 The Christian 
scholar would also make his Christ say: “Through me, God acts; through me God 
speaks.” But in the case of the Christian scholar no less than in that of the American it 
would be the soul acting and speaking through its constructed Christ for its own 
redemption, i.e., activation. 

Said Emerson, “Yourself a newborn bard of the Holy Ghost, cast behind you all 
conformity and acquaint men at first hand with Deity.” 5 The Christian scholar projects 
the Holy Ghost as he projects the Christ, reducing both to the same limiting concept, in 
order thus to acquaint men with deity proceeding from himself. 

In one point the Christian scholar seems to stand at the opposite pole to that of the 
American scholar. “Whoso would be a man must be an nonconformist,” said Emerson. 6 
Now the Christian scholar, under the aegis of the ecumenical movement by all means 
wants conformity. He wants all men to organize their whole life and culture by means of 
his projected Christ-ideal. 

But the difference at this point is not basic. The non-conformist today is the believer 
in the Christ of Luther and Calvin. He is the unreconstructed sectarian. He continues to 
hold that man’s whole self must be interpreted by Christ and in terms of Christ as Christ 
identifies himself by his Spirit in His Word. And Emerson would be as anxious to keep 
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this sort of non-conformity at arm’s length as the ecumenical movement is anxious to 
keep him out of the “larger church” and the educational institutions of the land. 

Said Emerson, “Historical Christianity has fallen into the error that corrupts all 
attempts to communicate religion.” Only “that which shows God in me fortifies me.” 7 
“Men have come to speak of the revelation as somewhat long ago given and done, as if 
God were dead.” 8 For the Christian scholar, too, only a Christ who is not mediated by the 
events of the realm of necessity, a Christ who elicits from man what is already within 
him, is a Christ that lives. 

Said Emerson, “There is one mind common to all individual men. Every man is an 
inlet to the same and to all of the same.” “Of the works of this mind history is the 
record.” 9 It is this universal nature which gives worth to particular men and things. “All 
laws derive hence their ultimate reason; all express more or less distinctly some 
command of this supreme, illimitable essence.” 10 In the light of the “two facts, namely, 
that the mind is One, and that nature is its correlative, history is to be read and written.” 11  

 
B. The American Scholar Baptized 

 
There is nothing in this Faustian rhapsody on the self-sufficient, all-controlling free 

man to which the Christian scholar cannot subscribe if only the name of Christ is given to 
the “Soul” of Emerson. To be sure, the Christian scholar has more respect for science 
than Emerson did. But this greater respect for science makes his Christ all the more a 
romantic figure. If science is said to deal with the realm of causation, and ethics, or 
religion, is said to deal with the realm of freedom, there can be no logical reason for a 
hierarchy of values with the Christ-event at the top. But then “with consistency a great 
soul has simply nothing to do.” “Trust your emotion.” If you do, then you can still 
construct your pyramid and pin up a Christ who symbolizes “spiritual values” as 
“somehow” above the realm of science. 

Commitment to such a Christ will not disqualify the Christian scholar in the eyes of 
his secular colleagues. When he speaks to them of the “central fact of Revelation” the 
Christian scholar does not mean to withdraw his Christ from examination in terms that he 
and his non-Christian have in common. “Clearly our Christian faith,” says Sir Walter 
Moberly, “should be the unifying principle and the supreme motive force of all our main 
activities.” 12 But “if we are to attempt any creative job, we must be ‘in form.’... A more 
or less dutiful conformity with an inherited pattern of thinking, living and worshipping is 
a wretchedly inadequate equipment for any initiative in ‘Christianizing’ the university.” 13 
Rather than come forward with his unreconstructed sectarian views the Christian scholar 
seeks gradually to induce respect for “Christian values.” Christian scholars “should 
ascertain what is the greatest measure of ‘christianization’ which will commend itself to 

                                                
 7 “Divinity School Address,” in Blau, op. cit., p. 594 f. 
 8 Ibid., p. 596. 
 9 “History,” in Emerson, op. cit., p. 3. 
 10 Ibid., p. 5 f. 
 11 Ibid., p. 38. 
 12 The Crisis in the University (London, 1949), p. 308. 
 13 Ibid., p. 309. 



non-Christian colleagues without whose genuine and unforced co-operation nothing can 
rightly be done.” 14  

Surely a Christ conceived as the apex of a romantically conceived hierarchy of 
“Christian values” built by the free man of Immanuel Kant will offend no one. And he 
will be of no help. On the contrary, when built into the educational institutions of the land 
as well as preached in the ecumenical church he will deceive men into thinking that they 
are at peace with God while in reality the wrath of God still rests upon them. 

The only Christ who can save man, man and his culture, is the Christ who is the 
Christ of Luther and of Calvin, the Christ by whom all things consist, the Christ who 
identified himself in this world and saved men from the wrath to come.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

                                                
 14 Ibid., p. 310. 



Appendix 1: The Education Of Man—A Divinely 
Ordained Need 1  

 
There is perhaps no concept underlying our system of education better fitted to bring 

out the distinctive character of Christian education than the concept of creation. Not as 
though our concept of creation is the most basic concept of our system of education; the 
most basic concept of all is our concept of God. But our notion of creation affords a more 
readily available testing point than the notion of God. Creation has more directly to do 
with ourselves. It has to do with the universe that is visible. And as such it offers a ready 
target of attack for the enemy. The attacks on creation have been more direct and more 
self-conscious than the attacks on God. If one defends the notion of creation he is directly 
regarded as defending something that very few will defend today. 

Again, the creation idea when seen to be the presupposition of the covenant idea 
brings out the distinctiveness of the Reformed view of education. There are many who, 
believing the Bible from cover to cover, also believe in creation. They are even quite 
ready to defend the creation idea against the evolution idea. Yet their fight is ofttimes in 
the interest of soteriology only. They know that salvation through Christ presupposes 
creation by God. But they see no need of fighting for the creation concept in order to 
assure a foundation for a genuine Christian culture. Since they have no eye for the 
meaning of the covenant, their interest in maintaining the Biblical idea of creation is 
unbiblically narrow. Accordingly, as a corrective to this narrowly evangelical tendency 
we must defend creation as the very presupposition of the covenant. Then only will it 
bring out and give a foundation to the distinctiveness of our Reformed system of 
covenant education. 

We find in the idea of creation a divine ordinance for education. An ordinance for 
Christian education we usually seek and find in direct commandments of God to his 
people as they are recorded in the Scriptures. Or, more basically, we see such an 
ordinance to be involved in the covenant idea. Now, if possible more basically again, we 
are to find such an ordinance in the very notion of creation. And this is the right order of 
seeking for an ordinance of God for education. Direct commandments of God with 
respect to education are really no more than explications of the covenant idea. And the 
covenant idea is but a compressed statement of the educational principle involved in the 
idea of creation. When thus the direct commands of God are seen to be based upon the 
covenant and the covenant is seen to be based upon creation there will be a proportionate 
increase in the conviction of the justice and necessity of our educational program. 

But what, then, do we mean by education? Education is implication into God’s 
interpretation. No narrow intellectualism is implied in this definition. To think God’s 
thoughts after him, to dedicate the universe to its Maker, and to be the vice-regent of the 
Ruler of all things; this is man’s task. Man is prophet, priest, and king. It is this view of 
education that is involved in and demanded by the idea of creation. 

It may be charged that we are at the outset arbitrarily setting up a certain theory of 
education and a certain theory of creation and then mechanically patching them together. 
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Now we would grant not only but strongly affirm that certain theories of creation and 
certain theories of education stand or fall together. One of our chief interests is to see 
clearly this very fact. All too loosely are the terms creation and education bandied about. 
In the mouths of different men these terms may have any of several mutually exclusive 
connotations. We must know definitely what we mean by creation, what we mean by 
education, and why a certain view of education is involved in a certain view of creation. 
And then as to the charge of starting dogmatically we would only urge that this charge 
itself is based upon the dogmatically assumed position of neutrality. If the charge of 
dogmatism is to be hurled at us before we fairly get under way we reserve the school-
boy’s right to say, “You did it, too.” Perhaps neither of us can be neutral. At any rate, we 
state boldly first and defend afterwards. 

Our method will, in fact, be purposely apologetic. That Christian instruction is based 
upon the Scriptures we know. That Christian instruction is involved in the covenant idea 
we also know. That Christian instruction is involved in the idea of creation we also, 
though perhaps less clearly, understand. But to defend Christian instruction against those 
of the contrary part is no easy task. Perhaps it will be a somewhat easier task if we see 
more clearly the relation between Christian education and the notion of creation. Perhaps 
we have tried to justify our educational policy by pointing to its fruits. But these fruits are 
not always of the best. Moreover, you can point to external things and things for this life 
only. Perhaps we are hastily trying to improve our buildings and general technique in 
order to come up to public educational standards. But that race is hopeless and again 
pertains to externals alone. The final apologetic for Christian education must show that 
Christian education is involved in the covenant, that the covenant is involved in creation, 
that creation is involved in the idea of God and that without God man’s life and 
experience would be entirely meaningless. In the last analysis we need more than 
anything else an immovable assurance of the truth of the principle on which we base our 
educational policy. With this in mind we try to prove that whatever difficulties may be 
involved in our view of education it is the only view that is reasonable for man to take. 

We shall, in order to establish our position that in creation there is a divine ordinance 
for education, spend a large part of our time in reviewing the various philosophies of 
education in order to show that none of them, save the Christian theistic philosophy of 
education, has any divine ordinance, in fact, any ordinance, any reason for its educational 
policy at all. Our contention will not be that there are no intellectual difficulties in our 
philosophy of education. There most surely are such difficulties. These difficulties are 
many and great. But there is no philosophy of education that has no difficulties. Hence it 
will not do, as was the easy custom of the rationalism of the eighteenth century, to cast 
the Christian theistic philosophy overboard because there were very patent intellectual 
difficulties involved in it. Nor, on the other hand, is it sufficient in order to defend the 
Christian theistic philosophy of education to show that it has less, or at least, no more 
difficulties with which to contend than other philosophies of education. It is too late in 
the day of speculative thought for any one to attempt to present a philosophy of education 
not well loaded with intellectual difficulties. The question is now one of to be or not to 
be. Is there any philosophy of education that can stand at all? Is there any such 
philosophy that does not reduce the whole of educational policy and procedure to a 
meaningless march from the inane to the void? We believe there is one and one only, 
namely, the Christian theistic philosophy of education. We do not now discuss how we 



have pedagogically received our view of education. Of course we have received it from 
parents and teachers, just as every human being receives his general philosophy from his 
forebears. But the question is, now that we have to assume the responsibility of 
educators, whether we would still continue to hold to that which we have received on 
authority when we were children. We would have to reject our views if the criticisms of 
others would make it clear to us that our views are unreasonable for a human being to 
hold. But if our investigation proves to us that it is unreasonable to hold to any other 
view, we are strengthened in the conviction of reasonableness of our own. 

Our apologetic can, accordingly, afford to use no time for details. There is ofttimes 
need for detail apologetic, but detail apologetic must always be fully conscious of its 
subordinate position. In the argument for and against organic evolution this is sometimes 
forgotten. The fight on this sector of the front is sometimes waged in such a manner as 
though the issue could be settled at this place alone and once for all. So also men 
sometimes fight about the trustworthiness of the Scripture as though the next move of 
someone’s spade in Palestine could determine everything. Facts, to be sure, are stubborn 
things, but facts must be interpreted. The philosophy assumed by evolutionists is a far 
more dangerous thing than the evidence that they bring. So also with the so-called facts 
of psychology and anthropology that have a bearing upon education. These facts, too, 
must be interpreted. And interpreted they are. Now all facts are interpreted in either of 
two ways. Men are either Theists or Anti-theists. The whole battle about facts is a mad 
scramble between these two kinds of philosophers. So every philosophy of education, 
too, is theistic or anti-theistic. It is on the major issue between Theism and Anti-theism 
that educational philosophies should meet. 

The anti-theistic philosophy assumes a myriad of forms. Yet this multiformity should 
not deceive us. All forms of Anti-theism reveal a common hatred for the theistic doctrine 
of creation. If a Theism is Theism indeed, with the notion of God as an absolute self-
conscious personality as its determining concept, it can depend upon firm and persistent 
opposition from all varieties of Anti-theism, however much they may propose organic 
union. 

Thus the range and sweep of our apologetic for Christian education begins to assume 
form and shape. To show that Christian education is based upon the notion of creation, 
that this notion of creation in turn is an inseparable part of the whole theistic philosophy 
of life and that this philosophy of life is the most reasonable for man to take because all 
others reduce experience to something void of significance, such will be our effort. 

Our Christian education is based upon the notion of a temporal creation. There are 
many who incorporate the concept of creation into their system of thought but who mean 
by creation nothing more than logical dependence. Now, whatever creation may mean for 
someone else, for the Christian educator creation definitely implies that time and space 
do not exist in the same way for God as they exist for man. This fact will appear more 
clearly later. Suffice it here to indicate that here lies the pivotal point of difference 
between Theists and Anti-theists. Theism says that man is subject to the categories of 
space and time while God is not. Every variety of Anti-theism says that space and time, if 
they are real, exist for God, if God is real, in the same way that they exist for man. 

In the literature that deals with the problem of creation at all, such phrases as “the 
nature of thought” and “the nature of Reality” recur again and again. The assumption of 
such statements is that all thought and all reality, whether divine or human is subject to 



the same laws and limitations. Whether or not God can be personal is determined for 
example, by asking whether thought, that is, thought per se, can allow for the conception 
of absolute personality. That God cannot be absolute is sometimes deduced from the 
“fact” that all thought is relative. The only thing really known is that human thought is 
relative, but the assumption is made that divine thought must also be. 

It is all-important to see that the opposition to the doctrine of creation and Theism in 
general is based upon this colossal assumption. If this assumption stands, the Christian 
schools must fall, but if this assumption falls, the Christian schools can stand. 

If now one keeps clearly in mind this assumption of the identity of nature between 
human and divine thought, it will readily be understood why the idea of temporal creation 
must bear so much of the brunt of anti-theistic attack. Temporal creation implies the very 
denial of that assumption. Creation implies that God’s thought alone is original and 
absolute, while human thought is derivative and finite. Creation implies that finite 
personality has been brought forth by absolute personality. Hence absolute personality 
could and did eternally exist in selfdependence with absolute self-interpretative power. 
Hence finite personality would have to look up to absolute personality as its pattern but 
could never set the ideal of absolute comprehension for itself. Finite personality must 
believe that complete comprehensive interpretation exists in absolute personality basis for 
man’s interpretation as far as that interpretation goes. If one denies temporal creation, one 
must deny all that is implied in it. 

The chief implication of temporal creation, the one most obnoxious to the anti-theistic 
assumption of the identity of the nature of all thought, is the implication that man can 
never claim intellectual comprehension as an ideal for himself. It is plain that if there is to 
be rationality anywhere there must be absolute rationality somewhere. If this were not so, 
rationality would float upon irrationality. If, then, human thought is identical in nature 
with divine thought, man must hold that complete comprehension of interpretation is a 
reasonable demand for him to make. If man’s thoughts are not subject to greater 
limitations than God’s thoughts, there is no reason why man should not eventually, if not 
now, understand all things; the unknowable is for him reduced to the unknown. Unless 
man makes the bold claim of essential comprehensibility for himself, he cannot be certain 
but that somewhere in the Universe a God exists whose thoughts are self-dependent or 
absolute, and who will therefore shatter the very assumption on which man had made his 
claims. No god must be left who will be able to tell of the slaughter of the gods. 

Accordingly man must reject every view of creation that is not comprehensible to 
him. He must reject any view of creation that involves a qualitative difference between 
God and man. It is not the evidence of modern evolutionary theory that has made the 
notion of special creation disrespectful, but it is the colossal assumption of all anti-
theistic thought that has forced men, irrespective of facts, to deny the possibility of 
creation. 

The argument most frequently used against the possibility of creation readily betrays 
itself to be but the explication of the anti-theistic assumption spoken of. We are told that 
a God who was absolute or self-sufficient would not create the universe we are familiar 
with because he would have no need of it and it could have no meaning of its own. The 
only God that can possibly exist, now that this universe is here, is a finite God and a finite 
God could not create the whole spatial-temporal universe. The argument restated runs 
thus: We cannot understand how a universe created by an absolute God can have 



meaning at all, and therefore no absolute God has created it. Or, our thought cannot exist 
independently of the spatial-temporal universe, hence an absolute God has created it. The 
assumption of the argument clearly is that since our thought is not absolute, God’s 
thought cannot be; God’s thought must be identical in nature with ours. 

But the attack on the creation doctrine has not always been so explicit. The conflict 
between Theism and Anti-theism has gradually become more self-conscious and 
outspoken. And an outspoken enemy is not the most dangerous enemy. It is the mask of 
friendliness toward the creation idea assumed by many anti-theistic philosophies that has 
always been and is now most dangerous of all. We must therefore trace some of the 
forms anti-theistic educational philosophy has taken in order to learn to recognize it even 
under cover. 

Plato’s Republic is even today considered to be a classic of educational philosophy. 
No better illustration of anti-theistic education could be taken. His philosophy is typical. 
In his philosophy no attempt could yet be made to intertwine Christian and pagan motifs. 

In Plato’s philosophy there is, strange to say, an overemphasis on the timeless or 
eternal. Is this possible judging from the theistic point of view? Yes, it is. Overemphasis 
on the eternity of God is impossible. But the overemphasis appears when man is made 
eternal as well as God. So modernism today speaks much of the divinity of Christ, but 
also speaks of the divinity of man without realizing, unless dishonest, that it has thus 
necessarily changed the meaning of the term divinity when applied to Christ. 

For Plato nothing is truly real unless it be eternal. The whole visible world is only 
faintly real in so far as it, somehow, partakes of the eternity of the invisible world of 
ideas. Man’s soul is more real than his body because more of eternity dwells in the 
immaterial soul than possibly could dwell in the material body. Time itself is real in so 
far as it is a “moving image of eternity.” And space as the matrix from which all visible 
things derive is itself somehow eternal. It will appear that Plato has begun, with the anti-
theistic assumption of the identity of nature of all thought, human and divine. His 
standard of Reality is an abstract principle, a principle of thought per se, that is assumed 
to exist apart from God. God is real in so far as he can live up to this principle. The 
Universe, at least the Ideal Universe, exists apart from God. God falls within the 
universe. Man, because somehow he partakes of this eternal principle, can determine all 
this with respect to God. It is this assumed rationalism that determines all of Plato’s 
thought. 

Some corollaries following from Plato’s chief assumption we must note. In the first 
place principle is raised to a metaphysical status higher than that of personality. This 
elevation of principle above personality in the realm of reality must follow if one starts 
with an abstract principle in the field of thought or knowledge. God must be a dependent 
personality once the Platonic rationalism be one’s starting point. Once abstract thought as 
a principle is accepted as the Umpire between God and man, God must be dependent 
because the Umpire must be higher than both God and man. Secondly, on the basis of the 
Platonic assumption one cannot speak of a temporal creation. God is within the Universe, 
and the Universe to be real must be eternal. It is this Platonic rationalism that has 
constantly been and is today the real source of opposition to the idea of temporal creation. 

It is well that we see just what the Platonic conception of knowledge and reality 
implies, for the interpretation of reality. In the Platonic philosophy interpretation 
becomes a cooperative enterprise between God and man. It is true that Plato honors God 



by lifting him to a rather high place in the Universe. It is also true that Plato sometimes 
seeks in revelation for a solution of the problems with which he wrestles. But these facts 
do not qualify our statement that interpretation is for Plato no more than a cooperative 
affair. Man, though said to be created by God, had to be fashioned according to principles 
of goodness, truth and beauty existing independently of God, out of material once more 
existing independently of God. Accordingly, man was really more dependent upon these 
abstract principles and the independent material than upon God. Thus man did not need 
to live by revelation only. He could live first of all by the embodiment of the principles of 
goodness, truth and beauty; he could be a rationalist. He could, when unsuccessful in 
interpretation, ask God whether he, embracing somehow somewhat more of these 
principles, had any information on the matter in hand. But both God and man were 
dependent upon principles higher than themselves. Neither of them was the source of 
principle; both were embodiments of principle. There were areas of the unknown and 
unknowable for both God and man; they were wrestlers with Truth, both of them. Of 
course there could, on such a basis, be no divine ordinance for anything in the absolute 
sense of the term. There was no real authority of God over man. Both God and man 
needed education. One could really speak as well of a human ordinance for divine 
education as of a divine ordinance for human education. 

Then, further, the cooperation between God and man may not be permanent. 
Cooperation of equals presupposes the independence of each member of the corporation. 
As long as all things go harmoniously, cooperation may continue. But is harmony, 
continued harmony, possible when there is a plurality of minds? It might be, we shall say, 
if both God and man were fully controlled by (because complete embodiments of the 
principles of goodness) truth and beauty. Sorry to say, these principles were not all-
pervasive in the Universe. They could not be in a world of space and time. Plurality itself 
involves evil for Plato because no member of the plurality can be comprehensive. There 
must be identity if there is to be harmony. Accordingly it could not be otherwise than that 
man must ofttimes differ from God on the matter of interpretation. And what could man 
do otherwise in such a case than follow his own honest convictions? Man, if rationalistic 
at the outset, must remain so to the end. Cooperative interpretation is really independent 
interpretation. 

So man interprets Reality for himself. He must even determine just what place God 
occupies in the Universe. We will observe that Plato’s view is identical with that of Eve 
in Paradise. Eve also elevated principles of right above God, and proceeded to determine 
for herself according to these principles what God’s place was in the Universe and what 
He could or could not do. Thus we learn to identify the Platonic assumption with the sin 
of man, the original and controlling sin of man. Thus we also understand what is meant 
by anti-theistic thought. 

Anti-theistic thought, because of its initial assumption, must deny God. It must deny 
the possibility of the creation of perfect though finite beings. It must deny creation per se. 
It must deny the meaning of history if God exists. Not because of difficulties involved in 
the theistic view of God—and creation is Theism rejected—but because it is at the outset 
assumed to be wrong. 

Once this fact, that all of anti-theistic thought is based upon one colossal assumption, 
is clearly seen we are not so easily tempted to yield to its siren song of open-mindedness, 
neutrality and progress. Especially if we seen in addition that of all men Anti-theists have 



no right to make any assumptions. Theism was altogether based upon the assumption or 
presupposition of an absolute self-conscious God. They would have none of such 
presuppositions but begin to investigate for themselves. Thus we must needs ask them to 
be true to their starting point and we are not so ready to accept their conclusions once we 
see that the whole fabric of their thought is built upon one great assumption. We simply 
ask the Anti-theist which assumption seems more reasonable to make for finite time-
dependent man, the assumption of an absolute God or the assumption of an absolute man. 

Which assumption is more reasonable? By their fruits ye shall know them. Theism 
was rejected, according to those who rejected it, because of great intellectual difficulties 
involved in its concepts. We would reject Anti-theism in turn because it reduces all 
human experience and the whole of history to a meaningless something. If there be no 
absolute God, Himself the ultimate, eternal Reality and as such the creator of the space-
time Universe, there will not be any interpretation at all. There is then no unity to furnish 
any meaning to plurality. An ultimate plurality without an equally ultimate unity shatters 
all interpretation. The only basis of unity offered by Anti-theism is that of a principle 
apart from personality, and a principle apart from personality can be no more than an 
abstract universal. Such an abstract universal has no comprehension because it has no 
existence of itself and therefore can furnish no basis of comprehension and interpretation 
for others. Antitheism is based upon an assumption to which it has no right and which 
leads it to self-annihilation. 

We have dwelt thus long upon Plato because his thought as a whole and his 
philosophy of education in particular is typical of all that we see and hear round about us 
today. Modern philosophy has often tried the impossible in seeking to combine Christian 
Theism with Platonic thought. Consequently we have with us many hybrid philosophies 
that easily deceive by their apparent similarity to Theism. On the other hand the 
opposition to Theism that was chiefly implicit in ancient times has become more explicit 
now. What were assumptions then are raised to first principles now. 

This increase in self-consciousness in general is particularly true with the Platonic 
assumption of the identity of nature of all thought divine and human. Kant has raised this 
assumption to the position of the master principle of modern philosophy. Herein lay his 
Copernican revolution, although the really Copernican revolution was originally 
accomplished by Eve. According to Kant thought is creatively constructive. That is, all 
thought is creatively constructive, human as well as divine. That is real and is true which 
is in accordance with the laws of thought, and that is unreal and untrue which is not in 
accordance with the laws of thought. Such is Kant’s contention. We see the same 
elevation of the abstract principle of thought to the highest possible metaphysical and 
epistemological status that we observed in Plato. We see now a more clearly avowed 
emphasis on man’s equal originality with God. We see now a greater stress upon 
comprehensibility to man as a test of truth. Plato would, when pressed, make a desperate, 
can-do no-harm appeal to Revelation, but Kant has put away such childish things. He 
cannot accept anything from a Beyond. Nothing that finds no immediate response in and 
recognition by the laws of thought working in man’s mind can be accepted. To do so 
would be to deny that human thought is creative. It is not only in the field of morality that 
Kant has declared man’s independence. His independent morality is but the logical 
conclusion in one direction of the principle of the creativity of thought. This principle 
must work in every direction. Man, if creative, is altogether independent. 



We do not expect that creation shall receive honorable mention from Kant, if human 
thought itself is essentially creative how could it be created? Human thought, if created, 
would be primarily receptive and only secondarily creative. But for Kant human thought 
is primarily creative and therefore not created. Again, creation implies that God’s thought 
alone is absolutely and originally creative. This original and exclusive creativity on the 
part of God is denied by Kant. God is creative to be sure, but so is man. And, really, 
God’s creativity is not only limited by man’s equal creativity but by law’s independence. 
The God of Theism is bowed out with thanks for past services and another god is ushered 
in to do watchdog duty by the side of law. 

It is this master principle of the creativity of human thought that holds in its grip with 
unquestioned predominance all modern philosophy in general and all modern philosophy 
of education in particular. It is against this master principle as the heart of anti-theistic 
educational policy that alone we fight. Fight not against anyone great nor small but 
against this king alone. Unmask this king! Take away his royal robe of boasted 
neutrality! Remove the plumes of principle and but an ugly assumption remains. Once 
this is done the theistic hosts need fear no longer. 

But this exposure is not always easy. By skillful manipulation modern Idealism has 
taken Christian theistic phraseology into its system though loading down each term with 
a content utterly foreign to its habits. Modern Idealism is the elder son of the parable 
professing faithfulness to the father but alienated from the father in his heart. Idealism 
speaks much of “creation,” but by “creation” it means no more than logical dependence. 
And God is logically dependent upon man as well as man is logically dependent upon 
God. Hence one could speak of the creation of God about as well as of the creation of 
man. It is this that makes modern Idealism so dangerous to Christian Theism. It has 
taught modernism the art of putting new wine into old bottles without changing the 
labels. When Modernism speaks much of the beautiful Ideals to which Jesus devoted his 
life, it conceives of these Ideals as existing independently of God as well as of existing 
independently of Jesus and as such Modernism is not only anti-Christian, but anti-theistic 
as well. As long as Idealism and Modernism will not forsake the Kantian-Platonic 
assumption of the essential creativity of human thought no Theist can afford to raise the 
flag of peace. 

But we must bring the action of the Platonic-Kantian somewhat more definitely down 
to date and in direct contact with educational policy today. “Pragmatism” is in the air. 
John Dewey controls education today. It is evolution with which we struggle. Why not 
speak of them instead of spending so much time on Plato of pre-Christian times? So you 
might say. Yet I am persuaded that one can in no way deal satisfactorily with J. Dewey, 
with Pragmatism and with Evolution unless one has dealt with Plato and Kant. All that 
Pragmatism has done is to work out the Platonic-Kantian assumption in a particular and 
perhaps most logically consistent direction. We have already seen that since anti-theistic 
creationalism had to deny creation, two and only two possible ways were open to it. The 
first was that of making all reality eternal, the second was that of making all reality 
temporal. Plato and modern Idealism have tried the former and modern Idealism has 
perforce begun to admit that it has run into a cul de sac. Time is too real, at least the 
illusion of time is too real to be long denied. And since, by hypothesis, God and man are 
subject to the same laws in the same way, it follows that if man can no longer breath in 
the rarefied air of the eternal and must come down to the valleys of time and space, God 



will have to come down with him. Pragmatism has therefore followed the second road as 
the only alternative to making all reality eternal; it has said that all reality is temporal. It 
has said, and said logically, that if Kant was right in saying that human thought is 
essentially creative, and man is a temporally conditioned being, then all reality is on the 
move. Orthodox Idealism has tried to exercise this Galileo of Pragmatism, but under his 
breath he said, “It does move, nevertheless.” Nothing could stop the force of logic. If Eve 
was right Plato was right, if Plato was right Kant was right, and if Kant was right John 
Dewey is right, and if John Dewey is right the anti-Christian, anti-theistic system of 
education is right. 

Strange to say, however, even Pragmatism has not altogether rejected theistic-
Christian terminology. The “creation” idea in particular, has not been discarded. Bergson 
speaks of “creative evolution.” He thinks that he has made genuine room for creation 
once he has opposed mechanism and materialism, just as Kant thought he had made 
genuine room for religion and God just because he opposed a particular excrescence of 
Rationalism. But what can “creation” mean apart from God? For Bergson the Void is 
God. Bare possibility as a shoreless and bottomless ocean envelopes the little speck of 
reality under our feet. Similarly S. Alexander speaks of Space, Time and Deity. Deity is 
for him an ideal that a space-time originated humanity has somehow cast out as an anchor 
to an invisible sky. God is created as well as man and of the two man appears earlier 
upon the screen. Here is the climax of the Platonic-Kantian principle. God has completely 
made the rounds. Instead of the creator of the universe, he is created by the Universe. He 
is to be an Omega without an Alpha. 

Can education or interpretation on this basis appeal to God for its ordinance for a 
raison d’etre? Very clearly not. Man will not implicate himself into God’s interpretation. 
Such interpretation no longer exists. If there is to be any warrant, ordinance or reason for 
man’s educational policy it must lie in man himself. It is the apotheosis, the number of 
man. 

But just here comes the difficulty. We have already seen that by its fruits ye shall 
know anti-theism. A basic pluralism without an equally basic unity, we saw, reduced 
experience to a meaningless something. This reduction to the meaningless of all 
experience as inherent in the Platonic-Kantian principle becomes most apparent in the 
case of Pragmatism. An avowed original pluralism with man as charter member has now 
become pluralism in flux. Time is made an inherent ingredient of all reality and herewith 
rationality as we see it in man is made to drift on the void. The bold demand for complete 
comprehension found this universe too narrow if God were back of it. It has made room 
by removing God, but it has made too much room for itself. Man would not implicate 
itself into God’s interpretation, but the removal of God’s interpretation has also effected 
the removal of all interpretation. There is no longer a coherent universe into which man 
can implicate himself. The Platonic-Kantian principle has elevated law, above God, 
above personality, but law is turned to license when thus elevated. Not one bit of reality 
can be said to be related to another bit; judgment, reason itself is destroyed. There is no 
rationality in anything. Pragmatism is the younger son, the prodigal, realizing that his 
substance is being devoured, but the more loudly proclaiming the wisdom of his leaving 
the father’s house. 

When the Pragmatism, Evolution and Neutralism largely in control of modern 
educational theory are thus seen to rest their whole program upon one assumption which 



leads to the destruction of every bit of reason for education itself, we ourselves take new 
courage. Whatever the intellectual difficulties involved in our view we are not ready to 
accept the only substitute that is offered us. Is it poor advertising ethics to “run down” 
our competitor’s product in order to sell our own? Nay, our business is not commercial. 
The analogy does not hold. We employ the ethics of Solomon when he pictured the 
consequences for those who loved the “strange woman,” who appeared so fair and 
offered allurement—the emptiness of which was hard for healthful youth to see. 

Only in passing would we call attention to the fact that our survey, however rapid, 
claims to be exhaustive. There is and can be no educational policy and practice not based 
upon the Platonic-Kantian rationalism except that of Christian theistic education. There 
are and recently have been philosophers of education who reject Pragmatism and even 
reject Idealism to some extent. They want to be called Theists. “Creation” is much in 
vogue with them. They speak of the will of God as the source of this world. They 
maintain the necessity of the transcendence of God. The reference is to A. S. Pringle-
Pattison, C. C. J. Webb, H. Rashdall, J. Lindsay and E. Hocking as philosophers, and K. 
Barth and E. Brunner as theologians. We most surely rejoice in their reaction against the 
immanentism of modern Idealism, but as long as avowedly or implicitly they still build 
upon the Platonic-Kantian principle of the creativity of human thought we cannot accept 
their overtures of peace. A Theism they may proclaim, but a Theism that is at bottom 
hostile to the Theism we desire. 

Now, if the analysis we have sought to give of anti-theistic educational philosophy is 
true and exhaustive it follows that our defense against or attack upon any particular 
educational policy should always keep this central principle in mind. The most important 
thing is not what particular form an anti-theistic educational philosophy assumes, but the 
important thing is and remains that it is anti-theistic. Pragmatism may be the most 
popular opponent of our educational policy today. Pragmatism may be the most 
outspokenly hostile to our views. Natural it is that we should fight Pragmatism most. But 
let us beware lest fighting Pragmatism we make subtle entangling alliance with any 
idealistic or would-be theistic philosophy that may chance to have a minor quarrel with 
Pragmatism, too. Their quarrels are after all family quarrels and since we fight against the 
family as such we must take good care lest we harbor scorpions in our bosom. To play off 
the Assyrian against the Egyptian, or the Egyptian against the Assyrian may be wise and 
legitimate, but an entangling alliance with either is everlastingly forbidden for a covenant 
people. 

We have said that Idealism was as the elder son and Pragmatism as the younger son 
of the parable when he refused to return though he already knew something of his folly. 
Now, to carry forth the analogy, we may call Theism in general and our theistic-Christian 
philosophy of education in particular, the prodigal returned to the father’s house because 
drawn by the father’s love. In hot-headed haste we had denied creation and therewith our 
dependence upon the father’s interpretation. In “riotous living” we had spent our 
substance, unwilling to admit that the land in which we dwelt was still the father’s land. 
We had made the antithesis to God so great and final that no natural pendulum swing 
could, Hegelian-like, bring us to synthesis with God again. Only God Himself could 
effect a synthesis between ourselves and Him. Hence we do not wonder that others build 
upon and will not forsake an altogether unreasonable assumption. We do not expect men 
to be reasonable unless God has once more made them so. But this does not vitiate the 



usefulness of reasoning with unreasonable men. Such reasoning strengthens our faith, and 
who knows, may be used by the Spirit to make men reasonable. 

It is thus that we return to the once discarded doctrine of creation. We do not accept it 
now because we no longer see or have solved all intellectual difficulties involved in it. 
But we have learned of the unreasonableness of the Platonic-Kantian assumption. We 
have learned that comprehension is no reasonable demand for man to make. We now 
experience that to seek for interpretation by ourselves apart from God leads to a fiasco, to 
self-stultification and complete destruction. We now realize that we need a God who is 
himself and alone complete self-conscious rationality. If there is to be reason in anything 
under the sun God must be absolute. He alone must be external since no externity of ours 
could furnish comprehensive rationality. If we are made eternal with Him the case is 
hopeless because God is then reduced to one of us; if He is temporal with us the case is, if 
possible, more hopeless still because then we have wilfully cast all hope of coherence in 
experience overboard. 

St. Augustine has already taught us this. His thought is at bottom the polar opposite of 
Plato’s. For Plato the Ideas or laws are next to or higher than God; for Augustine the 
ideas or laws are expressive of God’s nature. No more radical difference is conceivable. 
For Plato God wants the good because it is good in itself; for Augustine the good is good 
because God wants it and God wants it because it is expressive of His nature. For 
Augustine God’s interpretation is prior even to the existence of the spatio-temporal 
universe. It is made according to God’s plan. Would one interpret reality, would one 
interpret anything, one must find in it the plan of God. Once this plan is found, truth is 
found. Whether this truth be fully comprehensible to man or not, it is the truth 
nevertheless. 

For St. Augustine human thought is primarily receptive and thereupon reconstructive. 
Man as a finite rational personality must live by revelation alone. His thought is not 
passive or inactive. In fact, true and fruitful activity exists only where true receptivity is 
found. No one but the Theist finds sufficient friction to make advance in the slippery 
highways of interpretation. He alone does not jump from one ice lump to another in the 
midst of a torrential stream. He alone does not try to breathe in a vacuum. God must be 
external and man must be temporal or there is no interpretation at all. And since only the 
notion of temporal creation provides for this distinction between God and man it will now 
be clear that only the creation of man by God gives divine ordinance for education. Ours 
is a theistic system of education. If our policy of education is reasonable, is necessary, is 
the only reasonable system of education, it is because Theism is reasonable, is necessary, 
is the only reasonable philosophy for man. Our system of education is as strong as 
Theism is; therefore be not afraid but of good courage. 

We have thus far purposely spoken of theistic instead of Christian education in order 
to call particular attention to the fact that those who reject our educational philosophy 
reject no “oddity” but reason itself. We have in this way already indicated that Christian 
education and theistic education are identical. It would seem to be useful to emphasize 
this fact. When sometimes we are tempted to doubt the worthwhileness of our efforts, 
especially if we live in a community where the Bible is still read in the public schools and 
dancing is not permitted, and we are asked, nevertheless, to give freely of our hard-
earned dollars for Christian education, the most helpful thing would seem to be to realize 
that, whatever the details may be the whole of so-called neutral education is based upon 



the Platonic-Kantian principle of the independence of human thought and as such is 
diametrically opposed to Christianity not only but to God. When this is clearly perceived, 
Christian education means to us more than a soteriological lifeboat, an institute of 
conversion. Christian education then becomes the sine qua non of human life itself; a true 
humanism and a genuinely human culture presupposes a temporal creation. Thus, the 
education not only of the Christian, but of the human being, of man as created, is a 
divinely ordained necessity. 

What now remains to be done is to relate more definitely the superstructure of 
Christian or Reformed education to the theistic foundation we have sought to lay. Or 
rather, since theistic education has been identified with Christian education instead of 
made the foundation of Christian education, we must speak of our reasons for this 
identification. These reasons would not seem to be so immediately available. We 
ordinarily tend to think of theism as a philosophy only incidentally related to the 
Scriptures. And we are very shy lest our seeking a theistic foundation for Christianity and 
our making a good deal of a theistic defense of Christian education should weaken our 
firm belief in the testimony of the Spirit as the only real source of faith in Christianity. 
Yet I am firmly convinced that we must hold to the one and not leave the other undone. A 
theistic defense of Christian education is not unnecessary because of, nor does it in the 
least affect our belief in, the all-determinative work of the Holy Spirit. 

In the first place Christianity is a restorative religion. Christianity is Theism restored 
and brought to its own. Christ came to bring man and his cosmos back to the God of 
creation. Those that accept salvation become true Theists once more. They and they only 
are Theists inasmuch as those that are not for the Christ are against Him. The line of 
separation between Theist and non-Theist is just as clear as the line of separation between 
Christian and non-Christian because the one line carves more deeply the other line. Of 
course there are thousands that resent this way of putting things. Modernism wants to be 
called Christian. We can only answer that it is not only anti-Christian but antitheistic as 
well. At least the Christianity and the Theism it professes to hold are just as deadly 
hostile to the Christianity and the Theism we profess to hold as could conceivably be. 
What then is there in the name? 

As Christians we believe in the absoluteness of Christ. He said of Himself, “I am the 
Way, the Truth and the Life.” That is, from him proceeds the Truth. He, because of God, 
does not testify to an independently existing principle of truth, but posits truth itself. This 
were impossible unless Christ, as well as God, be absolute eternally self-sufficient 
personality. The alternative is once more clear and exhaustive. If you would accept the 
Christ as He wants to be accepted, you must accept His identity with God not only but 
His identity with an absolute, comprehensively self-interpretative God. I cannot in any 
genuine sense be a Christian unless I believe in a God who alone interprets to me. 

Accordingly Christ said that we must make His words the standard of belief and life. 
So Paul also says that every thought must be brought captive to the obedience of Christ. 
Obedience is not the subjective correspondent to an Old Testament arbitrary God alone. 
Obedience to Christ is simply the receptively reconstructive attitude of the human being 
once more. It is this that Christ came to restore. Whether this receptivity reveal itself in 
the direction of matters pertaining immediately to salvation or not makes no difference. 
Christian or theistic culture as well as immediate salvation is controlled by the same 



receptivity principle of thought. Those that have not this receptivity have no salvation, 
but neither have they human culture. 

What then becomes of all attempts to harmonize evolutionistic philosophy with 
Christianity? We speak now of evolutionistic philosophy as based upon the Platonic-
Kantian principle of the open universe. Such philosophy, in all its forms, materialistic or 
vitalistic, Spencerian or Bergsonian denies creation. And this is no detail. If creation be 
denied, the restorative character of Christianity is denied. How could Christ restore to 
man the receptively reconstructive attitude of mind if, because not created, man never 
had such an attitude? Or, how could Christ restore anything if, because there is no 
creation, man could not be restored to anyone? Or again, how could Christ restore when, 
because there is no creation, He himself is but a prodigy with no possible significance for 
any human being? It is as impossible to deny Christianity and preserve Theism as it is 
impossible to deny Theism and preserve Christianity. It is as impossible to oppose 
Christian education and be genuinely interested in human culture as it is to deny human 
culture and be interested in Christian education; a foundation without a roof affords no 
shelter and a roof without a foundation affords no room. 

But the charge will finally be made that I accept all this because the Bible tells me. 
The Bible tells me that its God and its Christ are absolute and the sole source of 
interpretation. The Bible tells me that obedience is a covenant obligation because a 
creation-implication. But whence my belief in the Bible? If my reply is that an absolute 
God and an absolute Christ need an absolutely authoritative Bible in a sinful world, the 
logic is granted. Such is surely the case. If sin is what Scripture says it is, a denial of 
man’s receptivity of heart and mind, if God is what Scripture says He is, an absolute God, 
and if Christ is what Scripture says He is, the restorer of man to God, then only an 
infallibly inspired Scripture can help true? If I say that it accords with my experience, I 
do not escape the charge of circle-reasoning, because admittedly my experience has been 
moulded under the influence of the Scriptures. If I say that Scripture accords with a 
Theism that I find more satisfactory than any other philosophy, I again do not escape the 
charge of circle-reasoning because I have just stated that my Theism, too, comes from the 
Scriptures. How then shall I escape the charge of circle-reasoning when men ridicule me 
because as an educator I assume the authority of Scripture? 

The answer is that I shall in no wise seek to escape it but boldly affirm it as the only 
alternative to self-destruction. What I shall do is first show clearly on the one hand that 
an absolute God, creation, and man’s original receptivity of thought that is Theism is 
indissolubly connected with and restored by Christ and Scripture, that is, by Christianity; 
and on the other hand that a finite-God, an uncreated universe and the essential creativity 
of human thought, that is Anti-theism is indissolubly connected with a denial of Christ’s 
divinity and the authority of Scripture, that is with Anti-Christianity. Then, when I have 
done this, I gladly admit and avow that I am a Theist and a Christian because the Holy 
Spirit has made me so, but I equally maintain that all men should be Theists and 
Christians because only Theism and Christianity can offer meaning to experience at all. 
Circular reasoning is the most reasonable form of reasoning for a finite personality. No 
other form of reasoning is possible. 

When as Christian educators we have thus seen things as a whole and have seen them 
through, we make no mean apologies for teaching children with authority. Nor do we fear 
that Biblical criticism and evolutionism may tomorrow make our position untenable. Nor 



yet do we wildly dash for a would-be-up-to-dateness in methods of pedagogy and 
psychology. What shall we teach and how can we teach at all if not with the authority of 
God and Christ? How shall the facts of Scripture or nature ever disprove the existence of 
an absolute God if only an absolute God could make such facts? Or how can modern 
psychology tell us of the needs of the human being unless it ask of Christ and God what 
these needs may be? A certain independence of spirit we need in our Christian education. 
Not, of course, the independence of those who ridicule us. That is the independence of 
pride. And such independence of spirit is the denial of our whole position. But yet, an 
independence we need. An independence we need that has cast out crouching fear. We 
are right, not by our wisdom but through God. And because we are right through the 
work of the Spirit it behooves us to be humbly bold. If God is for us who can be against 
us? 

Would that all Christians saw the logic of their Christianity! They would not then 
seek by haphazard, nervous methods of revivalism, of individualistic preaching and 
teaching think of the salvation for eternity alone and thus fail in large part to accomplish 
what they set out to do. In covenant education we seek not to extract the human being 
from his natural milieu as a creature of God, but rather seek to restore the creature with 
his milieu to God. Incomparably the wiser is this method since it transplants the plant 
with, instead of without its soil. Incomparably the more consistent is this method because 
Christianity itself claims to be restorative and supplementative of Theism. Obedience is 
the subjective principle of the covenant. Obedience is also the subjective principle of a 
creature. A Christian is a true human being once more. 

Once we have seen this whole and have seen it through, the argument that the 
Sunday-School, the catechism and the church are sufficient for our educational purposes 
loses all its plausibility and charm. Such an argument denies that Christianity is a true 
Theism. Such an argument denies the restorative character of Christianity. Such an 
argument would seek to patch Christianity upon an anti-theistic foundation and thus 
eventually destroy Christianity itself. There is an element of anti-theism in every form of 
inconsistent Christianity. Only a Reformed philosophy of education is a consistently 
Christian philosophy of education, and it alone is free from self-destructive germs. Only 
it should be added that we are far from boasting that we are actually to the full extent 
Reformed in all our educational efforts; we are striving for the ideal. 

If we would be polemically self-conscious as well as apologetically self-conscious—
and the one is scarcely possible without the other—we must briefly note how in 
distinction from Romanism and Lutheranism the Reformed principle of education is 
alone consistently Christian and theistic. 

It is not necessary to point out in detail the anti-theistic elements in Roman theology 
and philosophy. We would note something of them in so far as they have bearing upon 
education. We sometimes say that Rome is following a consistent policy of authority in 
education. Yet Rome has always tried in vain to harmonize something of the Platonic-
Kantian principle of the creativity of human thought with the receptivity-theory of 
Christianity. Hence its strange coordination of Scripture and tradition, Hence its strange 
doctrine of gradation of priest above “layman” in general, and its strangest possible 
doctrine of papal infallibility in particular. Hence also the necessity of enforcing authority 
by external means. Rome’s principle is weak because inconsistent. Rome’s apparent 
strength is due to the element of truth in her principle and in addition to this upon 



extraneous circumstances. Rome cannot make a consistent stand against unbelief today 
nor in the future; it maintains itself by compromise. It is well that we emphasize the fact 
that we have much in common with Rome, but never should we forget that it is up to 
those that are Reformed to furnish the only consistent and therefore the only finally 
effective apologetic against unbelief. 

Then as to Lutheranism, it may with joy be said that it harbors less of anti-theism in 
its bosom than does Romanism. Yet even Lutheranism has its pantheistic elements. 
Lutheranism has not clearly grasped the significance of the creation idea. It has not 
always firmly maintained that God is external and man is temporal. By ascribing 
omnipresence to the human nature of Christ, Lutheranism toned down the distinction 
between the temporal and the external. And the reason for this was that there is even in 
Lutheranism a remnant of Platonic rationalism. Man is given some independent power of 
interpretation. Principle is not always clearly maintained to be subordinate to the absolute 
personality of God. Man’s thoughts need not in every respect be led captive to the 
obedience of Christ. The meaning of obedience is not fully understood; the whole 
covenant idea practically ignored. Consequently culture is but loosely related to 
Christianity. What then can the Lutheran system of education accomplish? Very much 
indeed, but not enough. Lutheran educational policy must eventually tolerate an 
unbiblical rift between Christianity and Theism; the natural will not be sanctified by the 
supernatural. Lutheran educational philosophy cannot meet the enemy of Christianity and 
Theism at every sector of the front. 

Our conclusion can be none other than that in the Reformed philosophy of education 
we have Christian education come to its own and in the Christian philosophy of education 
we have theistic education come to its own. The ordinances for divine education as we 
find them numerous in the Scriptures are expressions of one grand covenant principle, 
and this grand covenant principle rests upon the idea of temporal creation as its 
presupposition and back of the created universe an absolute God. Not one of these ideas 
can one retain unless he retains them all. Together they stand or together they fall. This 
we would fain have our enemies see. How seldom do we find an enemy challenging our 
concatenation of ideas or attacking our philosophy of education in its central principle of 
the essential receptivity of the human mind! Ready we are to avow this principle 
unabashed. As Luther stood in the Diet of Worms, surrounded by an overwhelmingly 
powerful enemy, saying that he could not possibly retract his faith, so we stand before the 
bar of the educational philosophy of the day. That philosophy must condemn us. That 
philosophy is based upon the denial of what it has to prove, namely that an absolute God 
has created this temporal-spatial universe. Hence we are not afraid nor ashamed. Mighty 
is the truth and it will conquer at last.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Appendix 2: Faith And Our Program 
 
The first step in making progress in our program of Christian education should be a 

deepening of our conviction that the program we have set for ourselves must be carried 
out. Accordingly we speak of faith in connection with our program. We must lengthen 
our cords but not unless we also strengthen our stakes. We deal then with our program 
but also with our faith in our program. It may be said that we then are dealing with two 
subjects instead of one. It may be said that we should either discuss our program as such 
or discuss our faith in our program as such in order to avoid confusion. Yet this is not the 
case. We purposely wish to discuss both subjects in order to bring out the close 
relationships that they sustain to one another. In fact our subject really is that of the 
relation between our program as the objective for which we strive and our faith as the 
subjective power by which we seek to realize our program. We shall try to bring out 
something of the close relation between the depth of our faith and height and breadth of 
our program. 

Then, too, since it is the relationship of our faith to our program and not our program 
as such that we are concerned about, we can conveniently take three outstanding 
characteristics of faith in order to discuss the significance of each of these in connection 
with our program. In the first section we will speak of the obedience of faith. In this 
section we shall have to go back into the past in order to see what program God set for 
man and how He wanted man to realize that program when he was first placed in 
paradise. In the second section we will speak of the patience of faith. In this section we 
shall have to live in the present set for him in spite of the opposition of the evil one. In 
the third section we will speak of the hope of faith. In this section we shall have to look 
into the future in order to see that man is actually going to realize the program God 
originally set for him even though it does not seem so now. 

 
A. The Obedience Of Faith 

 
When we speak of the program that we have for our Christian schools we use the 

term program in the most comprehensive sense. We do not refer to activity only. We 
include in the idea of program the whole ideal that we have set for ourselves with 
Christian education. And the ideal that we have set for ourselves with Christian education 
is but a part of the ideal we have set for ourselves with respect to the whole of human life. 
We speak of the ideal of life as a whole when we speak of our program because it is in 
part through education that we hope to realize our ideal of life. 

Yet it is true that we speak of this ideal now more from the point of view of action 
than from the point of view of thought. We wish to discuss what it is that we strive for, 
what it is that we strain our wills for. We may accordingly speak of this ideal as the 
ethical ideal for man. 

 
1. The Absolute Ethical Ideal 

 
Now if we would seek to characterize this ethical ideal for man in one word we may 

say that it is absolute. We are seeking to build the fully perfect man and the fully perfect 



creation. We are seeking to build the fully developed man and the fully developed 
creation. 

In theological language we speak of these matters by saying that man was created 
perfect in paradise and that he was placed as God’s prophet, priest and king in the midst 
of the world. When we have said this we have clearly indicated that according to our 
conception God gave man a work to do and a task to accomplish. Man was to bring out to 
the full all the powers and capacities that God had placed in him and in the world about 
him. That man was created perfect has therefore never meant to the mind of the church 
that he was to be static. The idea of a static perfection is not found in Scripture. If we 
must use the popular term dynamic, it is well; in Scripture only, in its idea of a created 
personality is there any dynamic at all. 

But now for the sake of comprehensiveness and for the sake of putting it in 
psychological language that is ready-to-hand for pedagogical purposes, we would include 
all that we have said so far with respect to the task of man under the idea of the 
development of personality. We must show that as Christians we have a distinct 
psychology as well as a distinct ethics at the basis of our program of education. 

We may say that the whole of man’s task was that of the development of his 
personality. That we have not excluded anything that could possibly be thought of as 
man’s task by putting the matter in this way is evident from the fact that man is thought 
of as representative of the whole creation of God. If man developed his personality he 
would at the same time develop the whole of the creation of God. In this way we have 
also woven the covenant idea into the very warp and woof of our educational program. 

Particular mention should be made of the fact that in this way we have not only a 
distinct ethics and a distinct psychology but also a distinct sociology at the basis of our 
educational effort. When we speak of the development of his personality as the supreme 
and only task of man, we speak of man generically. One generation would seek to 
develop the personalities of the next till all those whom God would call should stand side 
by side as an army with banners. 

Such, in general terms, is the absolute ideal which God had set for man in paradise. 
We may, if we wish, speak of this ideal or program as the Kingdom of God. Rather than 
forfeit the use of the phrase Kingdom of God, Because it is in our day so easily 
interpreted in a modernist sense, we would seek to give that phrase the truly Christian 
connotation once more. By the Kingdom of God we would signify the objective or ideal 
for which God wanted man to strive with all the power of his will. 

But in order to build our house upon a rock we must go back still another step. Back 
of our Christian pedagogy lies a Christian sociology, a Christian psychology and a 
Christian ethics. But back of all these lies a Christian theory of reality, a Christian 
metaphysics. The sum and substance of our Christian metaphysics is the creation idea, 
the creation of the world by an absolutely self-sufficient God. Now it is but natural that if 
God is, and was at the time of creation, the absolute God, that then He should set for man 
the ideal of the realization of an absolute kingdom on earth. By that we mean that God 
would naturally wish man to realize as far as this was possible for a creature in a created 
universe, a self-conscious reflex of His own glory. And this also sheds a further light 
upon what we mean by man’s absolute ethical ideal. It is not absolute in the sense in 
which God is absolute, but it is absolute in the sense that only the highest possible 
development of all his powers for the glory of the absolute God could possibly be the 



ideal that God would set for His rational creature. The absolute ideal or program for man 
is the logical outcome of the theism that lies at the foundation of Christianity. 

 
2. Analogical Action 

 
So then we have before us in broad outline the ideal for which man ought to strive. 

We have seen that our educational objective is the logical conclusion of our most basic 
convictions with respect to the nature of man and the world. And all this we have 
regarded from the objective side. That is, we have looked at it as an ideal that lay far 
ahead of man, an ideal to be realized in the future. We must now add to this that just as 
we have a distinct ideal before us so we have a distinct principle of action within us by 
which we are to reach that ideal. Our educational program is not only based upon a 
Christian theory of reality but also upon a Christian theory of knowledge, a Christian 
epistemology, and this Christian theory of knowledge gives us insight into our Christian 
theory of action. 

If man is a creature of God he is an analogue of God. God is the original while man is 
the derivative. Man’s thoughts must therefore be patterned after God’s thoughts. Man 
must, as we often express it, think God’s thoughts after Him. And what is true with 
respect to man’s thought is also true with respect to man’s deeds. Just as man must think 
God’s thoughts after Him so man must also do God’s deeds after Him. Just as man’s 
thought is analogical of God’s thought so man’s deeds must be analogical of God’s 
deeds. We have, therefore, as Christians an analogical theory of action. 

That it is of the utmost importance to see this point clearly will appear as we advance. 
For the moment we must point out a little more fully what we mean by analogical action 
and how it is involved in the very bedrock of our position. We have said that as an 
analogue of God man must do God’s deeds after Him. Does that mean doing God’s deeds 
over again? That were impossible for man. Man is not God and could not do God’s 
deeds. Moreover to do God’s deeds over again would render them meaningless; it would 
be doing the same thing twice, which is unthinkable in God. In theological language, we 
therefore say that God is all-glorious and that man cannot add to His glory. Analogical 
action therefore signifies action on another, and in the nature of the case, a lower plane 
than that on which the action of God takes place. Analogical action is the only action that 
befits a creature of God. And it is because we as Christians recognize that we are 
creatures of God that we also believe in the analogical theory of action. Moreover, it is 
only Christians that recognize that they are creatures of God, and therefore it is only 
Christians who believe in analogical action. All non-Christians deny that there are two 
levels of thought and action. All non-Christians deny that there are two levels of thought 
and action. All non-Christians hold to the univocal theory of action as they hold to the 
univocal theory of thought. 

But it is not enough to say that as Christians we believe in two levels of being, in two 
levels of thought and in two levels of action. Theoretically it is possible to think of two 
levels of thought and action without thinking of them as related to one another. Now the 
very idea of analogy is relation. Man’s action is definitely related to God’s action. 

Finally it is not even enough to say that man’s action is definitely related to God’s 
action. Theoretically it were possible to hold that God’s and man’s actions are definitely 
related to one another much as the actions of two neighbors that have recently moved into 



the same community will influence one another. If we thought of man’s relationship to 
God after this manner we would still be thinking of man’s acts as univocal; the deistic as 
well as the pantheistic varieties of non-Christian thought hold to the univocal theory. 

What, then, must we think of the relationship of God’s action to ours? The nearest we 
can come to making this plain to ourselves is to say that just as God’s thoughts are the 
foundation of our thoughts so also God’s actions are the foundation of our actions. And it 
is exactly this that we seek to express in the use of the word analogical. Accordingly 
there are no words in human language that can lead us any deeper into this mystery. The 
word analogical, together with the other words that we use in theological terminology can 
do no more than approximate a full expression of our ideas on these things, and our ideas 
can never comprehensively grasp the truth of the relation of God to man. But this 
inability to comprehend fully what we ourselves mean by analogical action or by 
analogical thought, so far from giving us cause for worry, should be to us a sign that we 
have caught the truly theistic conception of action and thought. Mystery has lost its terror 
for us as soon as we know that there is no mystery for God. 

On the contrary it is our conception of analogical action that gives us confidence that 
our action has genuine significance. When man first saw the vision of the ideal that God 
had set before him, he was glad to think God’s thoughts after Him and do God’s deeds 
after Him. Man was glad to act analogically. Man was gladly obedient to God. 
Analogical action is action of obedience to God.  

 
3. The Development Of Obedience 

 
And now that we discussed the ideal or program in general and have looked at the 

concept of analogical action or obedience in general, we must try to think of how God 
would have man reach the ideal by way of obedience. Or, we may ask how man was to 
develop his personality, the task given him by God to perform. 

The answer to this is not far to seek. It would naturally have to be by way of the 
development of the powers God had given man. And since it was the power of analogical 
action that God had given man, it was this power that had to be developed. Man’s 
obedience to God had to be still more spontaneous, still more stable and still more active 
than it already was at the beginning of creation. 

In the first place man’s obedience should be still more spontaneous than it already 
was. The trial given to man in paradise was calculated to bring out this greater 
spontaneity. Man’s action with respect to the temptation should have been similar to the 
action of Christ when He met the tempter in the wilderness. Think for a minute with what 
swiftness and decisiveness Christ said to the tempter, “Get thee behind me Satan.” He did 
not hesitate, he did not play with the temptation. His whole being was athrob with 
spontaneous desire to do the will of God and thus to realize the program that God had set 
for Him. Anything that would keep Him from realizing that program was immediately 
cast aside. 

Here we touch upon one of modern psychology’s favorite themes, namely that of the 
subconscious. Have we as Christians no definite theory with respect to it? We certainly 
have. We hold that it too, as well as man’s conscious life, was originally created in 
spontaneous obedience to God. It is not to be thought of as something that acts as a sort 
of subterranean avenue from the void that surrounds us and as something for which we 



are scarcely, if at all, responsible. Man was created spontaneously obedient to God in the 
whole of his being, but he was to become even more spontaneous in his reaction to the 
will of God for him. And one of the ways in which this was to be accomplished, we may 
hold, was by getting ever larger areas of man’s sub-conscious life above the threshold of 
his consciousness. This in turn would react upon the remaining subconscious aspect of 
man’s life by making it, too, more responsive to the will of God. 

In this way spontaneous obedience would become a habit with man. But by the term 
habit we do not mean what modern psychology means by that term. We can observe this 
when we note for instance that in James’ psychology his theory of habit and his theory of 
the subconscious lie side by side and influence one another. The substance of the modern 
theory is that by developing good habits we can do something by way of reducing the 
constant menace of our subconscious life, much as a man may tramp small pieces of 
concrete into a marshy road in order to make it somewhat more passable. Habit, 
according to James, is to be used as a tool by which we can make our adjustment to an 
ultimately impersonal environment somewhat more easy. In contrast with this we would 
use habit as a means by which we can make our adjustment to an absolutely personal 
background more effective. And the Christian conception of habit works in the direction 
of an ever increasingly greater self-conscious reaction on the part of man to his 
environment, while the non-Christian conception of habit works in the direction of the 
depersonalization of man. True, neither James nor any other modern psychologist openly 
advocates the depersonalization of man through habit, but we are speaking now of the 
logic of the situation. 

So then it is with the modern theory of habit, as it is with many other psychological 
and pedagogical theories, that we can learn much from it if only we place it in a 
Christian-theistic setting. We should certainly seek to inculcate implicit obedience to 
lawful authority into our children and thus make it a habit with them to obey, but we 
should at the same time strive to make them do all that they do out of a burning love for 
God. Placed in a Christian setting this is not an absurdity but only another instance of 
analogical action. If man became increasingly self-conscious in his reaction to the will of 
God for him, he would become more like God, in whom there is no difference between 
potentiality and actuality. Of course, all this is meant ethically and not metaphysically; 
we would not think of man ever in any sense outgrowing the difference between the 
Creator and the creature. 

And now in the second place we note that man should increase not only in the 
spontaneity but also in the stability of his obedience of God. Man should become 
increasingly self-determinate. In other words he must develop the backbone of his will. 
Not as though he was created a volitive and therefore volatile amoeba which had to pass 
through the invertebrate stage before it could acquire a backbone. Not as though man was 
created only with a “capacity for God” so that he had to acquire a personality in the 
future. Man was created a self. Man was created a personality. We purposely use these 
terms and interchange them. We would not toy with modern psychology’s notion of 
personality by saying that man was created a soul but had to accomplish a personality. 
We would say that man was created a self or personality and had to become more of a 
self and more of a personality. Man was from the beginning the creature of an absolute 
self and an absolute personality and could not be otherwise created than as a self or as a 
personality. Man’s God is absolutely self-determinate and man will be more and more 



Godlike if he increases in self determination. In proportion that man becomes more self-
determined does he develop God’s determination or plan for him. We have seen with 
what spontaneity the perfect man Jesus withstood the temptation. Now note with what 
self-determinateness, with what sense of responsibility for the fulfilment of his task He 
refuses to be controlled by anything except by the will of God. He slays Satan with the 
words, “It is written.” 

Surely this is the opposite of what modern psychology understands by the idea of self 
determinateness. To do what Christ did, to decide on a course of action on the absolute 
authority of another is opposed to the idea of autonomy that underlies modern 
psychology as well as modern ethics. The idea of self-realization that has played so large 
a role in modern ethics and psychology is based upon the idea of univocal action. All 
non-Christian thought surrounds man with an ultimate void. If in that void a god or gods 
have sprung up they can only be regarded as rivals of man. To be sure they may be made 
allies for covenience sake, but at bottom they are always rivals in the struggle for 
existence. Hence man either swallows them up or is swallowed up by them. In every case 
the development of personality is possible only at the expense of the development of 
other personality. All the fine-sounding phraseology of the modernist Sunday-school 
literature does not outgrow this paganism. Over against it we would set the truly 
Christian idea of self-development by increase of self-determinateness accomplished by 
implication into the will of God. 

Finally we must note that as man’s spontaneity and self determinateness would 
increase, the momentum of his personality would also increase. As a child walks ever 
more readily and ever more firmly and therefore is able to carry larger loads as time goes 
on, so also the personality of man increasing in the spontaneity and stability of its 
obedience of God would greatly increase in its capacity and power for the realization of 
God’s Kingdom on earth. Man would have no “capacity for God” unless created with the 
knowledge of God, but since man was created in the knowledge of God he could also 
increase in his capacity for doing the will of God. Man would strive with ever increasing 
power to make everything on earth contribute to the great purpose for which it was 
created. This, as noted above, would involve the whole of mankind. The whole race of 
man would be as one man in its unity of purpose, in its uniformity of action and in the 
steady progress toward its ideal of realizing itself and therefore realizing the Kingdom of 
God. 

Taking now these three together, the spontaneity of man’s will, the stability of man’s 
will and the increasing momentum of his will, we see that through obedience man would 
become free as he was created free. He would have the desire and the ability to 
accomplish the will of God for him. He would attain the liberty of being finally and fully 
established in his willing the will of God. 

In a society thus developed there would be no dispute about altruism and egoism. 
What non-Christian thought has sought in vain, the harmony between the self-seeking 
and the other-seeking instincts, we have found in the conception of the development of 
human personality by doing the will of God. Again, in a society thus constituted there 
would be no dispute whether happiness or virtue should be the end for which man ought 
to strive. There would be no contrast possible between happiness and virtue; the two 
would always travel side by side. Once more, in a society so constituted there would be 



no dispute about the goods of this world: there would naturally be plenty for all since 
man by sin had not brought a curse upon the earth. 

 
B. The Patience Of Faith 

 
But how terribly ridiculous all this seems in the eyes of those who differ with us on 

the question of man’s educational ideal. To bring in all these matters that we have 
brought in, to dream a dream of a golden past, seems to them utterly unpractical and 
utterly absurd! We must now look at these charges and seek to answer them. We must 
now see that we have not merely been dreaming a golden dream but that our theory of an 
originally perfect man who was to realize the Kingdom of God in the way that we have 
discussed it, is of the utmost practical significance and is the only position that is not 
really absurd. Let us look at the charge of absurdity launched against our position and see 
how we must maintain our faith in spite of this charge. 

 
1. The Charge of Absurdity 

 
In what way are we charged with absurdity? The answer is that according to our 

opponents all the main ideas we have found to lie at the foundation of our educational 
program are contradictory. 

First of all the idea of an absolute program or ideal for man, as we have pictured it, is 
said to be contradictory. One will search in vain in the pages of the ethical literature 
outside of Scripture for the notion of an absolute ethical ideal. There have been utopias 
enough; there have been mystics who have sought to escape from the present evil world; 
but no serious-minded non-Christian writer has ever set the ideal of complete perfection 
before himself and his fellow man. The reason for this is that all non-Christian thought 
has taken for granted that evil is an inherent ingredient of the world as we know it. 
Aristotle’s mean as an ethical ideal gives eloquent testimony to the fact that the ancient 
world looked upon evil as an ineradicable element in the heart of man and in the world 
round about him. If we may believe ancient ethics, man should no more hope to attain 
perfection than a man with a soiled shirt should expect to purify it while walking on a hot 
day along a dusty road. The most that he can try to do is to protect himself from the big 
blotches of clay that fly about as those who wallow in the mire go splashing by. And 
what is true of ancient ethics is true of modern ethics. James’ meliorism corresponds to 
Aristotle’s mean. The hopeless pessimism of ancient times is, if possible, excelled by the 
dark despair of modern times. The highest that man can ever attain, according to James, 
is a slight improvement in himself and in his neighbors. 

Now we can readily see that if evil is to be taken as an ultimate ingredient of the 
universe then the notion of an absolute ethical ideal is impossible and contradictory. We 
grant at once that the logic is correct if the assumption be granted. But can the 
assumption be granted? Before we answer that question let, us ask further with what 
other contradictions we are charged. It may be that we can make one reply to them all. If 
that is possible it will be the best. 

The second main contradiction with which we are charged concerns our conception of 
analogical action. This charge is expressed or implied at various points. It is often openly 
expressed in criticism of our concept of God as absolute. It is simply said that if God is 



absolute He must be All with the result that man is nothing and that his deeds mean 
nothing. Now this charge too is logically correct if the assumption that there can be only 
one level of existence be correct. But is the assumption correct? 

The charge of contradiction appears further in the criticism of our concept of created 
personality. It is said that if man was a self or a personality to begin with there was 
nothing more for man to do and all his deeds were nothing but a farce. And note that the 
charge here does not merely concern the idea of growth in the degree of personality but 
that it concerns the idea of the origin of personality itself. The assumption of the criticism 
is that for a man to be responsible for his action his deeds must be wholly and exclusively 
his own. Now this is impossible unless personality is an achievement on the part of man 
himself without the help of God. And again we remark that the logic is sound if the 
assumption be granted. 

Finally we are asked how that which is perfect can become still more perfect. We are 
charged with holding to the idea of a static moral existence at the beginning of man’s life 
on earth and it is said that in this way we have made all progress impossible. The 
assumption of this criticism is that progress must be a change into something that has 
never existed in any sense. Here, too, the logic is sound if the assumption be granted. 

 
2. How We Cannot Meet This Charge 

 
Now when we think of these various charges our first desire might be to seek to 

reduce their number if possible. Certainly we do not wish to make our position seem any 
more absurd than necessary. But it does not take very long before we realize that it would 
be quite impossible to reduce the number of absurdities that are charged against us. 
Instead of reducing the number we have to add to it. 

That this is the case we can readily see if we only think into the significance of the 
fact that according to our conception of things the absolute ideal which we have spoken 
of is not merely something that would have been realized if sin had not come into the 
world but is something that is actually being realized in the world today. For that is the 
meaning of Christianity in a word, that God’s program for man is being realized in spite 
of sin. 

Such a proposition surely seems to bring us further away from experimental fact than 
even a return to an “imaginary paradise” could do. To say that mankind is perfect now 
and is actually realizing that still higher perfection that we have spoken of seems to lay 
upon us the charge of outraging the facts as we look at them. And now I realize that we 
can offer qualifications that seem to make our position less absurd. We do not mean that 
every individual in this world is perfect now. We hold that only a relatively small number 
of mankind are perfect. But this only seems to add arrogance to absurdity. 

Then I may introduce the further qualification that even those few, of whom I say that 
they are perfect, are perfect only in principle and not in degree. But the world can see no 
meaning in such a distinction. Besides, I do not myself allow a distinction between 
principle and degree when it comes to the forensic side of salvation. I cannot say that I 
am justified in principle but not in degree. A man is either justified before God or he is 
not, and in this sense we hold that he is either wholly perfect or wholly imperfect. We 
hold then that there are some in this world today who are actually perfect and we hold, 
moreover, that these form the heart and core of the human race so that the others can be 



ignored. We hold that when we are training covenant children in the school we are 
training perfect personalities into still greater perfection. Yes, here, too, you may come 
with qualifications. You may say that children are at most dormant personalities. This is 
true in a sense, but it is also true that before God there are no dormant personalities. 
Before God our children are personalities from and before their birth; we are chosen in 
Him before the foundation of the world. Moreover, I must regard all children of believers 
as children of God till the contrary appear to be true. So then we hold that those children 
are perfect. Could anything more purely imaginary and more obnoxious be found in the 
eyes of the world than the idea that our children are perfect while others are wholly 
imperfect? 

But all this deals with the absurdity of fact, while in this section our primary concern 
is with the absurdity of logic. Yet this absurdity of fact brings out the absurdity of logic. 
For note that when we seek to bring in a still further qualification with respect to the idea 
that some men are actually perfect in this world today by saying that we believe this 
perfection to be a substitutionary perfection we only seek, in the eyes of our opponents, 
to cover up an absurdity of fact with an absurdity of logic. Surely the idea of substitute 
personality will seem ridiculous to those who already object to the idea of created 
personality. If personality must be an accomplishment in the first place without reference 
to God as Creator it certainly cannot be restored for us by Christ as Redeemer. 

Thus instead of reducing the number of difficulties by coming down from our 
speculations about the original estate of man to the affairs of daily practice we have only 
added to that number. One thing this surely ought to teach us. It ought to teach us that we 
can never seek to justify our educational system by seeking to reduce the number of 
“absurdities” in connection with it. Every important idea that we hold to seems absurd to 
our enemies. And certainly the idea of substitutionary atonement which lies at the heart 
of our covenant concept and as such controls all our education seems, if possible, the 
most absurd of all. No degree of compromise will ever get a hearing for our views; we 
can get a hearing only if we have compromised everything, and then we no longer get a 
hearing for that which we wish to get a hearing for. 

 
3. How We Can Meet This Charge 

 
We shall therefore have to follow the opposite method. And that method implies first 

of all that we reduce all the charges of contradiction to one charge and reduce all the 
assumptions that underlie these charges to one assumption. Now this can readily be done. 
It is plain at once that the idea of substitutionary personality is only another form of the 
objection to the idea of created personality. In short, all the objections are directed at the 
idea of having finite personality dependent upon an absolute, self-conscious Being. If 
there is such a Being, man is a creature and his personality cannot in the first place be an 
accomplishment. Hence the assumption that lies at the basis of all the objections or as we 
may now say, which lies at the basis of this one great objection, is that the universe is a 
universe of Chance. 

If the universe is a universe of chance, and only if it is such must there of necessity be 
only one level of existence, so that our God concept and our creation concept appear 
absurd. In a universe of chance and only in a universe of chance will the idea of 
analogical action seem absurd. In such a universe no one being is brought forth by any 



other and so no one can act analogically to any other. In a universe of chance and only in 
a universe of chance personality must be wholly an accomplishment on the part of every 
individual. In a universe of chance and only in a universe of chance can evil be thought of 
as having as great an ultimacy as the good. In a rational universe the evil would be 
subordinate to the good because the good itself is an aspect of the rational. 

Now we ask whether it is reasonable to make this assumption of a universe of chance 
and on the basis of it make the charge of contradiction against our position. We would 
ask whether the assumption of a universe of chance can furnish a foundation for a 
universal law of contradiction. Our opponents take for granted that they are applying to 
our concepts nothing but a law of contradiction that is recognized as universally valid by 
any one who is rational. So we would now ask whether there is any such law of 
contradiction that is universally valid if the universe is a universe of chance. The answer 
if simple. If the universe is a universe of chance there is no law of contradiction at all. In 
such a universe every one is master to himself. In such a universe there could be nothing 
but a Babel of confusion; no one would be able to speak with his neighbor. 

Accordingly we hold it to be the best proof of the truth of our position that our 
opponents are able to make objections to it that seem to have some show of reason. This 
fact is the best proof that the universe is not a universe of chance. And this fact makes all 
the arguments of our enemies drop to the ground at one time. 

In the second place we would note that when we have thus destroyed the foundation 
of all the arguments of our opponents against our position we have at the same time 
destroyed the foundation of all the positive arguments for their own position. We have 
shown that they cannot interpret human experience and get any meaning out of it. The 
whole idea of the exclusive accomplishment of personality appears to be an utter 
impossibility. Personality would have to come into existence by chance operating in a 
void. Granted that it is rational to think of such an idea, it would surely not be true that 
personality is a self-accomplishment. And so with the whole idea of univocal action. 
There would have to be a personality that was wholly a unit before it could act 
univocally, but it is impossible to get meaning into the idea of a unit coming by chance. 
Thus the only alternative to our position is that of complete irrationality. 

In the third place we would note with the destruction of the enemy we have 
established our own position. We have established it because, as we have just seen, there 
is no other position that is not wholly unreasonable. We have established it still further by 
the fact that it has now become clear to us that it is the most natural thing that we should 
not be able to understand comprehensively and exhaustively the possibility of analogical 
action. Without the existence of a God who is wholly rational our experience would be 
meaningless. But there can be only one such God. If there were more they would be 
wholly rational; they would depend upon one another. Now since there can be only one it 
follows that all other personalities must be analogical of that one God. Hence the action 
of all other personalities must be analogical action. It is in this way that we would modify 
the ancient church father’s dictum, “We believe because it is absurd.” It is the most 
reasonable position for man to hold that he cannot completely comprehend the relation of 
himself to God. 

Now all this we would include in the idea of the patience of faith. We said at the first 
that we would have to see how the Kingdom of God is to be realized by us in the present 
time in spite of the opposition of the world. Now it is natural that this must be done 



positively by carrying through the program as we have outlined it, on the ground that it 
was the task given to man at the time of creation. But it is especially necessary to note 
that that program must now be carried out under constant opposition. We must build with 
our trowel in the one hand and the sword in the other. Just as we saw in the first section 
that God has placed an absolute ideal before man, so we have now seen that that absolute 
ideal cannot be realized except the enemies be destroyed. We must feel our strength in 
the Lord. Then we are able to maintain our faith in spite of opposition. To hold on to the 
faith, to carry through the absolute program though nearly all men oppose us, that is the 
patience of faith. 

And when we have seen that our enemy is destroyed, we can also be patient with him 
in the sense of longsuffering with his stubbornness and blindness. We learn not to get 
angry but to pray; we learn not to use harsh words but to beseech in the name of the Lord. 
We learn to look upon our enemies no longer as those that are to be feared for their 
strength but to be pitied for their folly. We gladly learn from them in matters of detail 
while we differ wholly on matters of principle; we walk in the midst of a conquered city 
choosing from the spoils whatsoever we please, to bring it as a trophy to our King. For 
that will be our future joy. 

 
C. The Hope Of Faith 

 
We have looked at the past. We saw that God gave man a program to realize. We 

have looked at the present. We have seen that this program is being realized in spite of 
the entrance of sin into the world. Now we must briefly look at the future in order to see 
that the program which seems to be so slow of realization now will be fully realized 
hereafter. We have looked at the obedience and the patience of faith; now we must look 
at the hope of faith. As Abraham by the obedience of faith left Ur of the Chaldees to go to 
a land of which he knew nothing by experience and as he lived in that promised land as a 
stranger in a strange land owning not a foot of ground, so we have considered our 
program. We have received our marching orders from God. To them we have been 
obedient. But experience did not bring immediate and great results. The fruits have so far 
been very small. Yet we carry on. Are we then indifferent to results? Not at all. But we 
are like Abraham, who not only manifested the obedience of faith and the patience of 
faith, but also the hope of faith. With him we look for the city that hath foundations. 

 
1. The Challenge Of Immediate Remits 

 
But someone will perhaps object to the statement just made that our results so far 

have been small. Someone may say that our results have been great and that we are 
perfectly willing to have our schools tested by the common standard expressed in the 
words, “By their fruits ye shall know them.” Now we grant that the fruits have been 
great. The chief illustration of this is and remains up to this time the little country of The 
Netherlands. The great social and political stability of that country is to a great extent to 
be attributed to the people of Reformed persuasion, many of whom have enjoyed 
Christian instruction. But it will be granted by all that the chief fruit of labor is internal 
because spiritual. And though we believe that also in this respect there has been a great 
blessing of God upon our little labors it remains true that these blessings are hard to 



measure. They are hard to measure even by those who believe in them and they will not 
be regarded as blessings at all by those who oppose us. 

So then we find ourselves once more in a clash with our opponents. They maintain or 
rather simply take for granted that there is a common standard by which the results of an 
educational program can be judged. That standard they take to be the results in the way of 
things that pertain to this world alone and of things of which they can judge as well as 
we. But here we must take exception. We maintain, in the first place, that the fruits of our 
labors will not appear in their full significance till after this life. And what is more, we 
maintain that those fruits will suddenly appear in their fulness and beauty at the time of 
the judgment day. It sometimes happens that the spring is cold and wet and that in 
addition to all this a hailstorm sets back the crops. Yet to the great surprise of all the fall 
will bring an abundance of fruits. Now this is true in a much greater degree in the realm 
of spiritual things. In this world there is opposition from without and opposition from 
within while we build our program. Hailstorms descend upon us and cut all things level 
with the ground. There is very little in the way of fruitage that can be seen. Yet we know 
that when all the opposition of sin will be removed and the sunshine of the Son of 
Righteousness will shine upon it all the time, then there will be such fruitage as has never 
been seen in this world. 

And as in the case of our claim for the present actual existence of a perfect humanity 
we made it abundantly plain that our sole reliance was upon the substitutionary work of 
Christ, so we must now once more emphasize that the guarantee of the future realization 
of our program rests upon the selfsame foundation. Paul insists that those whom Christ 
has justified, that is made perfect forensically, He will also glorify, that is, make perfect 
ethically and in full degree. And that he thinks of all this organically and 
comprehensively appears again and again when he speaks of those that are redeemed in 
terms of the body of Christ and when he speaks of the whole creation being given over by 
the Son to the Father so that God may be all in all. In consonance with this we have in the 
book of Revelation the picture of the new Jerusalem in which there is not a single discord 
while the glory of the nations, all that mankind has accomplished in its realization of the 
program given it by God to perform, is brought into it. 

Then, in the second place, we maintain that because our opponents only look at this 
life they cannot judge of the fruit that our activity has produced even as it pertains to this 
life. What one thinks to be most useful in this life depends upon the configuration in 
which this life is set. If one regards this life as primarily a preparation for eternity, he will 
regard it a great fruit even for this life if through the agency of Christian education a good 
foundation has been laid for the life to come. If on the other hand one does not regard this 
life as a preparation for eternity, any effort to prepare for eternity will be regarded as that 
much waste of energy at best. The charge that other-worldliness makes us unfit for the 
tasks of this world is very common even today. 

Thus we see that the final test cannot be an immediate and external one. True, Christ 
says, “By their fruits ye shall know them.” Moreover He tells us to let our light shine 
before men that others may be led to Him. And all this presupposes that men can see 
something of this light when it shines. But this cannot mean that all men can fully judge 
of the fruits of our lives unless Jesus’ own words, that only the regenerate can see the 
Kingdom of God, fall to the ground. Only a small degree of the internal perfection that 
we speak of ever appears unto men and even this small degree men do not easily see 



because of the tares that resemble the wheat. And if in spite of all this we are still warned 
to let our light shine before men, we have simply to obey Christ’s command, trusting that 
God will use even our small ray of light to bring others out of darkness to Himself. No 
more therefore than the church of Christ should expect to be justified in the eyes of the 
world till the final judgment day should we expect to be justified in our educational 
policy till the final judgment day. 

 
2. Our Concept Of Results 

 
What then do we desire for the future? We desire of course more momentum for our 

movement. But how shall we attain to this? Our answer to this question must be twofold. 
In the first place negative and in the second place positive. 

Negatively we may affirm that our hope for the future cannot be found chiefly in the 
possibility that as time goes on men will be more readily convinced of the reasonableness 
of our program. In fact we may expect the very contrary to this. As time goes on we hope 
and expect that the idea of a separate and distinct program for Christian people and 
therefore a separate and distinct program for their education will come home with 
increasing fulness to all that name the name of Christ. The whole meaning of Christianity 
is already far more definite to both its adherents and its opponents than it has ever been 
before. Hence the battle is today more pointed than it has ever been before. Hence also 
we may expect the heat of the battle to increase in the future. It is now and will be even 
more so a fight to the death. 

Our program, we have seen, is an absolute one and an absolute program can never be 
reached by compromise of any sort. An absolute program can only be realized if the 
enemy is destroyed. We have found that we would be able to maintain the faith in our 
program in no other way than by the destruction of the enemy. We cannot believe in our 
program and we do not believe in our program if we look at it merely as something that is 
somewhat better than the program of our enemies. What holds for the patience of our 
faith holds equally for the hope of our faith. Negatively our hope for the future lies in the 
conviction that our enemies will be destroyed. In the first part of our discussion we saw 
that by obedience only can we enter upon the fulfilment of the absolute ideal. It is by 
obedience only that we can have the vision of the absolute ideal. Then in the second part 
we saw that the choice between our program and the program of our enemies is not that 
of choice between two possibilities but a choice between a program that makes a farce of 
human experience and a program that trusts in an absolutely rational and therefore a 
never wholly comprehensible God. In consonance with this we now point out that the 
hope of our faith places us once more before an exclusive alternative. We have seen the 
ideal by the regenerating power of the Spirit of God. We have demonstrated that ideal to 
be the only rational ideal. Now we would confidently expect that that ideal will be 
realized because its opposite will in the nature of the case have to be destroyed. 

 
3. Our Confidence For The Future 

 
And note well that there must of necessity be a direct proportion between the 

obedience, the patience and the hope of our faith in this respect. Only those that are truly 
obedient, that is, only those who are truly spontaneous in their obedience and truly stable 



in their obedience will really see the “absolute otherness” of our ideal and will therefore 
see that this wholly other ideal must, if it be the true ideal at all, be the only rational ideal. 
It is only if we see that our ideal is the only rational ideal that we will be convinced that it 
will fully conquer in the end. It is that which gives us courage to labor on even though, as 
far as immediate results are concerned, we seem to make little progress. It gives us 
something of the courage of an Athanasius who would stand for his convictions though 
the whole world were against him. Who will deny that it is this sort of courage that we 
need more and more? We need men and women on our teaching staffs that are 
intelligibly unafraid. We need men and women on our teaching staffs that are confident 
of their own regeneration, that gladly work for the realization of an ideal that the world 
ridicules. We need men and women on our teaching staffs that understand the Christian 
and as well the anti-Christian philosophy of education that controls the pedagogy of our 
day. Such teachers will have the power of discrimination that is so all important for their 
task. They will be able to take of the spoils of Egypt without afterwards yearning for the 
fleshpots of that false fatherland. 

And what is true of the teachers is true also of the ministers with whom the teachers 
must cooperate. We need ministers who believe in Christian education not only after a 
fashion but with all the passion of their souls. We need ministers who not only say that 
Christian education is a nice thing, a sort of luxury, but who say and show with their 
deeds, that they believe Christian education to be the only education that is fit for a 
covenant child. I speak of this with shame. Must we as ministers of the gospel lag behind 
in our grasp of the rationale of Christian education? Must we who preach the gospel of 
redemption from eternal woe be told that this gospel of redemption implies the 
destruction of sin along the whole front of our conscious lives? And who of us will say 
that there is not a great field yet to be conquered by us in the way of a deeper grasp of the 
truth and the power of victory in the Christian faith which we have embraced? And think 
not that I forget the man who is neither teacher or preacher. All of us must stand together 
as one man. In this day when boundaries between the believer and the unbeliever are so 
generally wiped away we should seek to mark those boundaries anew and mark them 
well. We should seek to mark these boundaries not with chalk that disappears with the 
first rainstorm that comes, but we should try to mark these boundaries with indelible ink 
on the hearts of those who believe. 

And thus we have by implication also touched upon the positive aspect of the 
question as to how we are to gain momentum for our cause in the future. Perhaps some of 
you have already become impatient and have asked when we are to come to the 
constructive side of the matter. You do not like this emphasis upon the necessity of 
destroying the enemy. You would rather hear something about building the walls of 
Jerusalem and erecting the temple of God. Well, all we need to say about the constructive 
side has already been said. We mean by that that our constructive program is nothing else 
but carrying through, as far as we can, in this world of sin the program that God gave 
man to do in paradise. That program, we have seen, is the realization of the personality of 
man and thus the realization of all the powers that God has laid in His creation. We are 
only beginning to see what that implies. Eye hath not seen and ear hath not heard all the 
glory that is laid up for us. A glimpse of it we have tried to see. But our vision will 
increase only if our obedience increases. It is faith that builds our program because 
without faith we cannot even see it. But now within this vale of tears it is only with great 



difficulty that we even maintain our faith; how then shall we expect that in this life we 
shall see much of the turrets of the temple of God? We are building under terrible 
pressure. There is only now and then a Columbus in our midst who sees the vision of the 
shore that he has never seen, who checks our mutiny, who makes us work by glimpses of 
the reward that awaits us. Our chief energy must still be expended in fighting the waves 
and the billows that would swallow us up. It is not till the haven is reached and the 
danger fully past that the foundation will be solid and our work will stand. Through many 
tribulations we must enter into glory, but into glory we will enter and the works of our 
hands do follow after us. Such is the promise of our God.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Appendix 3: The Full-orbed Life 
 
We have found in the covenant and in the creation idea a divine ordinance for 

education. Our educational program as involved in the covenant idea is based upon the 
concept of creation, and the concept of creation is once more based upon our idea of God. 
And as for our idea of God, we hold to it not as to a moral or mental luxury but as to the 
very foundation of the structure of human experience. 

Upon this basis we come to certain definite conclusions with respect to our 
educational program. We begin more and more to realize that we should declare our 
independence once for all. We should forget the house of bondage and not yearn for the 
fleshpots of Egypt at every turn of the way. We have resources of principle such as no 
other commonwealth of education has. More than that. We not only claim our rightful 
place among the commonwealths of education but we have a definitely imperialistic 
program. No mere Monroe doctrine will suffice. We are out to destroy—albeit with 
spiritual weapons only and always—all our competitors. We do not recognize them as 
equals but regard them as usurpers. Carthage must be destroyed. 

But if such be the demand of the creation concept underlying our educational policy, 
it would be strange if we did not find a similar struggle when our opponents and we face 
the problem of the future. To anticipate our conclusion we may say that according to our 
view there is in this world and there will be in the next a full-orbed life. Our opponents 
hold that they do not know and that we do not know anything about the matter at all. 

Now if this rough simplification of the matter in any measure betrays the true state of 
affairs it will appear that an argument must follow. From our side we must give an 
account of the faith that is in us because its reasonableness is not patent to all who look at 
the “facts” of life. Moreover we are attacked. We think that we see the truth, while our 
opponents are quite sure that we do not. A well known story may illustrate this point. 
“There was a country where most of the inhabitants were blind, including the 
philosophers. But there were a few simple people whose eyes were not sealed, and they 
spoke of the joy of seeing the sun. ‘But,’ said the philosophers, ‘you must not talk in that 
excited metaphorical strain. There is a diffuse warmth, as we all know, but your talk 
about a visible luminous body is an antiquated objectivism. There is no sun.’ Yet the 
simple people asserted all the more that they saw the sun, and a psychological committee 
was appointed to investigate the matter. They made many experiments and in the course 
of time they discovered that whenever those whose eyes were not sealed said they saw 
the sun, they had opened their eyes. The blind psychologists felt over the seeing faces and 
they made sure that there was a precise correlation between the openings of their eyes 
and the visions of the sun. ‘Dear friends,’ they said, ‘you are suffering from an illusion; 
the image of the sun that you speak of somewhat unintelligibly is produced by this trick 
of opening your eyes. Be honest now and tell us if you ever behold the image of the sun 
except when you open your eyes.’ The simple seers said ‘No’ and the committee was 
well pleased with them and hoped that they would recover from their sight. But the 
simple seers smiled to themselves, and went away saying, ‘We see the Sun.’ ” 

This story illustrates the point that our opponents cannot make their position of doubt 
or negation reasonable to themselves unless they seek to show that we as well as they 
know nothing of the matter at all. If one should argue that airplanes are the illusions of 
the heated imagination while Lindbergh was flying overhead he would have to give good 



reasons for his faith. So our opponents are driven to appoint psychological and 
philosophical committees to prove that we are self-deluded. And the woeful plight of the 
world gives them a lenient and a favorable jury. 

As on Mt. Carmel then we meet these foes. We believe that our enemies serve the 
gods of the Zidonians. We believe that many of our “friends” have done what Ahab did; 
they have made a false alliance with our enemies. They say that it makes no difference 
which gods we serve because all of them are symbolic and not real. Consequently these 
“friends” are ready when occasion arises to harness the noble steed of religion to the 
dogcart of political or social exigencies, teaching in the name of the state or in the name 
of science that which we believe to be subversive of both state and science. 

What is it then that modern man would consider to be the supreme good for himself? 
Will Thomas ˆ Kempis be called upon to set forth the glories of the future life? Now it is 
not easy to ascertain what our opponents hold to be the full-orbed life if they believe in 
its existence or on the possibility of its existence at all. There is among them a great 
diversity of opinion on the subject. Yet on one point they all agree. All of them are 
equally insistent that it is not “the rest that remaineth for the people of God,” that they 
desire. “Our matured age is restless.” It “envies not the dead that rest.” To modern men 
the occupations of the damned in Dante’s poem would be pleasing pastimes in 
comparison with the “ennui” with which the traditional heaven has been furnished. 

Reserving this point for a moment, let us observe that if it be true, as suggested, that 
our opponents finally maintain an uncertain or agnostic position, they at least are 
unanimous in their wholehearted rejection of our position. 

Those given to demanding the Shylock’s price in things logical will at this point 
wistfully ask whether such a universal negative can furnish a good foundation for an 
educational system unless there be a prior affirmative. Suppose that you have lost you 
door key. At once you search that pocket in which you usually keep it. You have 
searched every nook and fold of it. If so, you have every reason to say that even if you 
find it nowhere else you need not search that pocket again. But has modern man made 
such an exhaustive search of the traditional heaven as suggested by our analogy? Or is he 
more like a boy who in careless haste has cast one glance in a large storeroom and has 
decided that the key is not there. Why should not modern man take another look at that 
which he has rejected in careless haste inasmuch as he has not found his coveted prize 
elsewhere. Man cannot live by negation alone. 

But let us watch the progress or at least the process of the prodigal. We have seen that 
modern man has started on his way with a cordial negation. He felt sure that the paternal 
roof was too narrow and too low, both for the individual and for the race. He must get 
out. He must go “out West.” There were rumors of gold in California. It was the era of 
expansion. With the fierceness of a Mencken he forsook the benighted, bedridden, 
hidebound herds of tradition-driven slaves as not worth saving and trampled upon the 
plague stricken victims of authority. 

Modern men said they knew where they were going. They claimed to have a definite 
objective in mind. If only the human intellect was given freedom in its exercise it would 
carve out for itself a marvelous estate of bliss in the unlimited and ungoverned territories 
of space and time. The few “Indians” that would be there could easily be subdued. Given 
full freedom the human intellect could educate the rising generation into complete 
happiness. 



Thus, roughly stated, ran the slogan of the eighteenth century. It was the 
revolutionary war of intellectual independence that then was fought. And the battle was 
won. Rationalism gained control in many of the institutions of learning. There was 
traditionalism still, but the colony of rationalists was large enough to give their principles 
a fair trial. And a fair trial these principles of Rationalism had. Did they enable man to 
live the full-orbed life? We need but follow the course of events to find the answer. 

It was soon discovered that the struggle against a common foe had furnished the only 
cohesive principle binding the Rationalist colonies together. When the common foe had 
disappeared, the principle of cohesion had also disappeared. A jolly time they had of it, 
these swashbucklers of the intellect, vomiting vitriol on the painting and sculpture of the 
ages. Cathedrals that were centuries in building trembled before the cohorts of vandalism. 

Yet when the time of reconstruction came there seemed to be some difficulty. It was 
easy to ridicule some of the things in which St. Augustine believed but not so easy to give 
a better explanation of history than that given in the City of God. Some seemed to 
tremble whether the intellect of man even when untrampled and free was equal to the 
vastnesses and deeps of reality. Friction soon arose. A national constitution had to be 
adopted and no one had power or authority to do it. In desperation the drivers of the 
intellect when met in Constitutional Assembly exceeded all their delegated powers and 
provided for a government strongly centralized. The states could not secede at will or 
whim. Why then should they join? For the sake of life itself. To be or not to be that was 
the question. Thus it came about that self-contradiction based upon negation furnished 
the mortar for the imposing capital of Rationalism. It was a modus-vivendi nothing more; 
the civil war was in the offing when the revolutionary war was scarcely over. 

The rising generation of the nineteenth century once more found the paternal roof too 
narrow and too low. “Our fathers,” they said, “have proclaimed the freedom of the head 
and they did well, but we must proclaim the freedom of the heart. How can we live the 
full-orbed life as long as our newly erected central government of the intellect keeps 
making universal laws apace? The new government is as tyrannical as the old. We cannot 
breathe in such a stifling atmosphere. We cannot brook the Rehoboam’s message of the 
intellect; to your tents, O Israel! 

In some such wise as this the nineteenth century cried for a new and greater freedom. 
And again they seemed to know their goal. They had men to lead them on. There was 
Bergson, that Heraclitus of the modern age, that hater of finalism and intellectualism 
alike. It was this apostle of the Irrational that led the new crusade. Each nation furnished 
a contingent of soldiers. France led under Bergson himself as Peter the Hermit who made 
the general rallying cry. Germany met under Nietzsche’s lead with the slogan of the 
“superman” to cast off the galling yoke of the mediocre and to give the individual his 
rights against a dominant society. Austria sent Freud to open the fountains of the deep 
and set at liberty the captive forces of the midnight hour; the hegemony of the intellect 
must be broken in the individual before it can be broken in society. Freud drilled the 
reserves before they went to the front. America, mindful of its Monroe Doctrine, was 
loathe to join the fray. Yet it was not long until William James insisted on a separate 
sector of the front. His drive was directed against the “Block Universe” and his battle cry 
was “Down with the Absolute.” His method was hydraulic, that of undermining by the 
“stream of consciousness.” 



Thus the allies of the heart advanced against that Hun, the intellect, wherever he 
appeared. A jolly time they had of it, these swashbucklers of the troubled deep. The 
imposing statues of Bismarck, Hegel and Voltaire alike were crushed for macadamizing 
the Appian way. The soldiers were to live on pillage and plunder while fighting and were 
to be rewarded finally with a harem all their own. 

But when once more the time for reconstruction came, the apostles of the heart had 
great difficulties facing them. The eighteenth century Rationalism had fought against a 
certain universal law, but the nineteenth century fought against all universal law. The 
Constitutional Assembly of Rationalism had to overstep its rights in order to frame a 
constitution, but the heroes of the heart were not even able to call a convention. No one 
would delegate any authority at all; all feared the capitalists of the intellect. The spectre 
of petrification stared them in the face whenever any renegade dared to speak of 
constructive thought. They believed in the future, not in the past. They wanted to live 
themselves out, not to be cramped in once more. Zola became the literary hero of the day; 
Walt Whitman’s terrific sympathy surged in their bosom. 

So no reconstruction was effected. The time of the judges was in the land. Surely that 
ought to be the time to live the full-orbed life! Freedom was there was it not? So it 
seemed. Yet there were misgivings soon. The theory had been that all the hidden forces 
of the heart were as so many innocent victims of the usurpers of the past. Now that these 
forces were unleashed, this theory was put to a test. And scarcely were the prison-gates 
unbarred and the “innocents” escaped abroad but they appeared as a blustering band of 
imperialists out conquering and to conquer. Pandora’s box was opened; only hope 
remained. 

Thus we see the bold assurance with which modern man began on his way slowly 
yielding to uncertainty and lack of confidence. The fiery optimism of the crusade died 
down slowly and gave way to sullenness; some even spoke of turning back. Hence more 
and more discipline had to be applied to the cohorts of the faithful. The chaplains of the 
army received their instructions every week. More and greater sacrifices were offered to 
that demon logic to appease him as his canons were more universally and more ruthlessly 
ignored. Rationalism had placed contradiction upon negation; Cordialism now 
undermined them both by the “stream of consciousness.” Well may the wistful once more 
ask whether such procedure has any meaning except upon the presupposition of a 
fundamental affirmation. But we will let the wistful watch and wait. 

Then that Titan Time turned the hands of the century clock once more. A new 
generation arose that knew not its Moses who had led their fathers out of the Egypt of 
traditionalism into the desert freedom of Rationalism nor its Joshua who had led them 
into the promised land of the swampy freedom of the heart. And as their fathers before 
them had been unable to see the symbolism and the typology of things so these 
secularists in a sacred land were baffled and dismayed. Were they not the chosen people 
of God? Why then did the Canaanite still dwell in the land? It seems that all the resources 
were exhausted. Yet that is not the case. The age of paradox has come. Dictators 
appeared suddenly and everywhere upon the scene. Wilson in politics and Stalin behind 
politics; Barth in theology and Heidegger behind theology; Dewey in education and 
Dewey behind education—all of them spectres suddenly appearing in the gruesome shape 
of the Laocoon seeking in vain to escape and to help escape from the coils of the 
strangling serpent of despair. Never before have the eyes of men beheld such a scene. 



Democracy recalls the tyrants in order to accomplish its tyranicide. Theology storms the 
very heaven for transcendence in order to free the world from the “otiose deity” who 
once did rule the skies. Education begs for the shackles of the slave to set its freedom 
free. 

As to task, the dictator must rationalize the irrational. He must show meaning in a 
system of politics and social life or education which by its own presuppositions has no 
meaning. As to program, the dictator must be inconsistently inconsistent. He must go in 
all directions at once in the name of strategy; he must be either wiser than all men or a 
greater fool than any man. 

Yet the dictator is not to be blamed particularly; he is but the fruit of an epoch; the 
surging sea has brought him forth. In an age that feeds upon the negation of all that is 
called absolute you may expect the strangest combinations of freedom and tyranny. Life 
is then no longer as a river following a certain course but as a shoreless ocean without 
direction. The freedom of the swimmer suddenly becomes the anguish of the drowning 
man. If all reality is but a temporal mass of fluidity, there may be sharks in it unbeknown 
to the innocent rowboat pleasure-seeker. Hence the appearance of the huge ocean 
steamers, the trust, the labor union, the chain stores; hence the syncro-mesh transmission 
from the wildest libertinism to the most rigid standardization of the machine; hence 
above all, the mob spirit and the power of the demagogue such as has never been seen 
before. 

Then hope turns into fear. Men turn hither and thither in frantic fear lest the ship will 
sink. Thousands flock to this man here or to that man there saying, “Be thou king over us 
and lead us out of this.” Says Paul Elmer More, “Futility is the final word: the literature 
and art most characteristic of the day are criticized as chaotic, joyless, devoid of beauty, 
comfortless, fretfully original, or feebly conventional, impotent, futile.” Intellectual 
defeat and spiritual dismay stalk about everywhere. 
It’s all Nothing. 

It’s all a world where bugs and emperors 
Go singularly back to the same dust. 
The novelists offer no program of reform; as vultures they gloat over the carrion of 

modern life. And as for the philosophers, they too are “sicklied with the conscious 
depression of futility.” Man is seen “as a slave of his temperament, or as a mechanism 
compelled by complexes and reactions, or a vortex of sensations, with no will to govern 
himself, no centre of stability within the flux, no direction of purpose to rise above the 
influences that carry him hither and thither.” Ë la Mencken “they have come to realize 
that the morons whom they sweated to save do not want to be saved and are not worth 
saving.” 

The wistful will ask at this point whether the full-orbed life has now been reached. 
But the wistful must still watch and wait. We have not yet sounded the deepest depths of 
the negation of modern life. The prodigal is at the swinetrough now. He is thinking with 
an empty stomach and sees the husks the swine did eat. He has denied his manhood and 
cannot be an animal. Yet he will go to one of his friends. He goes to the home of the 
dictator now. 

Unfortunately the dictator is a man of the same country, ridden with the same 
psychologism and historism as those that come to him for comfort. Yet he is not without 
good advice. He tells the prodigal to forget. He tells his clients that the present malaise is 
but a temporary depression. 



And if the prodigal should then become panic-stricken and suggest that the world 
itself seems to provide no full-orbed stomachs he is told to feed the swine again for 
exercise so as to forget his hunger. All the instincts that clamor as the inmates of a 
menagerie for the satisfaction of their elemental wants are whipped in droves for 
purposes of sublimation. Psychologists are hired to teach them this noble art; hence our 
Y.M.C.A and. Y.W.C.A.’s; hence our Boy Scout movement and the general emphasis 
upon physical exercise and sport. Thus what the head failed to do in the eighteenth 
century and what the heart failed to do in the nineteenth century the hand is asked to do in 
the twentieth century. The prophet failed. The priest failed. Now comes the king. 

Yet critics now stand by and let him have his hour. How well we all know that a king 
is a contradiction in terms in such an age as ours, but we will call him dictator now. How 
well we know that subordination and drilling of the most trying kind is with us again, but 
we call it sublimation or syncopation now. Let there be no slackers then; this is a world 
war. And well we know that there are no signs of a full-orbed life, but let us have 
patience to wait a million years. 

Thus the easy victories that seemed to be in sight have receded into the far distant 
future. Thus also the sword has been thrust into every hand; a nation, not merely an army 
mobilizes now. Never before have free citizens realized “how irresistibly a modern 
government could impose its ideas upon the whole nation and, under a barrage of 
publicity, stifle dissent with declaration, assertions, official versions, and reiteration.” 
New Espionage and Sedition Acts were passed to make any criticism of the war program 
illegal now. If any one will not follow the educational dictator, John Dewey, if any one 
dare to hold that evolution-theory is not the gospel truth to be poured down the children’s 
throats, let him be anathema. 

This renewed and heavier emphasis upon the enforcement of the Sedition acts seems 
to tell us something. When William Bateson gave his famous address on “Evolutionary 
Faiths and Modern Doubts” in which he boldly asserted that the origin of species is a 
question about which science knows nothing as yet, he guarded himself against any 
victory that the believers in special creation might draw from such a confession by 
saying, “When such confessions are made the enemies of science see their chance. If we 
cannot declare here and now how species arose, they will obligingly offer us the solutions 
with which obscuranticism is satisfied. Let us then proclaim in precise and unmistakable 
language that our faith in evolution is unshaken.” Similarly Henry Fairfield Osborn tells 
us that his faith in evolution remains immovable though the evidence has convinced him 
that the earliest man of which there is any trace was just as intelligent as man is today. 

And now the wistful will hasten forward again and say that all this begins to look too 
much like fighting a losing battle. This military display, this excessive rigor of martial 
law and these loud protestations of persisting faith in the absence of evidence indicate an 
internal hollowness. There must be great fear in the ranks. Yet we must wait and see. 

The efforts in search of the full-orbed life that we have so far observed have all been 
characterized by a sort of individualism or separation. First the head was going to bring 
salvation without the aid of the heart or hand. Then the heart was going to bring salvation 
without the aid of the head or the hand. Finally the hand was going to bring salvation 
without the aid of the head or the heart. But the program now proposed seeks to join all 
three of them. All the reserves are to be brought out at once. All the forces of land and 



sky and sea are marshalled under one supreme command for this last great battle of 
Armageddon. 

Emblazoned on the new escutcheon is a harp, as the symbol of organic union. For 
Organism is now the word in English and Resonanz is now the word in German. This 
new concept of organism appears everywhere you go. It binds together the individual first 
of all. The intellectualism of the old psychology and the mechanism of the new is giving 
way to Configurationism with its emphasis on the centrality of the human person. 

Then further, this concept of the organism is to bind the individual to society, and 
even to the cosmos. And here the subliminal self of James, though modified, furnishes 
the connecting link between the individual and the “objective” world. The conceptions of 
dual and multiple personality make a gentle transition from one personality to another 
possible. There are underground connecting ways found everywhere. Child psychology 
has bridged the gulf between the adult and the infant. Animal psychology has bridged the 
gulf between the animal and the child. How gently and easily the old wrangle about the 
theory of knowledge seems to be settled here. Are we really gaining knowledge of the 
objective world? Certainly, comes the answer, for we are part and parcel of the objective 
world. A new objectivism has replaced the old. 

Still further, scientists are everywhere corroborating in their specific fields the 
concept of the organism. Driesch’s vitalism is once more revived in biology. But more 
important it is that the physicists have realized the dream of mediaeval alchemy. The very 
elements are beginning to move and show signs of life. The deadness and inertness of 
matter is gone. Matter is electricity and electricity can be given no adequate expression 
but in mental constructs; so thin has the partition between matter and mind become. 

And further still the emissaries of organic union go. With one grand Entschluss Barth 
has ballooned the message of organic union into heaven. Then God himself no longer 
dared enforce his erstwhile Monroe doctrine but joined the league of nations. Then all the 
former enmity between transcendence and immanence was put away because all Sein 
became Zeit. God can be temporalized on occasion, and when the convention is to meet 
in heaven man is readily eternalized. 

Surely Modernism, the heir to all this patrimony, has a message to bring to us. Do not 
marvel that its preachers sometimes wax impatient at our recalcitrance. Why still over 
forensic concepts of Luther and Calvin when art has replaced morality? Why not join 
Fosdick in preaching the holiness of beauty instead of beauty of holiness? It is all a 
matter of the tuned string, a matter of cosmic rhythm and resonance. If God himself has 
joined the union without fear of losing his creed then why do you stand back? For 
remember that if you do not join on your own initiative you will eventually join on the 
initiative of someone else. The intricacy of modern life ought to teach you that. This 
gospel of organic union and cosmic resonance must be taught unto the children of the 
nation. Suppose then that you refuse to have your children taught these doctrines; you 
would become dangerous to the state and would have to be dealt with accordingly. The 
state will have to extend its kind paternalistic hand to you to lead you gently and 
irresistibly into line. 

Surely he who does not see the full-orbed life here must give a good account of 
himself. He goes contrary to all the scientific and philosophical opinion of the day. If one 
still wishes to retain traditional views he must do it with the conviction that the traditional 
views have faced the same problems that the modern man has faced. He must be 



convinced moreover that the traditional views have given a better answer to these 
problems than the modern man has given. We cannot build separate schools for the sake 
of a hobby. And this is so not only because they cost a lot of money but still more is this 
so because we would not then be giving a good account of the faith that is in us. We must 
therefore seek to give our reason for being out of harmony with the gospel of harmony. 

Now we may perhaps sum up these reasons by saying that there is too much 
disharmony in this gospel of harmony. Or better still we may say that we believe there is 
no harmony at all in the modern theory of harmony. It is not a question of a little more or 
less harmony between us and our opponents but the question is where we may expect to 
find any harmony at all. 

To begin with we may emphasize the point already alluded to, namely, that there is 
too much of the fanfare of war in the whole of our opponent’s program of peace. No 
country will bring to the front all of its reserves unless it is at the end of its strength. Such 
a military display as we have witnessed of late should bring immediate victory, or we 
cannot help but think that it spells defeat. 

We should say to our opponents: We know right well what measures of discipline you 
have used upon your troops to bring them into line. Your discipline has become more 
rigid at every step. Your Kaiser has threatened to turn the guns of his army upon his own 
people because they spoke of revolution, and men that are leading a full-orbed life do not 
mutiny. Your chaplains have preached in season and out of season that war itself is the 
full-orbed life. Let us prove this point from your official documents, for it is all 
important. 

One of your leading philosophers, Edgar A. Singer, has sought to demonstrate in a 
paper of state that the only possible science of religion is one that is based upon the a 
priori of desire. The ancients, he tells us, thought the Danaides unfortunate because they 
were doomed to carrying water in sieves in Hades for the killing of their husbands. So the 
old-fashioned Christian too looks for a heaven of perfect rest. “But,” says Singer, “it is 
exactly this prospect of eternal peace that troubles a matured age.” “For it is Kant who 
first perceives the divine to be all too human, if it be not for us humans eine reinee Idee.” 
There is the crux of the matter. Modern man does not wish to attain, but only to advance. 
“Neither for the Danaides of old nor for the humanity of today is there misery in a failure 
to attain; though there is hell enough for both and for all men to come in any persistent 
failure to advance.” But where, then, is the harmony of which you have spoken so much? 
Can there be any certainty of harmony if at any moment some new and totally discordant 
note may appear? You do not wish the “ennui” of our heaven. It is well. You care not for 
attainment. It is well. Only, will you tell us how you expect to make advancement in your 
self-chosen hell? Is not your hell based upon the negation of the Absolute? You have 
stormed the very heavens to bring the eternal into the temporal. Your god is but the next 
higher step in the process of advancement. You have identified god with the idea of 
advancement. But how do you know that there has been or will be any advancement in 
such a shoreless sea as that in which you welter? All things are at loose ends and you 
cannot even know that there will be any course or direction to anything that you may do. 
If it be true that in grammar two negatives make an affirmative, this is not the case in 
logic. You cannot expect a new affirmation from the negation of negation unless there be 
a dialectic functioning. And there exactly comes the rub. You have provided for no 
atmosphere in which a dialectic could function. You start with the void and therefore you 



must also end with the void. And in the void there is no cancellation power. You could at 
best mark time and you cannot even do that. Parmenides would not allow his opponents 
to say anything but “being”; we will not even allow you to say that much. An eternal 
silence and an eternal standstill is the price you must pay for your idea of advancement. 
You never have had and you never will have anything that looks like your idea of the 
full-orbed life. What you will have is a travesty on the “rest that remaineth for the people 
of God.” According to your own words there is hell enough and to spare in a failure to 
advance. Refine then if you will a hundred-fold by all the intellectual tortures of modern 
mathematical genius the punishment of the Danaides and you will not even then approach 
the idea of utter self-stultification implied in your idea of progress. We do not hesitate to 
submit that the very presupposition of any advancement is the affirmation of an absolute 
self-conscious God. Without such a God there cannot even be a hell, let alone a heaven. 
And with such a God, given the fact of evil, there must be both. 

So then if we may now turn preacher we would say that your gospel of harmony is 
bound to fail because it has not included God. You have included many gods, but you 
have not included God. Hence you circle is not large enough. Your policy of 
inclusiveness has after all proved to be one of exclusiveness. God has refused to meet 
your conditions of entrance the league of nations. In turn He lays down His conditions for 
entrance into harmony with Him. It is these conditions which we have accepted. We have 
realized that if we are to be in harmony with an absolute God we must be in harmony 
with Him on His own terms. Accordingly we feel confident that we have and will have 
the full-orbed life. 

In opposition to this you have desperately resolved that you would rather enter the 
barren desert hoping against hope that there will be a Canaan beyond and oases on the 
dreary way, than return to the father’s house. Some of your leaders are beginning to 
confess that they do not know where they are going. We have already referred to Osborn 
and Bateson. Let us add the testimony of James Jeans who says that science has “no 
pronouncement to make.” Of course we do not wonder that science has no 
pronouncement to make. The starting point of the modern scientific method is the 
negation of the absolute. That negation is involved in its so-called open-mind attitude. It 
follows that science, unless it changes its method, never will have any pronouncement to 
make. With the present method it would require someone beyond God to make a 
pronouncement, and even the scientists are not beyond God inasmuch as they are, 
according to their own view, bound up with God. And if enough of all this has come to 
your realization that you are willing to admit that you know nothing as yet about the 
nature of reality, it would seem that our position may once more have a hearing. 

Yet of this we would not speak if you were content to let us alone. But that exactly 
you will not do. You force your agnosticism upon us and upon our children. Jeans, for 
example, tells us that this universe has come by accident and that we should speculate no 
more about the matter since accidents will happen. Then further, with respect to human 
life we are told that, “In the course of time, we know not how, when or why, one of these 
cooling fragments gave birth to life.” It is thus that the humble scientist who pretends to 
be satisfied with searching the facts in the laboratory suddenly turns philosopher, 
theologian, teacher, and preacher, pouring down our throats large doses of antitheistic 
metaphysics in the dread name of science. 



Here we reach the highwater mark of present day antitheistic thought. Our opponents 
maintain not only that they do not know anything about the nature of reality but that 
nobody else can possibly know anything about it. The present day scientist is often not 
the humble seeker after truth but the militant preacher of a faith, and the faith that he 
preaches is the faith of agnosticism. It is this point to which we have seen all things 
come. The face of science and philosophy today is, with rare exceptions, set squarely 
against Christianity and the Theism that serves it as a foundation. 

What else, then, can we do but take the sword as well as the trowel? We are driven to 
a defense of our faith. The full-orbed life, that which the world has sought in vain, is in 
our possession. We have an absolute God in whose fellowship we have even now the 
full-orbed life. We have an absolute God who alone can give meaning to all our strivings 
for advancement. We have an absolute God who alone can guarantee that that which we 
have in principle now will be fully realized hereafter. 

Is our position modern? If the principle of the organism is a modern one we have 
been modern for all these years and centuries that it took “modern thought” to become 
modern, for we have never separated head and heart and hand. And as to setting man in 
his environment we have never sought the full-orbed life by separating man either from 
the cosmos or from God. If then our brief review of modern aspirations has shown that 
our opponents themselves have felt, have admitted and have shouted from the housetops 
that the full-orbed life can only come in a union of man with his total environment, why 
should we fear to proclaim that we have the full-orbed life inasmuch as we have that total 
environment in our concept of God and of the world? 

It is this point too that we will have to keep in mind when shaping our educational 
policies. Our educational ideals and those of our opponents are as the poles apart. How 
impossible, then, for us to inculcate our ideals in any satisfactory way unless we have the 
educational influence all to ourselves. The modern emphasis upon environment is itself a 
warning to us not to be satisfied with injecting a grain of religion here and there in 
cooperation with an educational program that is radically opposed to our own. Then too, 
the fact that the emphasis is no longer upon the liberation of the head or the hearts or the 
hand alone but upon the liberation of the whole personality, and the boldness with which 
this liberation is proclaimed ought to make us realize anew the extent to which the 
secularism of our age has advanced. The questionnaires that indicate a decrease in 
references to Deity in the readers used in schools today find their explanation in the 
movement we have traced above. How glorious a task it must be then to teach in a 
Christian school. In the educational field it is that the struggle for or against God is being 
decided today. Teachers fight on the most dangerous sector of the front.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Appendix 4: Antitheses In Education 
 
The principles by which believers live are squarely opposed to the principles by 

which unbelievers live. This is true in the field of education as well as in the church. 
Accordingly we speak of antitheses in education. These antitheses cover the whole 
educational field. They cover first the field of educational philosophy. This is of basic 
significance, but is often overlooked. In the second place these antitheses appear in the 
field of what is to be taught, i.e., the curriculum. Finally these antitheses appear when we 
consider the child or the young person to be instructed. Under these three aspects we shall 
try to bring out the antitheses in educational philosophy. 

Non-Christians believe that the Universe has created God. They have a finite god. 
Christians believe that God has created the universe. They have a finite universe. Non-
Christians therefore are not concerned with bringing the child face to face with God. 
They want to bring the child face to face with the Universe. Non-Christian education is 
Godless education. What is of most importance to us in education, which is absolutely 
indispensible to us, is left out entirely. 

Godless education ignores or denies that man was created responsible to God. This 
implies that sin is not a transgression of God’s law. Hence Christ did not need to die in 
our stead. Godless or non-theistic education is therefore also non- or anti-Christian 
education. Godless, non-Christian education naturally becomes humanistic, i.e., man-
centered. If man does not need to live for God he may live for himself. If then we want a 
God-centered and truly Christian education we will have to break away completely from 
the educational philosophy that surrounds us. 

Non-Christians believe that man is surrounded by an absolutely unknowable 
Universe. Man is grasping in the dark, except for the little light that his own mind is 
radiating as a headlight in the midst of the mist. Christians believe that originally man 
lived in the light of the revelation of God and that in Christ as the fact-revelation and in 
Scripture as the word-revelation, man is in principle restored to that true light of God. 

Accordingly non-Christian education dashes then this way and then that under the 
delusion that it has pierced the darkness, or it stops altogether in utter despair. Often non-
Christian educators do away with the idea of a definite aim or purpose in education 
altogether. They talk of “functional adjustment” to environment. But if man does not 
know the road and drives in the mist why should he “step on the gas”? As Christians we 
know the purpose of education. We also know what should be the content of education. 
Finally we know that a definitely Christian method is to be used in the instruction of a 
definitely Christian content. 

Non-Christians believe that in so far as man knows anything, he knows apart from 
God. Man’s mind is not an electric bulb that needs a current if it is to show any light but 
it is rather an oil lamp that carries its own supplies. Christians believe that everything is 
dark unless the current of God’s revelation be turned on. We cannot even see any “facts” 
without this light. Non-Christian teachers will accordingly sometimes think they really 
have and know the “facts” and can teach the child all about them, and then again when 
they see that the “facts” are really in the dark they will give up in utter despair. Christian 
teachers know that not a single “fact” can really be known and therefore really be taught 
unless placed under the light of the revelation of God. Even the laws of arithmetic cannot 
be known otherwise. 



We need to become more conscious of these basic distinctions. Unless we are 
conscious of them we shall never have genuinely Christian schools. To be conscious of 
these distinctions does not mean that we must spend much more time on the direct 
teaching of religion than on teaching other matters. If we teach religion indirectly, 
everywhere and always we may need less time to teach religion directly. To be conscious 
of these distinctions does mean that the plan of curriculum is to be God-centered. Man 
exists for God. But in the created universe other things exist for man. Hence in this sense 
the curriculum must be man-centered. Only thus can it become God-centered. 

Non-Christians believe that the personality of the child can develop best if it is not 
placed face to face with God. Christians believe that the child’s personality cannot 
develop at all unless it is placed face to face with God. Non-Christian education puts the 
child in a vacuum. In this vacuum the child is expected to grow. The result is that the 
child dies. Christian education alone really nurtures personality because it alone gives the 
child air and food. 

Non-Christians believe that authority hurts the growth of the child. Christians believe 
that without authority a child cannot live at all. Non-Christians do speak of the authority 
of the “expert” but that is not really authority. Christians want authority that is based 
upon the idea of God as man’s creator and of Christ as man’s redeemer. 

Thus we see that the antithesis touches every phase of education. To try to enforce the 
idea of the antithesis at one point and to ignore it at others is to waste your energy and 
your money. We cannot afford this. 

 
1. The Antithesis In Educational Philosophy 

 
The whole Christian church is based upon the antithesis idea. But, if anything, it is 

still more pointedly true of Christian instruction in particular than of Christianity in 
general that it is based upon the idea of the antithesis. Oh, yes, I know there are voices 
heard on every side that we must not always emphasize the negative and the destructive 
but that we must emphasize rather the positive and the constructive. We are told that such 
is far wiser in the end. Now we all wish to be positive and constructive. But in this world 
of sin no Christian individual and no Christian organization can be positive and 
constructive till after they have been negative and destructive. To deny or to ignore this 
fact is to deny or to ignore the fact of sin. For anyone who recognizes the fact of sin in its 
unadulterated Biblical connotation of insult to God on the part of man under the 
leadership of the devil, antithesis is in the nature of the case basic to synthesis. He that 
seeks to bring good tidings and to publish peace, he that calls upon Judah to perform her 
feasts and pay her vows, is a false prophet unless he offers as a reason for his optimism 
the assurance that the “wicked one will no more pass through because he is utterly cut 
off.” 

 
Non-Christian Idea Of God 

 
In seeking to bring out something of the antitheses in education we wish first of all to 

stress the fact that there is really only one antithesis. It is fully in order to speak of 
antitheses if only we remain conscious of the fact that all the differences in educational 
theory are reducible to that of the question of a personal God. 



Every education program seeks to bring the growing personality that is to be educated 
into the best possible relation to its environment. But such a term as environment is in 
itself perfectly colorless. And so if we should say that education is “adjustment of the 
growing personality to its environment” such a definition would be quite without 
significance unless one would specify what one means by the environment to which the 
growing personality is to be adjusted. And when it comes to the question of the meaning 
of the term environment it will be seen at once that the Christian-theistic and the non-
theistic theories of reality stand diametrically opposed to one another. The former affirms 
while the latter denies that the environment to which human personality is to be adjusted 
is ultimately personal. 

It is true that there are plenty of non-theistic theories of reality which speak of 
superhuman personality or personalities. But this does not make their views ultimately 
personalistic. No theory of reality can properly be called “personalistic” unless it thinks 
of God as an absolute personality. It is quite possible and quite common to speak of a 
personal God and yet not to think of him as absolute. Such a monotheism is not theism in 
the proper sense of the term any more than an outspoken polytheism is. It is clear that if 
the god or gods to whom the child is to be adjusted must themselves be adjusted to a Fate 
or a Universe or a Reality that is beyond or independent of them, that in that case we may 
just as well look beyond such intermediaries and say that the child must be adjusted to 
this Fate or Universe or Reality or whatever else we may choose to call that which we 
think of as most ultimate. 

Now it seems to me to be incontrovertible that the educational philosophy of today 
presupposes an ultimately impersonal and therewith antitheistic environment to which the 
child is to be adjusted. If one searches the pages of modern speculative thought one may 
find here and there statements about belief in absolute truth and in absolute verities, and 
these may then be identified with the term “God” so that men may even speak of God as 
absolute, but when men speak thus they speak metaphorically. The “God” of modern 
philosophy is at most an impersonation of certain ideals that men have set for themselves 
and of which they are ultimately themselves the judges. Accordingly a metaphorical God 
is for all practical purposes a finite God. 

It is to this Universe, this Reality then that according to current educational 
philosophy the child must be adjusted, and it is this adjustment that constitutes his 
education. It follows that we have not grasped the depth of the educational antitheses 
until we have traced them back to this absolutely determinative antithesis of an ultimately 
personal and an ultimately impersonal surrounding. And no more basic difference is 
thinkable. The whole of the educational program built upon an impersonal background 
must be diametrically opposed to an educational program built upon a personal 
foundation. We shall seek to bring out something of this below. Suffice it for the moment 
to call attention to the fact that for better or worse every Christian educator should come 
to grips with this point. And anyone who comes to grips with it at all will sense the 
impossibility of thinking of Christian education as being ninety or sixty or thirty or ten 
percent like other education, the only difference being that Christian education adds 
certain elements or emphasizes certain elements that secular education neglects. When 
viewed from this absolute, standpoint Christian education is not even a fraction of one 
percent like public education. The different conceptions of God that underlie the two 



educational theories cover every point on the whole front and cover them before and 
behind, without and within. 

At this point I may interject that when I thus emphasize the absolute antithesis I am 
not denying or even for a moment forgetting the doctrine of common grace. That doctrine 
does not militate against but here as elsewhere confirms the doctrine of the absolute 
antithesis. Common grace does not overlook ultimate differences. Nor does it when 
correctly understood, in any way tone down those ultimate differences. On the contrary, 
common grace helps to point out that things which look alike are not ultimately alike. 
Common grace points specifically to the fact that similarities between the people of God 
and the people of this world are but proximate similarities and that these proximate 
similarities play before the background of ultimate differences. If people do not believe in 
common grace or do not know what it means, they are likely to raise proximate 
similarities to ultimate similarities or to raise proximate differences to ultimate 
differences with the result that the absolute differences are toned down. It is this which 
has often taken place in non-Reformed churches. There it has been thought that religion 
is a condiment that may be added to the otherwise neutral territories of life. Because they 
knew not the doctrine of common grace they took it for granted that no ultimate 
difference could be hidden behind the statement of a Christian that two times two are four 
and a statement of a non-Christian that two times two are four. 

Now the fact that two times two are four does not mean the same thing to you as a 
believer and to someone else as an unbeliever. When you think of two times two as four 
you connect this fact with numerical law. And when you connect this fact with numerical 
law you must connect numerical law with all law. The question you face then is whether 
law exists in its own right or is an expression of the will and nature of God. Thus the fact 
that two times two are four enables you to implicate yourself more deeply into the nature 
and will of God. On the other hand when an unbeliever says that two times two are four 
he will also be led to connect this fact with the whole idea of law but will regard this law 
as independent of God. Thus the fact that two times two are four enables him to get 
farther away from God. That fact will place the unbeliever before a whole sea of open 
possibilities in which he may seek to realize his life away from God. And it is this basic 
difference between what two times two are four means to the believer and what it means 
to the unbeliever that the doctrine of common grace has helped us to see. It has enabled 
us to focus our attention upon the antithesis without fearing that we are doing injustice to 
any of the facts that surround us. 

Let us look then more fully at this antithesis and what it means for education. The 
first thing we would observe is that when the Universe to which the child is to be 
adjusted is thought of as impersonal, the one supreme result is that there are then no 
antitheses between the child and the universe. We may say, if we wish, that as Christian-
theists we have a life and world view in which the antitheses of life are not overlooked 
while non-theists have a life and world view in which the antitheses of life are 
overlooked. For that reason every Christian knows that he cannot begin to build till he 
has first broken down, while every non-Christian thinks he can begin to build without any 
necessity of first breaking down. 

 
 
 



Godless Education 
 
Perhaps one of the most important points in this connection is to note that on the 

impersonalistic basis of our opponents there is no forensic relationship between man and 
his environment. How can anyone stand in a forensic relationship to an impersonal law? 
You cannot get any notion of what it might possibly mean that you should be legally 
responsible to law as such. Now the whole structure of Christian ethics or morality 
presupposes this forensic relationship. Scripture defines sin as a transgression of the law 
of God. Without the possibility and the actuality of a forensic relationship between God 
and man, the whole doctrine of sin falls by the board. And if sin falls by the board the 
only thing that can be done with the evil in this world is to knit it into the constitution of 
the Universe. Accordingly we find that both ancient and modern philosophy have 
maintained that negation is as fundamental as affirmation and that the devil is as old as 
God. Thus all ethical distinctions are reduced to metaphysical distinctions. What ought to 
be is, and what is ought to be, is not philosophy of certain philosophical schools merely 
but is the philosophy of all non-regenerate thought. And a consequence of this is that no 
Christianity is possible. There would be no sin and therefore no sin to remove. And if 
there were sin to remove there would never be anyone able to remove it since it would be 
impossible that any one person appearing at any one point in the course of history should 
occupy the absolutely unique position that Christianity has attributed to Christ. 

From these considerations it follows that if any ethics or morality is to be taught in 
schools that are based upon this impersonalistic philosophy it must be pagan religion. 
Everything that is truly Christian is in the nature of the case excluded. 

In the second place the complete removal of all antitheses between the child and its 
surroundings appears still more fully in the fact that the impersonal conception of the 
universe has of necessity led to a complete relativism of all things. The “eternal ideas” of 
Plato did not for long remain eternal. Plato himself injected temporalism into them when 
he insisted on the ultimacy of evil. He therewith made the ideal world dependent upon the 
temporal world. Time became a moving image of eternity. In modern days this motif has 
been worked out fully till Pragmatism openly avowed an exclusive temporalism while 
Idealism made time and eternity correlatives with the “Concrete Universal.” It could not 
have done otherwise. The impersonal means nothing if not related to the personal. If the 
impersonal cannot be related to and derive its meaning from the absolute personality of 
God it will in the nature of the case be subjected to the personality of man. The evolution 
theory is only a particular manifestation of this general tendency. It is quite hopeless to 
fight evolution in the public schools and think that therewith you have gone to the bottom 
of the trouble. Back of evolution lie relativism and impersonalism. 

It will be seen at once that upon such a relativistic basis there can be no antithesis 
between man and his environment. On such a basis God and man are mutually dependent 
upon one another. And if you say that this very relativism provides for an infinity of 
antitheses, it is true in a sense, but in such a case there is no one to settle the antitheses 
and they are therewith rendered meaningless. Man does not stand higher than God and 
God does not stand higher than man. Who is to judge the other? 

 
 
 



Humanistic Education 
 
Now a Christian will recognize in this process of the history of philosophy the 

realization of the plans and purposes of Satan. The first thing he did for the human race 
was to tell Eve that nothing would happen to her if she ignored what she thought were the 
laws of God. He instilled into her mind the notion that the Universe is neutral, that is, that 
there are no antitheses in it. The devil told Eve that he was just as old as God. The devil 
told Eve that there was an impersonal law above both God and himself. He did not 
openly deny the personality of God. He implicitly denied the absolute personality of God. 
Satan is not opposed to personalistic philosophies. He can sometimes use them more 
effectively than outspoken impersonalistic philosophies when he wants to make non-
Christians believe that they really are Christians. 

Now when the educational curriculum of a school is based upon such a relativistic 
educational philosophy the child is sure to learn that it really matters not at all what it 
does. Oh, yes, it does matter as far as getting through this life is concerned. It is still the 
best policy to be honest. Yet if you are dishonest that too does not matter as long as you 
can “get away with it.” The whole universe is then a place to “get away with” things. 
“The Lord doeth no good neither doeth He evil.” The “Lord” is but a symbolical 
expression for the impersonal laws of nature. 

When Zephaniah the prophet noticed this sort of attitude getting into the lives of those 
who were Jehovah’s covenant people, he preached the antithesis in its highest possible 
expression. He preached the judgment day as a day of wrath and of tribulation. God’s 
people could not possibly insult their maker and redeemer in any more gruesome fashion 
than by having anything to do in their educational policies with those who said that God 
was dead. When God was no longer recognized either in his promises or his threats the 
climax had been reached of all the devil could possibly desire. To ignore God is to go to 
perdition without so much as a bump. 

 
God-Centered Education 

 
It goes without saying them that our first duty as Christian educators is to face this 

education without antitheses and take a thoroughly antithetical attitude toward it. Modern 
educational philosophy gruesomely insults our God and our Christ. How, then, do you 
expect to build anything positively Christian or theistic upon a foundation which is the 
negation of Christianity and theism? Here it appears that we must be negative before we 
can be positive. We must negate the negation of the educational philosophy about us in 
order that thereafter we may be truly constructive. All your construction and all your 
synthesis that has failed to negate this negation of modern philosophy is itself negative 
and destructive. Here lies the antithesis in education. 

 
Non-Christian Idea Of Mystery 

 
And now to look at the same antithesis from the point of view of knowledge rather 

than from the point of view of reality we must note that according to modern educational 
philosophy man is thrown entirely upon his own resources. This is but a natural 
concomitant of an impersonalist theory of reality. In an impersonal universe God can at 



the most be given the place of a collaborator with man in the field of knowledge. The 
void surrounds both God and man. Accordingly man makes himself the standard of truth. 
Nothing will happen to him if he thinks wrong about the nature of reality. Nothing will 
happen to him if he does not choose to think about the nature of reality at all. Says D. C. 
Macintosh, “There is no law human or divine to force man to waste his time on matters 
on which he feels no real concern; and since the human capacity for interest is limited at 
best it perhaps is just as well that he should keep to the things to which his special bent 
inclines him.” 1 In Tolstoy’s Anna Karenina, one of the main characters expresses it as 
his opinion that the gods will certainly not take it amiss of us if we have made some 
mistakes about them inasmuch as we have done the best that we could. Now such a way 
of presentation presupposes that man has never had any contact with God and has never 
had any information about the truth of reality so that it would be an insult to God to think 
mistakenly about him and his universe. 

And how does man feel now that he has for centuries tried for himself the task of 
interpreting reality without any reference to God? He has done his best. He has 
courageously entered the field with the crow-bar of his intellect in order to conquer all 
mystery or if you will, conquer the mystery. When his intellect failed him he tried to 
descend into the lower levels of his existence in order there to receive some feeling of 
what it is all about. And when that failed he was driven to the conclusion that reality is 
essentially irrational. That is the prevailing view today. We are told that a surd remains 
no matter how carefully and exhaustively we may study any particular fact. And as for 
the notion that men can have knowledge about reality as a whole, it is said to be based 
upon conceit. The philosopher of today has given up every attempt to understand the 
meaning of the whole of reality. “Die Ganzheitsbetrachtung, die Meinung, wissen zu 
konnen, was das Ganze, geschichlich und gegenwartig, sei, ist ein Grundirrtum; das Sein 
dieses Ganzen ist selbst fraglish.” 2 And yet the philosopher is also conscious of the fact 
that all things are related. He knows that unless we know the whole we cannot really 
know any part of the whole. The question of the one and the many is to him as insoluble 
as it was to Plato and Aristotle. The whole of reality is in darkness and consequently a 
surd surrounds every particular fact. 

The net result of all this is that modern man feels himself adrift as a derelict on a 
shoreless sea. He is overwhelmed with a sense of the utter futility of it all. More than that, 
he feels terrified. He speaks much of “Lebensangst.” “Angst steigert sich zu dem 
Bewusstsien, wie ein vorlorener Punkt im leeren Raum zu ver-sinken, da alle 
menschlichen Beziehungen nur auf Zeit-gelten scheinen.” 3 Man feels that he is somehow 
significantly related to that ultimate irrational existence about which he has no knowledge 
and over which he has no control. 

Looking at this modern Irrationalism what else can we do but reject it in tow? If we 
give to God his rightful place as absolute self-conscious personality we have the very 
opposite of Irrationalism. In that case we know that our knowledge is analogical of God’s 
knowledge and therefore true. We live and move and have our being in the revelation of 
God. And as for Scripture it is then but the means of the reinstatement of man into the 

                                                
 1 Religious Realism, p. 5. 
 2 Dr. Karl Jaspers, Die geistige Situation der Zeit, p. 22. 
 3 Jasper, op. cit., p. 56. 



original revelational atmosphere in which man was created. We make no apologies for 
regarding Scripture as the textbook of the philosophy of science. Granted the existence of 
God and granted the existence of sin the imperative necessity of redemptive revelation 
follows unless God should fail of his purpose with man. “If ye believe in God believe 
also in me,” said Christ. As theism is the presupposition of Christianity, so Christianity is 
the implication of theism. We are in no doubt about either. Fear of the void is the 
controlling motive of the unbeliever’s life. Confidence in God is the controlling motive of 
the believer’s life. And you cannot be positive on a basis of fear. You cannot construct 
into the void, especially when you stand upon the void. Here again we must negate the 
negation of modern education before we can really be constructive in anything that we 
do. 

 
Uncertainty And Fear 

 
And if now we turn to the educational picture that surrounds us we find that it 

corresponds exactly to the educational philosophy that we have been discussing. 
In the first place we would note the excited interest in matters educational. The 

number of books on education is legion. Man throws all his hopes on the education of the 
next generation. He is conscious of the fact that the present generation is in a hopeless 
condition. “Ein Zeitalter, das sich selbst nicht vertraut, kummert sich um Erziehung, als 
ob hier aus dem Nichts wieder etwas werden konnte.” 4  

In the second place there is no centrality in the educational policies of the day. How 
could there be if no one knows what the center of human life is? Instead of following a 
policy that is based upon a definite assurance that human life must be lived for the sake 
of God, we find a hasty and nervous series of experimentation into the unknown. One 
demagogue after another arises to proclaim: Lo here is the Christ and lo there is the 
Christ. Since man thinks he has no knowledge of reality but at most a glimpse now and 
then as to what he may accomplish in this world; his educational policies are split up as 
to purpose, as to content and as to method. Educational theorists are out of breath. They 
dash after one thing and then after another as dogs do after a ball that is carelessly thrown 
out. What else then can we do but negate this negation of a center and a goal in 
education? 

As to the purpose of education we are told that it is to teach the growing personality a 
method of adjustment to the environment in which it may be placed. This purpose is set 
in opposition to what is said to be the older conception of the purpose of education, 
namely to give the child a certain informational content. Functional education is 
substituted for ideational education. But if we look for a minute at this so-called 
functional theory of education we notice that it cannot possibly function. The reason for 
this is that nothing will function in the void. It is perfectly self-contradictory to say that 
the purpose of education is to teach men adjustment to environment if we nor anybody 
else can have any notion whatever as to what that environment may really be. There can 
be no preparation for the void. In trying to prepare for the void modern educational 
theory has missed all sense of direction. 

                                                
 4 Jasper, op. cit., p. 94. 



In contrast with this we can readily see that only the Christian conception of 
education can really be said to be the functional conception of education. Upon a 
Christian basis there is assured a conviction as to what the growing personality will meet 
in the environment with which it will come into contact and functional adjustment can be 
made accordingly. It becomes evident how absolutely imperative it is for any teacher who 
becomes enamored of the modern idea of functional education to ask himself whether 
such an idea of education is consistent with the Christianity that he professes. All too 
often have Trojan horses come into the Christian camp. 

 
Knowledge And Confidence 

 
The case is similar with respect to the content of Christian education. Here, too, we 

shall have to be increasingly fearless in letting the controlling concepts of the Christian-
theistic life and world view determine what shall be the center of the curriculum. If we 
constantly keep looking over the fence to see how many hours are spent on this subject 
and how many hours are spent on that subject, we shall not get very far. If we are always 
worried about the criticism of our opponents, it is a sign that we have not yet learned the 
lesson to build alone. Again, this does not at all mean that we cannot learn from our 
opponents. During the World War the Germans no doubt learned from the Allies and the 
Allies learned from the Germans. Yet it is equally true that the Germans never failed to 
use what they learned from the Allies against the Allies and the Allies never failed to use 
what they learned from the Germans against the Germans. Thus, too, we can afford to 
take over from our enemies only that which will fit into our own program of constructing 
a covenant personality. No educational content that cannot be set into a definitely 
Christian-theistic pattern and be conducive to the development of covenant personality 
has any right to appear in our schools. 

And finally this is also true of educational method. Here, too, the temptation besets us 
that we should be very keen to watch the methods that are used about us. Now this too is 
in itself altogether commendable and necessary. It is commendable because every good 
soldier should know the tactics of the enemy. It is commendable too because perhaps 
some of the methods used by the enemy may be transformed and used by us. But 
transformed they must always be. We cannot afford to say that if only we place a 
different content before our pupils we need not worry about the form because the form is 
a neutral something. If a glass has contained carbolic acid you do not merely pour it out 
in order then to give your child a drink of water. How much more impossible will it be to 
take a spiritual content and pour it out of its form in order to use the latter for the pouring 
out of a definite Christian-theistic content? The connection between form and matter is 
too much like that of skin and flesh to allow for the easy removal of the one without 
taking something of the other for us not to be on our guard with respect to the educational 
methods of our opponents. We can never, strictly speaking, use their methods. We can 
use methods that appear similar to theirs, but never can we use methods that are the same 
as theirs. 

So, then, our conclusion with respect to the educational philosophies and the 
educational policies that surround us is that we must be intensively and extensively 
negative or we can never be intensively and extensively positive in the Christian-theistic 
sense of the term. The fundamental principle of the antithesis upon which Christianity is 



built demands nothing less than that. We must more and more dare to be consistently 
peculiar in our educational policies. If we dare to be peculiar we will be “peculiar” in the 
eyes of the world, to be sure, but we will not be “peculiar” in the eyes of God. If we are 
not peculiar, we will be “peculiar” in the eyes of God and be twice “peculiar” in the eyes 
of the world. 

 
2. The Antithesis In The Curriculum 

 
And now if you will speculate with me a little I would like to look at some of the 

features that, it would seem, should always characterize the curriculum of a Christian 
school. I purposely say that I wish only to look at some of the features that should never 
be missing. I do not presume to lay down a program. 

In order to consider the curriculum in its broad outlines and not to lose ourselves in 
details, we may say that it deals with nature and history. It deals with “facts” of space and 
with “facts” of time. It matters not what subject you teach; whether it be mathematics, 
sewing, cooking or music, you are dealing with space-time “facts.” I speak of space-time 
“facts” even in preference to “facts” of space and time in order still further to simplify 
and centralize the question. All “facts” are inextricably interwoven with space and with 
time. We cannot intelligibly think of “facts” without thinking of them in space and time. 
We may speak of space and time, if we will, as the form of the “facts” if only we recall 
that form and content too are inseparable. Empty space and empty time are meaningless 
concepts. We may say then that the curriculum deals with “space-time-facts.” 

 
The Non-Christian’s Self-Sufficiency 

 
One more preliminary point we would make in this connection. A sharp distinction is 

usually made between “facts” and “laws.” It is taken for granted that you have explained 
the “facts” if you have referred them to the “laws” according to which they work. But this 
is misleading. Laws are nothing but ways in which “space-time facts” behave. It is 
therefore more to the point to say that laws are aspects of the “facts” or are themselves a 
part of the larger “fact” that we are seeking to learn about the “facts.” An historical “fact” 
is perfectly meaningless unless seen in the relation it sustains to all other historical 
“facts,” or in other words unless seen according to the law of its operation. So, then, for 
our purposes it is better to include the term “law” under the term “fact.” The phrase 
“space-time facts” would then include all the “facts” and all the “laws” in their concrete 
relationship. 

And now with the consideration of these preliminary matters we have also prepared 
the way for a direct attack upon the problem as to what should be the main feature of any 
Christian school curriculum. This main feature, it would now appear, is that the whole of 
“space-time facts” should be set into the pattern of the conception of the absolute 
personality of God. 

We have seen that a “fact” without its relation to space is to us without significance. 
It is unintelligible. It is a mere abstraction. It is wholly unthinkable. And for these reasons 
it is altogether unteachable. Similarly a “fact” in space without time is a mere abstraction 
and unteachable. You cannot tell anyone anything about such a thing because it does not 



mean anything to yourself. And it seems still to be a requirement that he who tries to 
teach should at least have some remote notion as to what it is all about. 

 
Teaching Without Reference To God 

 
Now, just in this way the whole of “space-time facts” is to a Christian a mere 

abstraction, wholly unintelligible and therefore altogether unteachable unless it be seen in 
its relationship to God as its presupposition. We may express the same idea by saying that 
no “fact” is seen as it really is unless it is seen in its correct relationship to God. Since 
God has made the space-time facts their relation to God is naturally the most important 
thing to know about them. But more than that, it is not really enough to say that the most 
important thing to know about a “fact” is its relationship to God because that very 
relationship to God exhausts the meaning of the fact. When you have seen the “space-
time facts” in their relationship to God you have for the first time seen the fact about the 
“facts,” that is, you have for the first time seen the facts in distinction from bare facts. 
Accordingly, anyone who does not see the space-time facts before the background or in 
the pattern of the absolute personality of God does not see any facts but only thinks he 
does. It is not true to say that everybody has the facts to begin with. On the contrary, only 
a Christian-theist has the facts because there are none but theistic facts. Non-theists deal 
with “bare facts,” that is, with abstractions that have no meaning. 

We are purposely bringing the matter to this irreducible level in order to get away 
from the dangerously misleading confusion that appears perhaps more glaringly in the 
educational field than anywhere else, namely, that a fact is fact for everybody alike, 
unbeliever as well as believer. Now this is either a truism or a satanic falsehood. It is a 
simple truism if we mean that Christianity is either true or it is not true. If it is true, then 
this truth does as a matter of fact exist for the unbeliever as well as for the believer, and 
the unbeliever will learn to know the facts when it is too late, as the parable of the rich 
man and Lazarus teaches us. But it is a satanic falsehood to say that a fact is a fact for 
everybody alike, if it is taken to mean as it is usually taken to mean that there is a realm 
of space-time fact that is known to all men alike. The whole point in dispute between a 
theistic and a non-theistic interpretation of reality is this question, whether “facts” can be 
facts without being theistic. It follows then that to say that the facts are facts without 
saying anything further is to give yourself over soul and body to the mercy of your 
enemy, which likes nothing better than that you should give up the battle before the first 
blow has been given. As theists our contention is that there are no facts but theistic facts, 
while the contention of our opponents, expressed or unexpressed, is that facts are facts 
whether God exists or does not exist. For us to admit this at the outset is a complete 
admission of defeat and spells utter bankruptcy as well as the uselessness of Christian 
education. 

 
Teaching With Reference To God 

 
What sense is there in spending money for teaching arithmetic in a Christian school 

rather than in a so-called neutral school unless you are basically convinced that no space-
time fact can be talked about and taught unless seen in its relationship to God? When 
speaking thus of the absolute antithesis that underlies the educational policies of our 



schools, it is not too much to say that if any subject could be taught elsewhere than in a 
Christian school there would be no reason for having Christian schools. The only reason 
why we are justified in having Christian schools is that we are convinced that outside of a 
Christian-theistic atmosphere there can be no more than an empty process of one 
abstraction teaching abstractness to other abstractions. No teaching of any sort is possible 
except in Christian schools. 

No, please do not say that this is an extreme statement or an overwrought accusation. 
Plato knew it and said so. He knew that he could do nothing with the profound notion that 
two and two are four if he looked at two horses and two cows. He found that he would 
somehow have to make a reference to the ideal world and speak of twoness abstracted 
from horses and cows and everything concrete. But twoness—what was it? Plato knew 
that he did not know. He knew that the ideal world was not within his grasp. But he also 
knew that he was helpless without it. And this was true with respect to everything that he 
saw in this world. It was true of mathematics but it was also true of ethics. Can virtue be 
taught? he asked. Well, to teach a thing we must know that thing. But do we know virtue 
by looking at it in this world? No, for there is no virtue here that is not mixed with vice. 
Any virtue driven to extremes becomes a vice. To get a true idea of virtue, then, we must 
look at the ideal world again. But even there we cannot find virtue totally by itself 
because among the ideas of good things there are those terrible ideas of mud and hair and 
filth. In the ideal world, too, Plato thought the positive does not exist without the 
negative, the devil is just as old as God. So then the idea of virtue as Plato saw it 
remained an ultimate mystery. Plato admitted that he was before an ultimate dilemma of 
thought. He knew that he knew nothing and that he could therefore teach nothing. As for 
modern philosophy it knows still better than Plato did that it knows nothing, but the pity 
is that it is willing to admit as Plato was willing to admit that it cannot teach anything. 
Bernard Bosanquet has labored to understand what it means that five plus seven are 
twelve. He calls it an eternal ‘novelty.’ He also calls it an ‘eternal’ novelty. By that he 
means that no law of arithmetic means anything to anybody unless such a law is related 
to a body of absolute truth. His argument was the same as Plato’s when he said that to 
know what it means that two times two are four we must know what twoness means. 
Now here we have a full admission of the indispensableness of Christian schools. The 
ground for the necessity of Christian schools lies in this very thing, that no fact can be 
known unless it be known in its relationship to God. And once this point is clearly seen, 
the doubt as to the value of teaching arithmetic in Christian schools falls out of the 
picture. Of course arithmetic must be taught in a Christian school. It cannot be taught 
anywhere else. 

 
Consciousness Of Antitheses 

 
We have purposely taken up this matter of two times two are four because that seems 

to be the black beast in Christian instruction. Many are willing to admit that it is quite 
reasonable that the Christian religion and Christian ethics should be taught in Christian 
schools but are not willing to admit that subjects which lie on the educational periphery 
should be taught in Christian schools. The most they will admit is that of course it is nice 
to have the children in a Christian atmosphere at all times and that such a Christian 
atmosphere can be supplied by Christian teachers only. Sometimes some say sneeringly 



or a least doubtfully, “How can you teach arithmetic to the glory of God?” or, “How can 
you be specifically Christian when you teach the children that two times two are four?” 
Well our answer is that if you cannot teach arithmetic to the glory of God you cannot do 
it any other way because it cannot be done any other way by anybody. And by this I do 
not mean that you breathed a sort of Christian atmosphere about the problems of 
arithmetic in the sense that you have opened the school session with prayer a couple of 
hours before. By a Christian atmosphere I mean first of all that deep conviction on the 
part of the teacher that no fact is teachable except when brought into relationship with 
God. For it is not till the teacher has this conviction that he will radiate any ethical 
atmosphere that is worth the having. Emotional Christianity does not flower well on a 
hard clay bottom of intellectual paganism. Now I well know that it is easy to figure this 
thing out in theory and most difficult to bring it into practice. We do not speak of it as an 
easy matter, but we speak of the impossible as possible because the possible has become 
wholly impossible. Ah, how large a portion of the grace of God it requires to be a teacher 
of the children of the covenant! But do we not sometimes too lightly dismiss the matter as 
beyond our power altogether? When we say that arithmetic must be taught to the glory of 
God we do not mean that the child shall at once understand the full implication of all that 
it means that two times two are four because God has made the space-time world 
according to certain laws and that these laws express something of the very being of God. 
We need not at all despair when the first graders do not understand this matter. But you 
may as well despair if your eighth or tenth graders do not begin to get an inkling of it. 
They ought to begin to see these things and if they do they will later learn to see more of 
them. 

Then, too, there is a sense in which the subject of arithmetic lies at the periphery of 
the Christian school curriculum. Not as though arithmetic should take less time than other 
subjects. It is quite possible that a subject should take a large share of the available time 
and yet lie at the periphery of the curriculum. Arithmetic and all other subjects that 
emphasize the space aspect of the space-time word lie in the nature of the case at the 
periphery of the whole area of the creation of God. This is due to the arrangement God 
has made in his creation, namely, that man should stand at the center of it. And since man 
is a self-conscious and active being his most characteristic human traits will manifest 
themselves more fully in the movement of time, that is in history, than in the immovable 
atmosphere of space. Accordingly it is easier to bring out the more specifically human 
and the more specifically Christian interpretation of reality when teaching history than 
when teaching nature. Consequently, we cannot expect the same intensity of emotional 
response to a really Christian instruction of arithmetic that we can expect to a Christian 
instruction of history. And for that reason, too, we should again realize the close 
connection between the facts of space and the facts of time. Since the more definitely 
temporal facts lie closer to the center of the glory of God we should connect the spatial 
facts with the temporal facts and use the latter as media of transmission of the glory of 
the spatial facts to God. In a symphony every individual instrument need not be 
individually conspicuous. In a good picture there is much background that is little noted 
but none the less indispensable. The curriculum of a Christian school should be an 
organism in which some members seem less important but cannot be amputated. 

May I interject again that when I have maintained that no teaching is possible except 
in Christian schools I have not forgotten the doctrine of common grace. Of course 



arithmetic and for that matter everything else, including religion and Christianity, is 
teachable if by being teachable you mean nothing more than making susceptible to a 
temporary pragmatic manipulation by unbelievers. But we are not speaking of that now. 
We are speaking only of specifically Christian instruction and of absolutely ultimate 
matters. 

 
The Natural Precedes The Spiritual 

 
While speaking of the curriculum we have emphasized the all important point that 

every space-time fact must be set before the absolute personality of God because we feel 
that if this point is once clearly seen all other problems can be solved in the light of it. We 
cannot speak of many of these problems. Let us however look for a moment at this 
question of centrality in the curriculum on which we have already touched. It goes 
without saying that if there is centrality in our Christian life and world view there is of 
necessity also centrality in our educational curriculum. We have spoken of the lack of 
centrality in the educational policies that surround us and found that such a lack of 
centrality was due to the lack of centrality in the educational philosophy that surrounds 
us. So also there is a lack of centrality in the curricula of the schools that surround us. It 
could not be otherwise. No one can make a curriculum that has a center if he has no 
center for his own life and world views. 

We are all familiar with the mad rush for the study of nature at the expense of the 
classics and the humanities a number of years ago. Now we are not interested in the 
details of this question. We only wish to point out that this tendency was indicative of an 
emphasis upon man’s environment at the expense of man himself. And if now we recall 
that according to modern educational philosophy man does after all know nothing about 
his environment, it becomes apparent that the modern educational curriculum is built 
upon the silent admission that we do not know who man is and that we do not know what 
his surroundings are. Accordingly man is wholly adrift, and all that he can do is turn as 
fast as he can to anything that he may fancy himself to see in the distance. The 
curriculum of a Christian school will naturally maintain the exact opposite of all this. We 
know who man is and what his surroundings are. Moreover we know that man is the 
center of the created universe. And this knowledge lies at the foundation of our 
curriculum building program. As builders of a curriculum for Christian schools we do not 
dash wildly back and forth, then, in this and then in that direction. We will always place 
man at the center of the curriculum. God has made man’s environment subject to man 
instead of man subject to his environment. It follows that history can never be relegated 
to the background. It is in history that the acts of man appear most conspicuously. Note 
well, we are not speaking first of all of the quantity of time required to teach these 
subjects. Nature study is good and useful if only it is not separated from the study of 
history. 

 
All Things Are Ours 

 
But we have not said enough if we say that man must always be at the center of the 

curriculum. We must add that man as the Christian must stand at the center of the 
curriculum. Hence sacred history in which the program of redemption is held to view is at 



the center of all the teaching of history. Again I speak not primarily of a quantity of time. 
To say that sacred history should stand at the center of the curriculum is not inconsistent 
with spending many hours on subjects other than sacred history. It only means that when 
nature is brought in connection with history and secular history is brought in connection 
with sacred history does man as redeemed stand at the center of the curriculum and only 
thus can any and every fact of the space-time world be brought into relation with the 
absolute personality of God. Only thus is there no abstract separation of the that of 
education from the what of education. Only thus can teaching become really concrete. 
Only thus can the emphasis be laid where it ought to be laid. It will enable us to set forth 
the really important figures in the history of the human race and in the history of the 
redemption of the human race without being all the while afraid that we are spending too 
much time on Moses rather than on Mussolini. Only thus can nature be set forth as the 
picture book of God, that is, as the moving picture book of God. Only thus can we 
provide the atmosphere that is so indispensable if Christian education is to be worth its 
name. 

 
3. The Antithesis In Regard To The Child 

 
And now that we come to a consideration of the child that is to be educated, we can 

be very brief. We have already discussed what the modern educational philosophy thinks 
of man. It will naturally think the same thing of the child. Out of the maze of the void and 
out of the infinite depths of irrationality there has somehow come forth upon this world 
these specks of rationality that we call human beings. And each human being 
recapitulates this process of the race as a whole. The adjustments that the tiny speck of 
developing rationality is to learn to make seem all to deal with temporal things, but there 
is a misty haze of possibilities surrounding him. Accordingly the child must be placed 
before an infinite series of open possibilities. The most common term used for this 
supposed process of adjustment is the term or phrase of “integration of personality” into 
its surroundings. The concept of personality is used over and over again. The whole of 
education is said to be the development of personality. And it is said that only now that 
education is liberated from the trammels of medievalism which made the child subject to 
the curriculum instead of the curriculum subject to the child has personality any real 
chance for development. 

 
Non-Christian Idea Of Personality 

 
This question, then, of personality and the possibility of its development is the point 

in dispute between our opponents and ourselves. What shall we say in answer to the 
charge that in our type of curriculum personality cannot develop at all? It is clear that we 
are once more face to face with an ultimate alternative. 

 
Vacuum Fed Babies 

 
When discussing the philosophies of education we saw that our opponents in the 

nature of the case think our position wholly untenable and that we think our opponents’ 
position to involve nothing short of chaos. When discussing the curriculum we saw that 



the real issue was whether upon a non-theistic basis anything at all was teachable. And 
we have maintained that upon the educational foundation of our opponents nothing at all 
is teachable. That was our answer to the charge made by our opponents that we cannot 
teach because we are hide-bound in the formation of the curriculum. What else do you 
suppose can be our answer now to the charge that personality cannot well develop in our 
system of education, than to say that on their system of education personality cannot 
develop at all. Here, as along the whole front, we must begin with an absolute negation 
before we can be positive and constructive at all. 

 
Genuine Nurture 

 
Our reason for holding that personality cannot develop in the educational system of 

our opponents is that on their view finite personality is, as we have seen, placed in the 
midst of an absolutely impersonal atmosphere. Our claim is that finite personality cannot 
develop unless it be placed face to face with absolute personality. We have contended 
that no space-time fact in general can have any significance except when placed in its 
proper relation to God. And Personality is a space-time fact. But more specifically than 
that the fact that nothing in this universe can be known except when placed into its 
relationship to God appears most clearly in the case of human personality. You cannot 
think of personality without thinking of rationality, and finite rationality is by itself 
unthinkable and without meaning. To think of finite personality by itself is to think 
meaning into the void. The impersonal cannot be a foil to the personal. Taken in an 
absolute sense personality must be completely self-sufficient. And taken in a finite sense, 
personality may have the impersonal as its foil only if back of this impersonal foil is the 
absolute personality of God. 

It was the impersonalism of the educational philosophies that reduced all antitheses to 
nothing and reduced the universe to a neutral universe in which nothing would happen. 
So now again it is this same ultimate impersonalism that reduces finite personality to 
nothing. Consequently, nothing will happen in the way of the development of personality. 
If then the finite personality is not placed face to face with God and the “facts” about 
which the finite personality is to learn or the environment to which it is to be adjusted is 
not placed face to face with God, there cannot possibly be any fruitful contact between 
the subject and the object of knowledge. To have knowledge at all, both the knower and 
the known must be in contact with God. Only through God can the two be brought 
together. 

 
Non-Christian Denial Of Authority 

 
And this brings us finally to remark on the question of authority in education. The 

relation of one person teaching another brings out at once the question whether the one 
has any authority to present his interpretation as absolute truth. Is there any authority at 
all? Will not authority when exercised by one upon the other hamper the freedom of the 
other? Our opponents hold that strictly speaking authority and freedom are mutually 
exclusive. True, they will allow for the authority of the expert in the sense that one person 
knows a little more about the actual performance of the universe than another, but 



authority in the ultimate sense, that is authority in the juridical as well as the expert sense, 
they will not allow. 

 
Expert Authority 

 
Now we are not pleading for the substitution of juridical for expert authority. But 

what we do claim is that on the basis of our opponents there is no authority at all and that 
without authority no teaching is possible. That there is no authority on the basis of our 
opponents is clear from the fact that on their basis there is no knowledge at all. And if 
there is no knowledge possible, no expert knowledge is possible. 

 
Real Authority 

 
Authority is nothing but the placing of the absolute personality of God before the 

finite personality of man. It follows then that if nothing can be taught unless it be taught 
in relation to God, nothing can be taught unless it be taught with authority. 

It is this that makes the position of the teacher so infinitely difficult and at the same 
time so infinitely valuable. On the basis of our opponents the position of the teacher is 
utterly hopeless. He knows that he knows nothing and that in spite of this fact he must 
teach. He knows that without authority he cannot teach and that there are no authorities to 
which he can appeal. He has to place the child before an infinite series of possibilities and 
pretend to be able to say something about the most advisable attitude to take with respect 
to those possibilities, and at the same time he has to admit that he knows nothing at all 
about those possibilities. And the result for the child is that it is not furnished with an 
atmosphere in which it can live and grow. In contrast with this the Christian teacher 
knows himself, knows the subject, and knows the child. He has the full assurance of the 
absolute fruitfulness of his work. He labors in the dawn of everlasting results. 
1  
 

                                                
1Van Til, C., & Sigward, E. H. (1997). The works of Cornelius Van Til, 1895-1987 
(electronic ed.). New York: Labels Army Co. 


