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Foreword

Americans spend, collectively and severally, voluntarily and involuntarily,
$300 billion on education each year, federal, state and local governments
appoint commissions to discover why public education has failed; and
books analyzing and lamenting the state of American education become
runaway Dbest-sellers. Yet with all this expenditure and activity
American education continues to worsen, for not one American in
a thousand understands the proper purpose of education.

“The end of learning,” wrote John Milton, “is to repair the ruin of our first
parents by regaining to know God aright, and out of that knowledge to love
him, to imitate him, to be like him....” If this be so—and the Bible says it is
so—then the aims of education in America are all wrong.

The purpose of education is not to enable the student to earn a good income.

The purpose of education is not to preserve our American system of
government and political freedom.

The purpose of education is not world unification.
The purpose of education is not to teach young people a trade.

The purpose of education is not to encourage the never-ending search for
truth.

The purpose of education is not to put the student in harmony with the
COSMOS.

The purpose of education is not to raise the consciousness of students and
train them for world revolution.

The purpose of education is not to prepare students for productive careers.



The purpose of education is not to integrate the races.
The purpose of education is not the social adjustment of the child.

The purpose of education is not to stay ahead of the Russians (or the
Japanese) in technology.

The purpose of education is not to create good citizens.?

No, the purpose of education is far different, far more noble than any of
these things. The purpose of education is to make Christian men, men
transformed by the renewing of their minds after the image of Him who
created them.

Yet the educational system in the United States is hostile to such education.
It regards men as trousered apes, and its products, understandably enough,
behave like untamed animals. The focus of American education, if one can
speak of it having a focus, is not merely on this world, but on the
most unimportant things in this world. The various educational philosophies
in vogue in the last half of the twentieth century agree in only one thing:
their opposition to Christianity.

The anti-Christian origins of our anti-Christian public school system were
explained more than a century ago by a Unitarian turned Roman Catholic,
Orestes Brownson. Describing a movement of which he was a part in the
early nineteenth century, the utopian socialism of Robert Owen, the
Scottish industrialist, Brownson wrote:

The great object was to get rid of Christianity, and to convert our churches into halls of
science. The plan was not to make open attacks on religion, although we might belabor
the clergy and bring them into contempt where we could; but to establish a system of
state,—we said national—schools, from which all religion was to be excluded, in which
nothing was to be taught but such knowledge as is verifiable by the senses, and to which
all parents were to be compelled by law to send their children.... The first thing to be
done was to get this system of schools established. For this purpose, a secret society
was formed, and the whole country was to be organized somewhat on the plan of the
carbonari of Italy, or as were the revolutionists throughout Europe by Bazard
preparatory to the revolutions of 1820 and 1830.... [TThe plan has been successfully



pursued, the views we put forth have gained great popularity, and the whole action of the

country on the subject has taken the direction we sought to give it...? 2

Now, after more than a century of government education, the effects of this
anti-Christian educational system are becoming clear even to some non-
Christians. But while the non-Christians see the problems—the crime, the
drugs, the promiscuity, the diseases, the illiteracy, the ignorance, the
disbelief in truth—they do not see the solution. A University of
Chicago Professor, Allan Bloom, published a best-selling book
on education last year, The Closing of the American Mind. In his book,
Professor Bloom, who is not a Christian, offers a brilliant analysis of the
moral and epistemological relativism that now controls our entire culture,
including education, the view that all values are relative, and there is no
truth, but only various “truths.” But while his analysis is acute and, at times,
brilliant, Bloom is like the doctor who diagnoses the disease but
never prescribes a cure. Or worse, the doctor prescribes a treatment that will
exacerbate, not meliorate, the disease.

Bloom criticizes the modem American university because it is not a
university, but a multiversity: “The university now offers no distinctive
visage to the young person. He finds a democracy of the disciplines.... This
democracy is really an anarchy.... There is no vision, nor is there a
competing set of visions, of what an educated human being is.... There is
no organization of the sciences, no tree of knowledge.... Thus, when a
student arrives at the university, he finds a bewildering variety of
departments and a bewildering variety of courses. And there is no official
guidance, no university-wide agreement, about what he should study.... So
the student must navigate among a collection of carnival barkers, each
trying to lure him into a particular sideshow.”

Professor Bloom recalls that the first student rebels at the University of
California at Berkeley in the 1960s were objecting to this very
phenomenon: competing carnival barkers, each trying to lure them into a

sideshow. The students wanted then, as students want today, a comprehensive and unified
view of things. That is precisely what American education cannot give them.

Nearly twenty years ago another critic of American education outlined the problem this way:



Directly or indirectly, the influence of philosophy sets the epistemological standards and
methods of teaching for all departments, in the physical sciences as well as in the
humanities. The consequence, today, is a chaos of subjective whims setting the criteria of
logic, of communication, demonstration, evidence, proof, which differs from class to
class, from teacher to teacher.... It is as if each course were given in a different language,
each requiring that one think exclusively in that language, none providing a dictionary.
The result—to the extent that one would attempt to comply—is intellectual
disintegration.

Add to this: the opposition to “system-building,” i.e., to the integration of knowledge,
with the result that the material taught in one class contradicts the material taught in the
others, each subject hanging in a vacuum and to be accepted out of context, while any
questions on how to integrate it are rejected, discredited and discouraged.

Add to this: the arbitrary, senseless, haphazard conglomeration of most curricula, the
absence of any hierarchical structure of knowledge, any order, continuity or rationale—
the jumble of courses on out-of-context minutiae and out-of-focus surveys—the all-
pervading  unintelligibility—the  arrogantly self-confessed irrationality—and
consequently, the necessity to memorize, rather than leam, to recite, rather than
understand, to hold in one’s mind a cacophony of undefined jargon long enough to pass
6

the next exam.”
What is Professor Bloom’s solution to this anarchy in higher education?
After nearly 350 pages of analysis and criticism he writes: “Of course, the
only serious solution is the one that is almost universally rejected: the good
old Great Books approach, in which a liberal education means
reading certain generally recognized classic texts, just reading them, letting
them dictate what the questions are and the method of approaching them...

But this, of course, and I emphasize the of course, is not a solution at all,
still less a serious solution, and it is certainly not the only solution. For the
“bewildering variety of courses” offered by contemporary universities,
Bloom would substitute a bewildering variety of philosophies. “Just
reading” Plato, Aristotle, Hegel, Kant, Augustine, Aquinas, Rousseau,
Calvin, Darwin, Descartes, Bacon, Hobbes, Locke, Leibniz, Anselm, Marx,
Spinoza, Berkeley, Kierkegaard, Nietzsche, Hume, Machiavelli, Ockham,
Spencer, Plotinus, Pascal, Freud, Shakespeare, Moses, the Apostle Paul,
Lucretius, Swift, Smith, Homer, Scotus, Bonaventure, Luther, Russell,
James, Montesquieu, Aristophanes, Bossuet, and Dewey is simply
substituting one carnival of sideshows for another. Professor
Bloom’s solution, spread before the world in several hundred



thousand books, is no solution at all. What is needed is a
comprehensive unifying philosophy of education, and he offers none.
Could anything speak more eloquently of the intellectual bankruptcy of
humanism than this?

Where Professor Bloom fails, Gordon Clark succeeds, and brilliantly. Clark
presents a coherent philosophy of education, a philosophy that can guide
not only the university, but the kindergarten as well. The end of education is
not the creation of carpenters, engineers, and plumbers, nor even doctors,
lawyers, good citizens, and scientists, but men. Christian men. Guided
by Christian philosophy, all of education, from kindergarten to university
(Bloom does not discuss the first 13 years of education at all) can aim at
instilling the love of truth and of God in the minds of the young.

Solomon explained the purpose of education long ago:
To know wisdom and instruction,
To perceive the words of understanding,
To receive the instruction of wisdom, justice, judgment, and equity:

To give prudence to the simple, to the young man knowledge and discretion, (a wise man
will hear and increase learning, and a man of understanding will attain wise counsel),

To understand a proverb and an enigma, the words of the wise and their riddles.

The fear of the Lord is the beginning of knowledge, but fools despise wisdom and
instruction. If you cry out for discernment, and lift up your voice for understanding, if
you seek her as silver, and search for her as for hidden treasures, then you
will understand the fear of the Lord, and find the knowledge of God. For the Lord gives
wisdom; from his mouth come knowledge and understanding. Happy is the man who
finds wisdom, and the man who gains understanding; for her proceeds are better
than the profits of silver, and her gain than fine gold. She is more precious than rubies,
and all the things you may desire cannot compare with her.

John W. Robbins December 23,1987



Preface

The large variety of religious books to which the public has been treated
during the last one hundred years has in the main represented two points of
view. First, the Roman Catholics have efficiently resurrected Thomas
Aquinas and have applied his principles to the major phases of human life.
By an increasing volume of scholarly works they have made Neo-
scholasticism a force in the present day world. The second religious
viewpoint is that of liberalism or modernism. But though the amount
of publication has been tremendous, and though this type of religion has
come to dominate most of the large Protestant denominations, modernism,
in contrast with the fortunes of scholastic philosophy, has suffered serious
reverses. The liberals of some decades ago were on the verge of ushering in
the millennium. Evolution and the doctrine of man’s inevitable perfection
had almost made us angels, and Utopia was just around the comer. This
easy optimism was shaken by World War I, and World War II was its coup
de grace. But if the rude facts of history have shaken its complacency, the
calmer methods of philosophy have been equally damaging. The attempt to
conserve Christian values without basing them on orthodox theology is seen
to result in an unstable position. Rejecting revelation in favor of experience,
the modernist today must choose between acknowledging an anti-christian
experience or retracing his steps to some sort of normative revelation.

He must become humanistic or orthodox.

In an endeavor to meet this need, a third type of religious philosophy has
come to the fore. It is the neo-orthodoxy or neo-supematuralism of Karl
Barth and his associates. Insofar as this development is a witness to the
instability of liberalism, it serves a useful function. But the claim that
Barthianism is a return to Calvinism cannot be sustained. The more
one examines this neo-orthodoxy, the less orthodox it is seen to be. Then,
too, the theories of paradox and the Wholly-Other God seem to be
philosophically untenable. For these reasons Barthianism is not an escape



from the religious dilemma that demands either humanism or a real

orthodoxy without any neo.Z

Though sufficient argument to justify the force of this dilemma cannot be
inserted in an introduction, the inherent seriousness of the problem places
upon every individual, and especially upon the liberals, the obligation of
considering the two possible choices. Humanism is receiving attention
and adherents. The historic position of Protestantism ought also to be
studied. But instead of being a welcome subject of study, Protestantism
faces constant attempts to prevent its being heard; and the impression is
sedulously cultivated that the problems have all been settled, and Calvinism
has nothing worthwhile to say. The result naturally is that historic
Protestantism is dismissed thoughtlessly. Let it be granted that some of the
blame falls on the orthodox Protestants themselves. For one reason or
another they have not done as the Roman Catholics have done: They have
not developed a philosophy and applied its principles to contemporary
problems. Nor does this present book attempt to supply this deficiency.**
With the exception of Chapter 8, the treatment is almost purely popular and
makes no claim of being an ambitious scheme to expound a
Protestant system of philosophy. Furthermore, it is limited to the one
field of education, and even in this field its formulations are far
less comprehensive than the conventional title, if taken literally, would
indicate. Yet while the subject is but one among many, education is
important in its own right. And not only so; for in addition, the one is a test
case for the many. The study of education presumably will show that
conservative Protestantism has certain definite philosophical principles, and
that these principles are applicable both to education and to other problems
as well. And if perchance more capable writers are stimulated to publication
on these many subjects, there may grow a body of literature sorely needed
by orthodox Christians, and still more sorely needed by those who wander
in this dark world without a light to guide them.

Almost forty years have passed since the first edition of this book appeared,
and it is now dated. This second edition is also dated. Many of the old
references remain. New data have been added. But the subject matter is



never out-dated. On the contrary, more than ever the Christian people of
America need to be impressed with the necessity for Christian education.

The present book is about three halves the length of the earlier one. It is
useless to burden a Preface with a list of deletions and additions. Perhaps
the most important improvement is the clearer indications of the logical
connections between the parts of the argument.

May God, partly through this argument, save our young people from this
present world.

Gordon H. Clark



Chapter 1

The Need for a World-View

“Those who can, do; those who cannot, teach; those who cannot teach,
teach Education.” From the testimony of a large number of students who
have been required to take courses in Education, not only does there seem
to be some truth in this harsh, popular judgment on their professors, but one
also gains the impression that the courses the professors teach are of
even less value. What there is of wvalue, according to common
student opinion, has been diluted, padded, and stretched to make several
courses instead of being assembled into a single one the equal of courses in
mathematics or history. It is not surprising, therefore, that Departments of
Education must depend on legislative compulsion rather than on intrinsic
merit to obtain students. In all the curriculum no other subject is so
widely condemned as is Education.

This situation indicates that professors of Education and courses in
Education are two important problems in educational philosophy. Other
professors and other courses are also problems. No author can write very
fully on education without giving some space to questions of curriculum.
And if not much attention is paid to the person of a college professor,
the teachers in the elementary grades are objects of study. Nor
does educational theory slight the pupil. The prospective teacher must study
child psychology. A school can operate satisfactorily only if the teachers
understand children. Then, too, schools and school systems have
administrators. These higher officials perforce develop policies, and the
problems involved are usually perplexing.

Although this listing of the problems of education may not be complete, it
is sufficient to produce a striking contrast between the obvious importance
of these matters and the widespread condemnation of courses in Education.
When one stops to think, this condemnation is a remarkable



phenomenon. The secular society of our day would do well to remember
that Plato considered the training of children to be exceedingly important.
For people who respect the Hebrew and Christian traditions the Bible can
be quoted: “Gather the people together, men, women and children ... that
they may learn ... and observe to do all the words of this law; and that their
children, which have not known anything, may hear ... Proverbs 22:6 is a
more familiar passage: “Train up a child in the way he should go; and when
he is old he will not depart from it.” Other verses, both of precept and
example, could be added. Not only have great leaders, like Plato and
Moses, emphasized education, but large numbers of parents, to varying
degrees no doubt, have followed their recommendations. Schools of many
types in all lands at all times have exerted great influence. Surely then their
aims, their methods, and their results are worthy of serious study: Education
is a possible topic of investigation as truly as physics or literature. To have
it condemned so widely by its own students is indeed a curious
phenomenon.

Perhaps the phenomenon contains its own explanation. If education is as
worthy a field of investigation as physics and history, and if it is taught by
incompetent professors, the disparity between the possibilities of the subject
and its actual 8 teaching could easily produce acute disappointment and
harsh judgment. But this cannot be the complete explanation. There are
poor teachers of physics and history also. The reasons for failure must be
sought in the methods used, unsuccessfully, to assemble valuable contents
for the courses. Education is a respectable subject for study because it is an
important human activity having vital relationships with many, if not all,
other human activities. It is an essential component of the world. And if it is
to be treated adequately, its place in relation to the rest of the world must be
accurately located. Education cannot be properly considered in a state of
isolation. As an important part of the world, its understanding requires a
general view of the world of which it is so important a part. The professor
of Education therefore ought to have a developed and
consistent philosophy. Of course, in any mediocre School of
Education there are courses with the title, The Philosophy of Education. But
it is a fact, another curious fact, that few philosophers in this country have
bothered with education, and few professors of Education know much



general philosophy. This divorce between Education and philosophy,
particularly in the case of those who teach the philosophy of Education,
seems the best explanation of Education’s discredit. The courses are
vague, they are confused, they lack unity and direction; the textbooks are
inflated with an inelegant disproportion of pontifical quotations; and these
things are true because no comprehensive world-view governs their
development. If education as a subject is to achieve the respect its inherent
worth demands, its professors must produce a basic world-view into which
their educational theories fit and on which they depend. Doubtless every
professor of Education has some sort of philosophy underlying his views of
education, but it is ordinarily an unconscious philosophy, unexpressed and
unacknowledged, or at best poorly formulated.

If criticism has been too severely centered on professors in Departments of
Education up to this point, a pertinent and perhaps aggravated illustration of
the deficiency may be seen in the policy of American colleges and
universities in general. Let us extend our examination beyond Departments
of Education and consider the schools and colleges. Are the
universities, either collectively or as separate wholes, superior to
their Departments of. Education?

When attention is directed to the educational policy of the American
universities, a difficulty appears at once. Should one even suggest that there
is a collective educational policy? Or is it not true that every institution has
its own philosophy and that there are few agreements? One college
emphasizes golf and the social graces, a second is known throughout the
country for nothing but its football, and a third in one of the north-
central states has the largest proportion of Phi Beta Kappa members on its
faculty. Some colleges offer typing and home economics; others say that
training the fingers does not constitute a liberal education. Some colleges
make swimming a requirement for education; others are more impressed
with a student’s ability to read German. It is therefore more than doubtful
that one can legitimately speak of the philosophy of the American
university.



If there is no uniform philosophy for all American universities, can it be
said that each one singly has its philosophy? Does not the large proportion
of Phi Beta Kappas show that the college referred to has a liberal arts rather
than a vocational philosophy? No doubt it does. But “liberal arts” is neither
a very extensive nor a very strict philosophy. Emphasis on liberal arts does
not make a college Hegelian or Pragmatic. On the faculty of such a college
there are doubtless representatives of several philosophical schools.
Accordingly the philosophy of that college does not extend very far into
details, nor is there strict enforcement of any one view.

When attention turns from “the American university,” and from any single
college regarded as a unit, a more uniform philosophy may be discovered
within some departments. In one college all the teaching of psychology is
directed to convince the student of the truth of one particular theory, be it
behaviorism or parallelism; while in another laboratory experimentation is
so stressed, as scientific method, that theory and interpretation are
eschewed. Their philosophy is to have no philosophy: Each experiment
emphatically is significant, but no one answers the question, Significant of
what? The Philosophy Department of the University of Minnesota has been
one hundred per cent Logical-Positivistic. But other
philosophy departments deliberately select their professors so as to
have exponents of many views.

At any rate—however it may be with some departmental exceptions—
American colleges have no philosophy of education. They may have some
vague ideals or aims. The school that stresses golf has the aim of producing
young gentlemen. When typing and home economics are included in the
curriculum, the aim is mildly vocational, or perhaps the idea is “preparation
for life.” Of course, strictly vocational schools have the most definite aims
of all—and the least philosophy. The aims of the liberal arts schools are
more general and vague. Catalogues state them in impressive language with
little content. They strive for “excellence in education”; but there seems to
be no clear-cut, definite, all embracing philosophy—just an aggregate of
disjointed, cultural ideas.



Someone may, however, attempt to reply that these are differences of detail
only. It is impossible for two universities to be exactly alike, and the various
curricula are just the means which different administrators think are most
efficient to reach what is essentially the same end. Are they not all trying to
give to students an “education”?

Thus to cover all the various procedures of a hundred different institutions
under the name education is not exactly conducive to clarity. A training of
the fingers does not seem to be the equivalent of a training of the mind. The
excellent typist cannot ordinarily solve problems of physics or understand
the course of history, and ordinarily the scholar cannot type in
a professional manner. In fact, the situation is worse than this. The schools
of Education have long discussed the aims of education, and while most of
their work concerns elementary education, it is instructive to note that they
generally speak of aims in the plural rather than of the aim of education.
This is a tacit admission of failure to find any one comprehensive aim. It is
a failure to provide any criterion by which one subject should be included
and another excluded from the curriculum.

More recently the departments of Education have begun to speak of
citizenship as the one comprehensive aim of education. By its various
programs the school is to produce good citizens. But again comes the
question of clarity: Is good citizenship any clearer a term than education
itself? In pre-war Japan, in Hitler’s Germany, and in all Communist
countries, good citizenship means subservience to the ruling Party; and
good education may be a govemmentally controlled procedure
for inculcating the thoughts of Chairman Mao.

We hope that citizenship means and will continue to mean something very
different in the United States. But even in the United States there is little
agreement on the meaning of good citizenship. In 1933 when the National
Recovery Administration came into existence, some people argued that,
although they would not have initiated that particular plan, yet since
the President had demanded it, everyone ought to obey its provisions and
help it to succeed, for otherwise there would be no cure for the depression.
But some argued that it was unconstitutional, that it violated fundamental



American liberties, and that its success would be worse than any
depression. They were in the minority, but they happened to be right, so
right that the non-packed Supreme Court agreed with them. Though
despised by the majority, they were good citizens.

Or again, in those early thirties many people spoke of the Supreme Court as
thwarting the will of the majority of the people. Especially the labor unions
called for majority rule, and anyone who opposed majority rule would be in
their eyes a bad citizen. American tradition, however, has never favored
simple majority rule. Among all the governments of the world the United
States has been foremost in protecting the right of minorities, and the
smallest minority is the individual, and these rights are not regarded as
gratuities from the government in power, but as God-given. It is clear then
that good citizenship is an ambiguous term, and to use it as the
comprehensive aim of education is merely an attempt to hide a deep
confusion. The confusion is deep because the substituting of unrelated aims
for a single comprehensive aim in education is both the result and the
example of the absence of any ultimate aim for human life as a whole. If the
educators had any view of the chief end of man, they would find it easier to
locate the proper place of a liberal education. Whether it be the views of an
individual professor or the policy of a faculty, all will be confusion
unless founded on an unambiguous world-view. But this is what modem
education does not have.

Since the majority of professors of Education have no extended and definite
philosophy, since also common opinion supports them in thinking that the
details of Logical Positivism, Hegelianism, and Existentialism are irrelevant
to the teaching of children and even to the administration of a university, it
is necessary to show why this loose view is mistaken. Nor is it hard to do
so. The most obvious starting point is the fact that teachers teach children.
There is a subsidiary discussion as to whether teachers teach children or
whether they teach arithmetic. That is to say, educators sometimes debate
whether the classroom should be subject-centered or pupil-centered. Since
the present writer wishes to emphasize content and subject matter,
and delights in the quip about the progressives who teach children and do
not teach arithmetic, and the other quip about the third grade pupil who



proudly told his old-fashioned parents that he did not need to learn
arithmetic because he was developing a social consciousness, he cannot be
accused of unwarranted bias when he insists that teachers do and must teach
children. At least they (should) teach arithmetic to children.

No doubt a teacher can teach some arithmetic to third grade pupils—or
calculus to college sophomores—without knowing much about philosophy
or about pupils either. But his teaching is better if he does. Those educators
in particular who teach children and not arithmetic are strong for child
psychology. The teacher must know children.

But now we have fallen into an “ocean of arguments” no less deep and wide
than Plato’s Parmenides. Suppose the child, the human being, is an
evolutionary product, simply a more complicated animal, without a soul,
especially without an immortal soul. The late Supreme Court Justice, Oliver
Wendell Holmes, said, “I can see no reason for attributing to man
a significant difference in kind from that which belongs to a baboon or to a
grain of sand.... I wonder if cosmically an idea is any more important than
the bowels.”® Bertrand Russell’s famous passage, quoted in chapter three,
builds life and therefore education “only on the firm foundation of
unyielding despair.” The end of man is a doom, pitiless and dark. All
the labor of the ages is destined to extinction and must inevitably be buried
beneath the debris of a universe in ruins. Suppose on the other hand that
God created man in His own image and breathed into him the breath of life,
with the result that those redeemed by Christ shall glorify God and enjoy
him forever.

Teachers teach pupils. But whereas a teacher with the first view of what a
pupil is teaches despair along with arithmetic or social consciousness; the
teacher with the second view teaches hope.

In these two views, naturalism and theism, are intertwined all the strands of
philosophy. Even the question whether the government should control
education for its own ends and ban God from the schools, or whether the
church, home, or private corporations should do the educating, depends on



what man is. Once admit that the teacher teaches pupils, it is impossible
to rule out any part of philosophy as irrelevant.

Among the considerations that have come under review, some mention has
been made of the effect of government on education. Mention should also
be made of the effect, or alleged effect, of education on government.
Americans often speak of public education as if it were the main support of
democracy. Without an educated populace all sorts of evils would
proliferate, and the professional educators claim that unless the legislatures
appropriate almost unlimited amounts of tax money for the schools, the
nation will shortly collapse. The fact of the matter is that with hundreds of
billions already appropriated for public education, all sorts of evils have
proliferated and the nation is already collapsing. A Justice of the United
States Supreme Court was forced to resign in the 1960’s because
of suspicious financial arrangements. The 1970’s and 1980’s have seen a
series of national scandals in all three branches of government. No wonder
America raises its crime rate faster than it inflates its money.

And education? Far from being the bulwark of democracy and the savior of
civilization, public education cannot protect itself. Its products are its
enemies. Fifteen years ago the United States Office of Education estimated
that damage by vandals to public schools ran as high as one hundred million
dollars yearly. Window breakage in Chicago alone cost about one
million dollars a year. In New York City in one year 243,652 windows were
broken, at a cost of $1,218,260. Arson cost Los Angeles $850,000 in two
years. This means arson on school property: not general arson as in the
Watts riots. Does this widespread damage, caused by the schools’ pupils,
give the impression that civilization can be protected by public education?
Rather, civilization must be protected from public education.

On a broader scale one notes that educated nations cause more evil than
uneducated nations. The American Indians went on the war path, and the
cannibals of the Congo fought and killed; but the really important wars
were initiated and executed by England, France, Germany, and the United
States. Note too that the first three nations did not wage such terrible



wars during the unenlightened Middle Ages as they have done
since acquiring higher academic standards.

Another, but not so violent effect of education is hedonism. In the summer
of 1969 over 300,000 young people—one estimate by televison reporters
was 500,000—gathered for a music festival in a small New York town.
Nearly all smoked marijuana, some used heroin, and at least one died there
from an overdose; fornication was widespread. What is wrong
with American education that it results in such a group gathering in one
place at an assigned time? How many more such irresponsible social
parasites were there who could not attend that gathering?

In the past twenty years several similar but smaller gatherings have
occurred and drug use and fornication have become permanent American
institutions. Public schools have become centers for both activities.

One must therefore ask whether educators have any good reason for
supposing that education, American public education, can influence
government and society for good instead of for evil. If there is any
possibility that education can be productive of good, that possibility
depends on the inclusion of morality in the curriculum. But what is
morality? How are moral norms discovered and known? Do they or do they
not require a theological foundation? The present volume, as its title
suggests, asserts the need of a theological basis for morality; but the sole
point intended at this juncture is that a knowledge of child psychology,
including of necessity a view of the origin and nature of man, the relation
between education and government, and the inclusion or exclusion of
morals and theology, requires an intelligent educator to have a rather well-
developed philosophy or world-view.

Most educators, unfortunately, have little philosophy and oscillate among
aggregates of discordant opinions. Yet, while public elementary schools and
private, as well as state, universities usually have no definitely elaborated
world-view, there may be something that can be called the philosophy
of modem American education. In spite of the fact that one is Hegelian,
another realistic, and another pragmatic, there is a certain unity observable.



It is however, a negative unity. It is the unity of opposition to Christianity.
The Hegelian may be and often is very religious; he speaks with evident
piety of the Absolute God; and collectively he writes a large number
of volumes on religion. The pragmatists are more frequently irreligious,
though William James, before he became a behav-iorist and repudiated
consciousness, held to some sort of a god. But whether they speak of a god
or not, they do not believe in a transcendent, personal Creator; they do not
believe in a Sovereign God; and they most emphatically do not believe
in sovereign grace. This rejection of the very basis of Christianity pervades
all their teaching. Suppose they are teaching history: In this case they may
give certain economic causes of a war, but they would never think of
considering a war as a punishment sent by God on account of national sin.
The effect of this naturalistic view on the explanation of the destruction
of Jerusalem in 586 B.C. is obvious and disastrous. Or, in
teaching sociology, the cure for crime appears to them to be the removal of
slums and other external changes. Murder may be something to be
discouraged and even punished, but that there is an inherited evil character
and that capital punishment for murder is divinely ordained are matters only
for more or less polite rebuttal. Despite the fact that here and there a
professorial chair is held by a true Christian, those illustrations are
sufficient to justify the statement that modern education is unified,
though negatively, by an anti-Christian philosophy.

The first choice, therefore, among world-views on which to base a theory of
education is a choice between Christian theism and some non-Christian
view that reduces ultimately to a form of humanism. That these are the only
two alternatives may require a little explanation, but that the educational
theory appropriate to a godless world-view must differ toto coelo from that
of Christian theism ought to be immediately evident.

Before any attempt is made to justify a theistic world-view as a basis for
educational theory, it might be wise to show more definitely and in greater
detail the trends in modem American schools. While the majority of
educators have maintained that metaphysics, philosophy and religion have
little to do with education, not all the educators in the country have so
ignored the need of a guiding philosophy, and some justice ought to be done



to them. Then, further, an examination of conditions is all the more
imperative because they reflect and gain significance from the present sad
but crucial state of the world.

For long periods of time human history moves placidly along, troubled only
by minor disturbances. Then in a short span of years everything seems to
happen at once. A storm overtakes the race, breaking up all the fountains of
the great deep; and when the waters subside, the course of history has been
set for the next epoch. The sixteenth century was such an age of storm.
Henry VIII, Martin Luther, John Calvin, Francis I, Ignatius Loyola, Caraffa;
and a little later Philip II, Queen Elizabeth, Henry IV, the Duke of Alva, and
John Knox all lived in the fifteen hundreds. During this period it was settled
that Germany should be  Lutheran, Scotland Presbyterian,
England Episcopal; the Inquisition determined by murder that Italy
and Spain should remain Romish; the mass murder of some seventy-five
thousand Calvinists on St. Bartholomew’s Eve in 1572 made France half
Romish and half infidel. These results have endured for four hundred years.

Not only did the sixteenth century witness the Reformation, it also saw in
the Renaissance the birth of the modem scientific mind. While inventions
and detailed scientific applications have been multiplied in more recent
years, the general scientific world-view, based on the application of
mathematics to problems of physics, was fixed for the coming centuries
even before Descartes was born.

The twentieth century bids fair to rival the sixteenth. Two world wars have
already occurred and with a third a constant threat, this century will truly be
one of upheaval. Hitler wished to set the direction of history for the next
thousand years. He may well have done so—aided, of course, by
Roosevelt, Churchill, and Stalin. The twentieth century, so far,
lacks indications of impending religious cataclysms. Its changes, therefore,
may parallel more closely the social and educational revolution of the
Renaissance, or, more likely, the break-down of the Roman Empire, than
the spiritual quickening of the Reformation. From all that can be seen now,
humanism and Communist hatred of Christianity will be the prevailing
philosophy of the coming age.



While the political situation that makes newspaper headlines occupies
popular attention, the use which dictators have made of the means of
education shows clearly that the role of schools and universities is of more
profound significance. Educational policy in the new society, whether for
good or evil, will be a basic factor. For this reason it is important to
know what are the recent trends in American universities and to anticipate,
so far as is possible, at least the immediate future.

First, let us examine the educational interests of American colleges before
December 7, 1941. If a generalization be permitted—a generalization,
however, with happy though infrequent exceptions—educational discussion
was bogged down in a morass of triviality. Primary educators
discussed whether grammar schools should end at the sixth grade instead of
the eighth and whether a junior high school should be inserted before the
senior high school. College educators repeated the same theme with respect
to junior colleges. Faculties spent hours discussing comprehensive
examinations, junior-senior hours, and one-half grade point for some
extracurricular activity. They gave earnest attention to how they were doing
things, but little reflection was given to the things they were doing. Perhaps
the faculties thought they knew what an education was, but their lowering
of graduation requirements gave little evidence of it.

The liberal arts requirements were altered to cater to a group of students
who, having found German and mathematics too difficult for them, thought
they were competent to reform economics and sociology. On the other
hand, the requirements on students intending to enter professional schools
were raised so far as their technical subjects were concerned. There
were pre-law, pre-medical, pre-engineering, pre-dental courses.

These courses on the whole provided excellent technical training, and with
the crowding out of the liberal arts they produced expert ignoramuses,
efficient cogs in somebody’s machine. William Clyde Devane in the
Autumn 1943 issue of The Yale Review repeated what a few clear-sighted
people had known for some time. Students, he said, now graduate from high
school—he might have said college—unable to write, read, or speak
English; unable to cope with mathematical problems which require algebra



and trigonometry; unable to use any foreign language—and at a time of
international upheaval when all these things are very much needed.

Some educators glorified this condition. One remarkable statement, almost
requiring no comment, is that of Edward Lee Thorndike, in an address
“Human Resources,” published in The University and the Future of
America, by the Stanford University Press in 1941.

The welfare of a community, that is, the goodness of life for good people in that
community, can be measured by a composite index made up of thirty-seven items of fact,
such as the infrequency of death in infancy, the infrequency of death from typhoid ... the
frequency of ownership of homes, of automobiles, and of radios, the frequency of
domestic installations of telephones, electricity, and gas....

It is true that our best-trained men can invent radios and radar, it is true that
they can reduce typhoid and infant mortality—more power to them; it is
true that they can produce bigger submarines and better explosives; but it
ought to be as clear as a flare and as emphatic as a bomb that who uses
these for what is a tremendously more important matter than
their invention. In fact, the impact of Pearl Harbor, Korea, and Vietnam
ought to have focused educational attention on this basic question.
Thorndike’s telephones will multiply, but their wires may carry commands
to massacre Jews and Christians; radio and television will be greatly
developed, but it may be used for totalitarian propaganda; and young men
who have not died of typhoid may make excellent KGB agents.
Every mechanical aid, by which Thorndike judges that a society is good,
can be used by bureaucrat or dictator to make his society bad.

How can the people of the United States become competent to judge and
therefore withstand the barrage of propaganda? The barrage has come.
Time, Newsweek, and the news programs on television are supposed to be
news media. They are actually propaganda outlets. For example, on
Friday, August 15,1969, Chet Huntley ended his news program with
a vicious denunciation of Protestants. There was no news in it at all. It was
unadulterated invective. He stopped just short of saying that the Roman
Catholics of Eire should invade Ulster and massacre the Protestants. And of
course the news is slanted, too. How slanted must the populace already be



that such interpretation should be allowed on television? If some form
of education prepares people to detect slanted news and thereby prevent a
social climate where hate propaganda is accepted, it is not the present form
of American education. Least of all is it a narrow technical training that
produces expert ignoramuses. This is not to deprecate engineering, much
less to oppose physics and chemistry. But something additional,
something more important is needed. What is it?

These questions are far more basic than those of extracurricular grade
points and the length in hours of a comprehensive examination. Though
unanimity is not achieved among the educators, it is fortunate that their
attention is somewhat withdrawn from trivialities to really important
problems. Unanimity is too much to expect—far too much when
the questions are so essential. Instead of reaching unanimity, educational
discussion has developed two radically antagonistic positions.

The one stresses vocational education. On this side there are probably only
a few university men. The former president of Antioch College, Algo D.
Henderson, seems to be in this camp. His article in The American Scholar
of Autumn 1943, called for more rather than less vocational instruction and
practice for the regular college student; he looked for the extinction of
the American middle class and foresaw a nation of workers and
of government clerks. In such a society a rigid or common curriculum must
be abolished, and education must be geared into the work of the world by a
system of apprenticeships at jobs.

This does not seem to be the view of most university men; it accentuates the
defects of the previous educational set-up; but it has the backing of
bureaucrats and has been aided, perhaps unintentionally, by Army and Navy
programs. The Army and Navy bought education on contract. Industry in
peace time can conceivably do the same thing. But in both cases they pay
for what they want and they want nothing else. While industry
has ordinarily assigned specific problems to its research men and has been
interested only in applied science, it is just possible that a very large
corporation might support a little pure science; but it is less conceivable that
it would support an archaeological expedition; and only if it could be turned



into patronage, could one think of the Tammany delegation in Congress
voting for research in Hellenistic philosophy. The question should be
put pointedly and insistently: Who can best judge the content of
an education—a bureaucrat, a labor racketeer, or (with all their failings) a
college faculty?

The second group of educators, apparently including the majority of
university people, rejects the vocational view. Robert Hutchins, former
president of the University of Chicago, spoke earlier, but World War II
brought others to his general position as they saw the result of Germany’s
repudiation of the liberal arts in favor of government-propagandized
technical education.

No one denies that applied science can be worthwhile; no one denies that
great inventions have been made; but Western civilization, as it became
mechanically unified by telegraph, telephone, radio, and television, has
disintegrated socially, morally, and religiously. Physical means of living
have been multiplied, but the purpose and end of life, which alone make the
means worthwhile, have faded from view.

It is not only the factories that have inaugurated the piece-work system; the
universities have done the same thing, and people in general have adopted
the piece-work method of living. A chemical formula is valuable because it
makes varnish; an animated cartoon is valuable because during the show
one can forget one’s worries; a job is a good thing because we like to eat.
These fragments of civilization, Thorndike’s thirty-seven fragments, are
accepted as valuable in themselves alone without a suspicion that a life of
detached fragments has no value at all. Why not commit suicide and save so
much bother? Seriously, why not?

To remedy the defect of modem civilization, the defect of having no chief
purpose and accomplishing it efficiently, this second group of educators
points to the broader basis of judgment provided by a liberal arts education.
An able exponent of this demand for a unifying life purpose was
Lewis Mumford in “Unified Approach to Knowledge and Life,” happily
included in the same volume that contains Thorndike’s vacuum cleaner



philosophy. The article is to be highly recommended. Mumford stresses the
need of orientation, of seeing the relationships between chemistry and
aesthetics, economics and Greek grammar, literature and mathematics. That
is, he wants us to see life as one whole. He has a keen sense of the need of
a criterion by which to judge the conflicting voices of television, press, and
movies. And if these voices, instead of conflicting, all speak a centrally
controlled ideology, there is still more urgent need of calm criteria. A
narrow technical training provides no safeguard against being deceived.
Only a liberal arts education that uncovers three thousand years of human
motives, foibles, reflections, and devices offers hope. Only a knowlege of
how one science or one part of a science is related to all other knowledge
can give one the needed perspective on life. Chemistry is undoubtedly
important and worthwhile, but only if it is integrated with morality. Greek
grammar has value, but only if it contributes to the chief end of man. Now
the study of the relationships among chemistry, Greek, and anthropology
is not just another subject among many. While it is so listed
for convenience’ sake in college catalogs, philosophy is rather the subject
that underlies our approach to and use of all other subject matter.
Philosophy is the study not of a part but of the whole. And for the lack of
serious study of the whole, American education has lowered its standards,
compromised with commercialism, and distinguished itself by mediocrity.

There are, then, two discernible trends in American education today: First,
some want government-propagandized vocational training and aim to crush
private institutions by high taxes; second, the large majority of university
men desire free schools committed to the wisdom of the liberal arts.
Perhaps ambiguously committed. These men insist on freedom, academic
freedom; some even speak of the autonomy of the university and wish to
evade responsibility to the nation’s courts of law in criminal cases, like the
clergy in medieval times. But nonetheless they are eager for tax
appropriations and they organize marches on the legislatures. One must
now ask, Are these attitudes consistent? Latin American universities
are autonomous. They have just about the poorest academic standards in the
world. Free from criminal prosecution, armed militants are in control; they
terrorize the less radical students, hire and fire professors to suit their
likings, and hope to overthrow the government. So much for autonomy.



Accepting tax money is not so obviously destructive of academic
freedom. But tax money brings government control, in degrees, more
and more, until it ends in a Nazi, feminist, Marxist, or other statist theory of
education. How can professors whose salaries come from the State fail to
slant their teaching in favor of State subsidies? How can they fail to oppose,
to counteract, to ridicule a theory of true freedom, and to harass and
finally eliminate professors with conservative views? This has already been
done on a large scale, for most faculties have few conservatives.
Nevertheless, between 1945 and 1985 there has been a growing emphasis
on liberal arts.

President Hutchins before World War II was the first to bring public
attention to the need for a basic philosophy to unify education. Against the
prevailing tide he struggled to convict education of a fragmentary,
disjointed approach and to urge a unified approach governed by basic
principles. Now he has many educators to echo his demands. They have
sounded a needed note and deserve our gratitude. But they seem to
have failed in one very important point. It will, I trust, not be construed as a
lack of appreciation if a single criticism is offered in conclusion.

The one great flaw in the work of President Hutchins is that while he
emphasized the need for a basic philosophy to unify education, he failed to
supply the philosophy. For the contents of his ideal curriculum he proposed
a series of great books. This program is one of considerable excellence, and
it has enjoyed wide popularity. It not only reintroduced some of the great
books into college courses, but from 1945 to 1955 adults formed clubs to
discuss them. There must have been a dozen, possibly twenty, such
discussion groups in the mediumsized city of Indianapolis. Even some of
President Hutchins’ opponents conceded that these books had been
unwisely neglected for many years. Their study and discussion was a great
improvement. But, note well, the books proposed do not present a single,
unified philosophical system, nor have I been able to discover that President
Hutchins provided for their explication on the basis of a definite
philosophy. In other words, Hutchins analyzed modem education,
diagnosed its disease, said that a remedy is needed, but he failed to write
the prescription. Now, if someone wishes to unify education, it is



not enough to say that a philosophical basis is necessary. To accomplish
such a result, it is essential to provide the philosophy.

Mumford, too, it seems, also failed at this crucial point. In fact, to speak
clearly, his conclusion makes success impossible. The reasons for this
assertion must be deferred to the following chapters. Here, as a conclusion
to this first chapter, what they aim to show can be stated only in the form of
a thesis, to wit:

There is only one philosophy that can really unify education and life. That
philosophy is the philosophy of Christian theism. What is needed is an
educational system based on the sovereignty of God, for in such a system
man as well as chemistry will be given his proper place, neither too high
nor too low. In such a system there will be a chief end of man to unify, and
to serve as a criterion for, all his activities. What is needed therefore is a
philosophy consonant with the greatest creed of Christendom, the
Westminster Confession of Faith. In such a system, God, as well as man,
will have his proper place. This alone will make education successful, for
the social, moral, political, and economic disintegration of a civilization
is nothing other than the symptom and result of a religious breakdown. The
abominations of war, pestilence, and economic collapse are punishment for
the crime, better, the sin, of forgetting God.

But Mumford, excellent as his article is, with an allusion to the phraseology
of Augustine, aims to found the new City of Man. Let us, on the other hand,
contemplate the more solid foundations and the greater splendor of the City
of God.



Chapter 2

The Christian World-View

Christianity is a supernatural religion; it is through and through the
contradictory of naturalism and humanism. Christians believe in a God who
is distinct from and independent of the natural world. The natural world is
God’s creation and is in all respects without exception entirely and wholly
subject to him. There are other things also that might very well be said
of Christian theism, for though Christianity is theistic, not everything called
theism is Christian. No doubt Islam is properly called theistic, and in one
sense of the word English Deism also, and Unitarianism. Christianity
therefore is not just a belief in the existence of God, of some sort of God,
even of a God who created the world. Aside from the other particular
doctrines summarized in the creed mentioned at the end of the last chapter,
Christianity teaches a Triune God, and this is entirely different from Islam
and Unitarianism. Not only so: Christianity also teaches that God revealed
himself in Holy Scripture and controlled the events therein recorded. For a
Christian, therefore, a discussion of theism cannot completely exclude
these matters. The present chapter must mention some of them.
But nevertheless a defense of the theistic world-view has to consider the
arguments for the existence of God. At any rate theism means that the world
and all its contents, education included, cannot be understood apart from the
existence of a God of some sort.

The humanist denies the existence of God. True it is that some modem
humanists want to retain the term God for emotional or symbolic purposes.
One humanist defines “God” as those characters of nature that enable us to
enjoy life. No lengthy arguments are needed to prove the existence of
this “God.” Everyone, and particularly the atheists, acknowledge that some
events are enjoyable. But this god is no God at all. The more honest
humanists admit it. The humanist denies the existence of God because he
views the world as a self-contained and self-explaining fact. There is



nothing beyond, behind, around, or before it. He proceeds on the first
principle so clearly enunciated by Lucretius long ago in De Rerum Natura
I, 149-150:

Principium cuius hinc nobis exordia sumet,

Nullam rem e nihib gign divinitus umquam.

The basic principle that we shall assume as our starting point is that nothing has ever
been created by divine power.

The question to be answered therefore is, Who was right, Epicurus or Jesus
Christ?

In recent years the magnificent development of archaeology has been
claimed by Christians as demonstrative of their position. For example the
now antiquated Wellhausen theory affirmed that the Pentateuch, instead of
having been written by Moses, was a production of the Babylonian
captivity and contained nothing of historical value relative to the time of
the patriarchs. Genesis was an historical novel, uncritically composed, and
could throw light, an indirect light, only on the age of the prophets in which
it was written. In particular, the war of the five kings recorded in the
fourteenth chapter of Genesis is pure myth, as is seen by the fact that the
east side of the Jordan, down which the armies are said to have marched,
was never of any military importance; all the invasions of Palestine from
the north and east came down the west side of the Jordan. So argued the
proponents of the Wellhausen criticism. But in 1929, in the buried cities of
Ham and Ashteroth, on the east side of the Jordan, archaeologists
discovered military fortifications dating from the time of Abraham. This
and countless other fragments of information, when pieced together, have
effectually disposed of the contention that Genesis reflects Palestine from
the viewpoint of a Babylonian captive. Where the narrative has been tested,
it has been found true; and Christians have the right to cast into the teeth of
their adversaries the challenge to produce some definite and tangible
evidence of the falsity of any historical statement in the Bible.



On the other hand, while it is true that non-Christian critics have made
sweeping claims without evidence, even denying that the Hittite nation ever
existed, Christians too have sometimes used arguments that cannot strictly
be justified. The fallacy of some Christian applications of archaeological
data becomes apparent when all the detail is summed up in a single premise
and the form of the inference is bared to examination. Because the Bible
has been shown to be true in these hundred and one cases, as some unwary
Christians like to state the general argument, it follows that the Bible is
therefore true in a thousand other cases not yet tested. Obviously this does
not follow; and the fallacy is all the more glaring in that the
points examined are matters of history where shards, weapons, and artifacts
are legitimate evidence, whereas the other thousand contain a great deal of
doctrinal or theoretical material which is not susceptible of archaeological
verification. How can pieces of pottery prove the doctrine of justification by
faith alone?

As in war the most fatal blunder is to underestimate the enemy’s strength,
so in the battle for truth careless argumentation is not conducive to
progress. Sadly enough, the particular type of fallacy mentioned above is
inexcusably frequent among Christians. Not that they alone are guilty, for it
is a common human failing. When a cheap politician is addressing a
party rally, the inexperienced listener may fail to note that the speaker is
listing as his premises the party policies which at least are doubtful. Then
drawing the inference from these premises the admitted fact that this party
is the best of all parties, the speaker can be confident that the loyal audience
will uncritically accept the premises and admit the validity of the argument.
In logic books this is called the fallacy of asserting the consequent.
Of course it is not fair to say that whenever the fallacy occurs it
was intentionally prepared by the speaker. The speaker himself may be
sincerely deceived, or the fault may lie wholly with the listener who
misunderstands. One may wonder, for example, what goes on when
Jehovah’s Witnesses attack the Deity of Christ. As is well known, they
vigorously attack the Roman church, and then claim that the Deity of Christ
is a Roman invention. The housewife to whose door the Witness has
come may think in her own mind: The Romanists believe in the Deity of
Christ and their councils have so declared; the Romanists have widely



departed from the purity of the Gospel; why of course that is true; so that,
though I never thought of it before, it now seems likely that the Bible does
not teach the Deity of Christ. Between this housewife’s meditation, and the
well-meaning Christian who argues that since Wellhausen is wrong, the
Bible must be God’s Word, there is no logical difference. He has not proved
the truth of the Bible; he already believed that the Bible was true, and
therefore he erroneously assumed the validity of an inference alleged to
prove it.

It is essential, then, in any serious argument never to be deceived by the
truth of a conclusion. When facing an opponent, one’s conclusion is not a
matter of common agreement and he will soon see the invalidity of the
argument and reject the conclusion. Hence when a Christian attempts to
force the data of archaeology beyond the limits of logical validity, he is
playing into the hands of the enemy. Archaeology is extremely valuable and
deserves support, but it does not prove that the Bible is true, much less dc~s
it prove the existence of God. It is valuable in refuting the claims of the
destructive critics. It shows that they have been persistently and
uniformly wrong. This is all to the good. But Christianity has other
and more subtle enemies than Wellhausen and the destructive critics.

One of these more subtle enemies is willing to admit that archaeology has
confirmed many historical statements in the Bible. If in a good humor and
forced to it by historical evidence, he might even admit the occurrence of
miracles; and, if in a very good humor, he might go so far as to agree that
the resurrection of Christ was at least possible. But he would question
the validity of basing Christian truth, or any religion, on historical premises.
Spinoza, for example, considered religion to be a system of universal truth,
so that the contingent truths of history would be irrelevant. Kierkegaard
also refused to base religion on historical propositions. Some of his
followers say that the events of Christ’s life are of no importance to us.
The existentialists go still further. Contradicting Spinoza they discard
universal truths also. Religion is not concerned with truth; revelation is not
a communication of truth; God can mystically reveal himself through
falsehood.



But before getting bogged down or fogged in by mystical falsehood, let us
examine a secular view that would remain undoubtedly atheistic even if it
were forced, by historical research, to admit many of the miracles and other
events recorded in the Bible. Suppose, to be concrete, that Joshua actually
did pronounce certain words and that at the same time the sun just happened
to stand still. If this is a coincidence of history, it proves nothing as to the
existence of the God of Israel. Suppose fire actually did consume Elijah’s
sacrifice. To be sure it is a wonderful world and many queer things happen.
The old uniformitarian philosophy is too narrow, too mechanistic; we who
are up to date must admit the infinite diversity, disparity, and
unconnectedness of events. William James wrote a book, The Pluralistic
Universe. In it he chiefly opposed Hegel, who saw the world as one. All its
parts were completely unified in, and all its problems were completely
solved by, the Absolute. James objected, and he objected to Theism as
much as and even more than he objected to Absolutism. The universe is not
one, either in itself, or in some omniscient mind. No one thing is related
to everything else. There are no universal relations. This is a marvelous, a
pluralistic, a miraculous world, and Christians who try to force it into
medieval forms of logic are stupidly intellectual. Suppose Jesus did rise
from the grave. This only proves that his body resumed its activities for a
while after his crucifixion; it does not prove that he died for our sins or that
he was the Son of God.

A pluralistic universe, or better, a pluriverse, has lots of room for miracles.
Though the arguments against Hegel and in favor of pluralism contain
elements a Christian need not admit, the inference that miracles do not
establish theism is perfectly valid. Miracles could be used to defend
polytheism; or, as in James, simply the disconnectedness of events. The
Resurrection, viewed purely as an isolated historical event, does not prove
that Christ died for our sins according to the Scriptures, (1) because Lazarus
rose from the dead though he did not die for our sins, (2) because sin is a
theological concept defined by and not a premise for a particular view of
God and man, and (3) because a Christian usage of miracles and history
presupposes the falsity of pragmatic pluralism. On such questions as these
archaeology and history are utterly incompetent.



It should of course be clear that these considerations do not justify an
ignoring of the Resurrection in Christian preaching. Although the
Resurrection is not the basis of the Christian faith, it is an important, an
essential, part of the message. In the Acts of the Apostles there are several
resumes of sermons: Peter’s sermons, on the day of Pentecost, at the
Beautiful Gate, before Cornelius; Paul’s sermons, in the synagogue at
Antioch of Pisidia, on the Areopagus; and in all these the Resurrection finds
a place. Indeed Christians today may well judge between true and false
evangelism, between a Gospel in full strength and a diluted Gospel, by
measuring the evangelist’s sermon against those summarized in the Acts.

Now while the Resurrection, a statement of which is easily understood, was
preached to all sorts of audiences, other material involving an extended
knowledge of the Old Testament could not at first be used with the Gentiles.
The Jews, naturally, were prepared to understand the Gospel; the
Gentiles were not. And as some of the fuller explanation had to
be postponed in Gentile preaching, some of the more elementary facts did
not need explicit mention in the Jewish mission. For this reason, Peter’s
sermon at Pentecost and Paul’s sermon on Mars Hill were different, both in
content and in results. Since faith cometh by hearing, it is not surprising that
the prepared audience responded, while the unprepared audience did not.

Likewise today some subjects require immediate attention more than others,
depending on the knowledge of the audience. A people saturated with a
sentimental notion of the love of God needs to hear about his righteousness
and wrath; and, to come to the point in question, when modem philosophy
has rejected the type of Greek philosophy prevailing in the first century of
our era; when, to make a more recent comparison, the twentieth century has
broken with the nineteenth and pragmatically denies that the world is
rational, it follows that the Christian, while defending his whole system,
must pay special attention to the part immediately attacked. There may have
been a time when people would believe in God but not in miracles;
there may have been a time when people believed in a rational universe but
not in a personal God; now, however, even the rationality of the universe is
brought into question, and it requires little insight to realize that historical
events are no defense against such an attack.



The Christian view of the world—and this is also true of ancient Greek
philosophy and nineteenth century Hegelianism —requires it to be
conceived as rational, uniform, and harmonious. But pragmatism does not.
While not all pragmatists exhibit the vehemence of the following quotation,
yet their general notion is fairly well represented in the words of
Bertrand Russell, who, if I mistake not, somewhere wrote concerning
the rationality of the universe: “The most fundamental of my intellectual
beliefs is that this is rubbish. I think the universe is all spots and jumps,
without coherence or orderliness or any of the other properties that
governesses love.”

When the Christian is faced with such a thorough-going pragmatism, he
must admit that the pragmatist is essentially correct in his contention that
historical events of themselves do not constitute theism. The miracles of the
Bible are clearly incompatible with the type of world uniformity assumed
by the ordinary forms of idealism and materialism. But they can find
a queer though not logically impossible place in pragmatism as well as in
the uniformity of theism. The alleged events, instead of constituting
Christian theism, stand themselves in need of philosophic interpretation. In
fact this modem enemy of Christianity might conceivably argue that these
miracles rather support his own view. They show that there is no uniformity
to the world. Things just happen; all sorts of things; that is the way things
are; we must accept them as brute facts. Thus the historical events and
miracles of the Bible are simply disjointed events and do not lead us to
accept the theistic theory which the Bible imposes on them.

In view of this pragmatic dealing with history, its positivistic denial of
universal law, of metaphysics, of supernatural interpretation, it may be
permitted by way of anticipation to suggest the conclusion that, instead of
beginning with facts and later discovering God, unless a thinker begins with
God, he can never end with God, or get the facts either.

Therefore the reflective Christian, after he has silenced the criticisms of the
philologian and historian, must turn from archaeology to theology in order
to answer the pragmatic philosopher. Traditionally, three types of argument
have been used to prove the existence of God; if any one of them



should prove validly the existence of the God of the Holy Scriptures, the
battle would be over and archaeology would be merely the subsequent
operation of mopping up. But is any one of these three arguments valid?

It would probably be out of place here to insert a technical disquisition on
the classic proofs for the existence of God. Afew historical references must
suffice. The ontological argument, first published by Anselm, Archbishop
of Canterbury, in the eleventh century, and reduced to a syllogism by
Descartes, viz., God, by definition, is the being who possesses all
perfections; existence is a perfection; therefore God exists; was
soon rejected by the Roman Catholic theologians under the influence of
Aristotle and Thomas Aquinas; it was severely criticized on logical grounds
by Immanuel Kant; and in general is at best looked on with considerable
suspicion. None the less, W.G.T. Shedd in his Dogmatic Theology, who
may be taken as an example of a few Protestant theologians, seems to
approve of the ontological argument to the exclusion of the other two. More
frequently, however, the theologians attempt a compromise. Admitting that
none of the three is conclusive, they claim that together, each helping the
other, they are satisfactory. The situation may be compared with a lawyer
who puts a witness on the stand. The opposing counsel shows that the
witness is an inveterate peijurer and that his testimony cannot be relied
upon. But, replies the first lawyer, I shall put three peijurers on the stand
and their combined testimony will prove my point. It should be noted that
Anselm developed the ontological argument to render all other arguments
superfluous. The other two, in Plato’s Laws and Aristotle’s Physics, were
also supposed to be conclusive. And it would seem that any such argument
would have to be either an all sufficient proof of God’s existence or
a logical fallacy. These arguments cannot be merely half correct; there is no
such thing as semi-validity. An alleged demonstration is either valid or
invalid. If it be valid, the conclusion is established, and that is the end of it;
if it is invalid, that is the end of it, too. Those who think that each argument
has some value should learn from plane geometry what is meant by
demonstration.

The ontological argument, based as it is on the definition of God, makes no
appeal at all to experience. The cosmological argument was framed to make



the minimum appeal to experience. In its barest essentials it runs: Since
something exists—a contingent being like myself for instance—there
must also exist an eternal necessary being. Thomas Aquinas and the Roman
Church accept this as conclusive. They also accept the argument which
appeals to the greatest possible experience —the teleological argument. It
has no lowest terms. From all the order perceived in all the details of
astronomy, physics, chemistry, botany, zoology, psychology, and morality, it
is inferred that there must be an ordering mind which has so arranged the
universe. Among Protestants some early writers give it absolute value; for
example, John Locke writes: “But though this [God’s existence] be the most
obvious truth that reason discovers, and though its evidence be (if I mistake
not) equal to mathematical certainty; yet it requires thought and attention ...
Kant himself was tremendously impressed by the teleological argument, but
his sober reflection led him to regard as fallacious the cosmological and
teleological as well as the ontological. Even if the principle of causality
could be applied beyond the world of experience—which Kant denied
— the arguments would prove only the existence of a being just logically
greater than the world. In other words, they might prove a contingent, or
finite god, but they do not demonstrate the absolute, necessary Being, the
transcendent Trinity. Hence practically all the later Protestant theologians
explicitly repudiate the enthusiasm of Locke and state that the force of
the argument is not mathematical, i.e., not rigorous, or strictly logical.

If now all empirical material, such as archaeological investigations, and the
classic arguments for the existence of God do not prove Christian theism, it
is natural to ask why any one should accept a theistic philosophy. The
question taken literally is legitimate, but the insinuation that one should
never adopt a world-view except on a demonstrative basis, rests on
a confusion which reflection should have little trouble in dissipating. For it
should be equally evident that, if theism does not admit of strict proof, the
same is not less true of the anti-theistic systems of pragmatism, pantheism,
and materialism. In this respect therefore theism is under no greater
disadvantage than is any other system: Basic world-views are never
demonstrated; they are chosen. William James and Bertrand Russell
may believe in a pluralistic universe, but they can offer no demonstration of

this, the most fundamental of their intellectual 19 beliefs. The mechanist



believes that all natural phenomena can be reduced to mathematical,
quantitative equations, but he never gives a mathematical demonstration of
his belief. So it is with every world-view; the first principle cannot be
proved— precisely because it is first. It is the first principle that
provides the basis for demonstrating subordinate propositions. Now if such
be the case, the thoughtful person is forced to make a voluntary choice. As
a matter of fact, the thoughtless person as well is forced to choose, though
the necessity to make a choice and the particular choice made may not be so
obvious. It is obvious, however, that a thoughtful person, one who wishes
to understand, one who wants to think and live consistently, must choose
one or another first principle. He may choose theism, or he may choose
pantheism, or he may prefer to reject these possibilities and claim to be a
skeptic. This too is a choice.

The term skepticism, however, needs clarification. Etymologically a skeptic
is one who seeks; but philosophically a skeptic is one who does not find.
Or, rather, he finds that there is nothing to be found. There is no truth, and
knowledge is impossible. Aside from the self-contradiction of asserting the
truth that there is no truth, skepticism is not a world-view. In particular no
theories or policies of education can be deduced. Neither can
objections against naturalism or theism be based on pure ignorance. It
is therefore useless to spend further time on skepticism.

For the same reason nothing much need be said about agnosticism either. It
does indeed have one advantage over skepticism in that it cannot so easily
be convicted of self-contradiction. The agnostic simply does not know. He
does not know that there are no truths; he merely does not know
which propositions are true. But neither the skeptic nor the agnostic really
believes what he says. As Augustine long ago pointed out, when such a man
eats his dinner be believes that it is probably better to eat than starve. He
does not know that he will escape starvation, but he believes that he has a
better chance of survival, if he eats. Neither does he know that survival is
better than starvation; but he believes so. More to the point, he may say
that he neither asserts nor denies the existence of God. But his actual daily
life is lived in conformity with the one postulate or the other.



The Christian believes in God; he believes that God will hold every one to
account for the deeds done in the body; and he expects a day of wrath and
judgment. He acts in accordance with his belief. By trusting in Christ’s
finished work, and by giving evidence of that faith in his works in
obedience to the injunction, “if ye love me, keep my commandments,”
the Christian shows to the world which postulate he accepts. But even if the
self-styled skeptic or agnostic says nothing at all, it is perfectly clear that he
believes there is no final judgment. He may protest in words that this is not
true. He will say, “It is not true that I believe there will be no judgment; I
merely do not believe there will be a judgment. I do not know whether
there will be a judgment or whether there will not. I am an agnostic, I do
not know.” Now, either there is a God or there is not; either there is a final
judgment or there is none. The skeptic must live by one or the other of
these beliefs. He prays or he does not. But beyond this, if his protestation
were sincere, he would have to admit that there was one chance in two that
divine judgment would overtake him. If he knows nothing, and if there
must be either a judgment or not a judgment, then so far as he knows
the chances are even that there will be a judgment. And if a man really
believed in the possibility, not to say the probability, of a judgment of God’s
wrath on sin, he would not adopt the attitude of indifference characteristic
of self-styled agnostics. Their indifference is clear evidence that they
believe that they are safe, that no judgment awaits them. Their life and
action show what they believe. In this case, actions speak louder than
words.

Hence, whether one wish it or no, one is forced to adopt this or that theory.
And there is no sense in denying in words the regulative principle which
controls the life.

Leaving skepticism and drawing the argument closer, one may examine
several positive theories which have been advanced in discussions touching
on God and the world. Polytheism, henotheism, and deism have had their
day and are no longer serious Contenders in this debate. Atheism,
pantheism, and theism are still chosen as living views. Now if it can
be shown that pantheism and atheism are in reality identical, the choice of



world-views will be narrowed down to theism and its contradictory,
atheism. Nor is this so difficult as at first it may seem.

Atheism is the open and unashamed denial of the existence of God;
pantheism is the unctuous affirmation that all is God. Paradoxical as it may
appear, all and nothing sometimes mean the same thing. For, in ordinary
language, when God and the world are mentioned, the intention is that two
distinct entities are meant. Indeed, it is too optimistic to believe that
the poverty-stricken, not to say lazy, human intellect would have invented
two such words to designate the same object. Certainly they are not
synonyms. Therefore when the pantheist affirms that the world is God, he is
in reality denying any distinction between the two terms, and since
evidently he does not intend to deny the existence of the world, he must
intend to deny the existence of a transcendent creator. Pantheism is
regularly urbane and cultured; atheism is blatant and unshaven; but
their assertions are logically equivalent, for the essence of their message is
that there is no creator.

Now this denial results in such curious complications that it is hardly a
tenable or choice-worthy theory. For an illustration, suppose that the
discoverer of an uninhabited island in some remote ocean should search it
to determine whether a particular form of animal life ever existed in that
place. It is quite possible for him to search carefully and, discovering
no evidence, still remain in ignorance. He could not be sure, however, that
the particular animal had never lived on the island, because, even though
the search had been diligent, still tomorrow the remains might be
discovered. Nor is this an arbitrary illustration. An early Russian cosmonaut
concluded that there was no God because he had not seen him
when orbiting the earth. This provoked the wry but appropriate comment
that if he had stepped out of his capsule, he would have seen him.

But whether much or little evidence is needed to lead one to a belief in God,
it is clear that no finite amount of searching could rationally lead one to
deny the existence of God. During the time of the atheist’s investigation of
this earth, it just might be that God was hiding on the other side of the
moon, and now that rockets can take the atheist to the moon, there is no



reason to hold that God might not go over to Jupiter—for the
express purpose of inconveniencing the atheist. “He that sitteth in
the heavens shall laugh; the Lord shall have them in derision.” Or if the
atheist, instead of pursuing his investigations into the far reaches of space,
should minutely examine the smallest particles of matter, nothing he could
find in this direction would be evidence against the existence of God. The
medieval philosophers spoke of the traces or footprints of God in nature and
said that God has initialed or put his trade-mark upon his creation. The
atheist of course does not believe this, but there is nothing impossible about
it; quite the contrary, it is entirely impossible that “No-God” should initial
things. In the constitution of the atom there is nothing that an omnipotent
creator could not have produced. Whether each atom is a miniature solar
system, or whether some other arrangement is a better explanation, God
is at least as plausibly its cause as Vortex or Brute Fact. The assertion that
there is no God is one which in the nature of the case cannot have evidence.
The assertion that there is a God can have evidence in its favor. Not only
does the absence of evidence condemn atheism, not only the impossibility
of evidence, but equally the significance of the atheistic assertion apart
from any question of evidence. The atheist who asserts that there is no God,
asserts by the same words that he holds the whole universe in his mind; he
asserts that no fact, past, present, future, near, or far, escapes his attention,
that no power, however great, can baffle or deceive him. In rejecting God,
he claims omniscience and omnipotence. In other words an atheist is
one who claims that he himself is God; and the pantheist must be said to
join him in the same claim.

It may now begin to appear that theism is a saner choice than its atheistic-
pantheistic alternative. And there is no other possibility, for agnosticism is
not a theory. Yet even though ignorance is not a solution to any problem, is
it not still a possible state of mind? Is it necessary to find a solution?
Must one adopt a positive theory? Is not neutrality possible? The explorer
on the island was not forced to make a statement before he had the
evidence; he suspended judgment; why then cannot judgment be suspended
in this? Does not the explorer illustration negate the earlier suggestion that
the option between theism and atheism is a forced option? The answer
is clarified under a closer examination of the argument by which atheism is



rejected. Atheism, in the very nature of the case, can produce no evidence
in its favor. None of the events or things in the world can validly support
the conclusion that no creator exists. The explorer, too, is asking a question
which evidence is incapable of answering in the negative; and this is
exactly the point of the illustration; but when a possible affirmative
answer is contemplated, further analysis of the situation is needed.

Colloquially we may say that the discovery of a single fossil, the minimum
of evidence, is sufficient to prove the presence of that type of animal life.
But from a more technical standpoint this is not true. The discovery of a
fossil does not prove the presence of the animal any more than the
Resurrection of Christ proves His deity. The fossil is merely a
minor premise; the major premise is the whole complex of natural
law which connects fossils with extinct animals. Without such a connection
no inference from a fossil could validly be drawn. At first sight this seems
to strengthen the objection. If the proposition about an extinct animal is an
integral part of the universal system; if it is either true or false and
skepticism is impossible; then suspension of judgment is impossible. But,
the objector insists, suspension of judgment is possible, as every scientist
knows, and therefore one may suspend judgment about God also. This
objection obviously rests on the assumption that scientists suspend
judgment on empirical questions. And apparently they do, for two reasons:
Namely, they do not publish assertions until they have discovered the
evidence, and they as well as the rest of us go about their daily duties
without the fossil making the least bit of difference. Now, these two reasons
for assuming that the scientiest suspends judgement are more apparent than
real. True, he may not publish a book until he has unearthed the fossil; but
neither will he spend time, money, and energy digging for fossils in places
where he believes there are none. When he organizes a
scientific expedition, he is acting on a definitely adopted belief, and
the resources he throws into such an expedition are the measure of his
belief. The whole procedure depends altogether on the assumption that
fossils are to be found. And this is not suspension of judgment.

In the second place, it was urged that all of us can do most of our work
without ever thinking of fossils. True enough, but it does not prove that we



can suspend judgment with reference to God. That there is a fossil and that
there is a God may both be equally integral with the universal system; but
these two propositions do not occupy the same logical position in
the system. The former concerns a very limited portion of reality, so that it
is unnecessary to maintain a definite belief, affirmative or negative, in order
to get married or to buy groceries. But the latter proposition, God exists, so
affects all reality and all life that it is implicated even in the argument by
which the scientist infers extinct animals from discovered fossils. If there is
no God, if everything is brute fact, then the fossil may be brute fact, also. A
blind cosmic evolution, operating mechanically, can produce fossils from
inanimate lime as easily as from animals. If things just are, there is no
guarantee that a given fossil has in reality come from an extinct animal. The
atheist quickly replies that an omnipotent creator can as easily create a
fossil as he can produce it from a living animal. Undoubtedly, so far as
power is concerned, God could so create a fossil without a genealogy. John
the Baptist said that God is able of these stones to raise up children to
Abraham. But God did not raise up children. I doubt that he creates fossils
independently of previous animals. This doubt is based on the Biblical
description of God as wise and immutable. Maybe wisdom and
immutability are not sufficient to prove the point. But the atheist has
nothing whatever to support a doubt. If he denies that God follows an
intelligent plan in controlling the universe, he cannot rely on inanimate
matter, point centers of force, or operational Energy to produce
fossils always in the same way. Scientific method cannot prove that the past
was like the present or that the future will be. Or even that the present is
like the present. Some things contract as they cool. Water contracts to 39.2°
and then expands. Boyle’s law is good enough for most gases within a
limited range of temperature. But it does not hold for other gases. Therefore
if the atheistic scientist refuses to base his descriptions of the past,
his extrapolations of the present, and his predictions of the future on a belief
in an immutable divine plan, he cannot object to the theist on the ground
that God might create a fossil.

At any rate, apparent suspension of judgment depends on the fact that
particular scientific problems determine only a few human activities; but
the belief or disbelief in God, since it is logically basic, determines them all,



including buying groceries. A man either lives with the fear of God before
his eyes, attempting to make his whole life a song of praise to his
Creator, or he does not. If he does, he is a theist; if he does not, his
life shows that, far from being neutral, his serious belief is that God will not
judge him and his actions, that is, there is no God who rules the universe
with him in it.

Still it remains true that no demonstration of God is possible; our belief is a
voluntary choice; but if one must choose without a strict proof, none the
less it is possible to have sane reasons of some sort to justify the choice.
Certainly there are sane reasons for rejecting some choices. One most
important factor is the principle of consistency. In the case of
skepticism inconsistency lies immediately on the surface. Explicit
atheism requires only a little analysis before self-contradiction
is discovered. Some statements of naturalism more successfully disguise
their flaws. But all these choices are alike in that it is not sane, it is not
logical, to choose an illogical principle.

Consistency extends further than a first principle narrowly considered, so
that it can be shown to be self-contradictory in itself; it extends into the
system deduced from the first principle or principles. The basic axiom or
axioms must make possible a harmony or system in all our thoughts, words,
and actions. Should someone say (misquoting by the omission of
an adjective) that consistency is the mark of small minds, that he does not
like systems, that he will act on one principle at one time and another at
another, that he does not choose to be consistent, there would be no use
arguing with him, for he repudiates the rules, the necessary rules of
argumentation. Such a person cannot argue against theism, for he cannot
argue at all.

There are such people. They are not found so much among naturalists or
humanists as among the professedly religious. Karl Barth espouses
paradox. Emil Brunner’s faith curbs his logic. Others say life is deeper than
logic; and still others disdain merely human logic as a mark of sin and
secularism. I suppose they also disdain merely human arithmetic when they
try to balance their checkbooks.



While consistency is one of the basic reasons for adopting a world-view,
from a more proximate standpoint the worldview must function as a
practical postulate. This statement is capable of more than one
interpretation. Sometimes practical postulates, regulative principles, or
ideals are considered as something less than strictly true. For Kant, God,
freedom, and immortality were heuristic principles and not
constitutive elements of the real world. He is parodied, but not
essentially misrepresented, by the summary of his moral theory in
the phrase, “We cannot know there is a God, but we ought to act as though
there were one.” Similarly in science Kant postulates the unity of the world:
Though the phenomenal world may not be a unit, the scientist must assume
that it is, in order to proceed with his experimentation.

Surely there is something illogical about such a view. Whether science or
religion, why should one accept a principle that is not so? We should act as
if there is a God, only if there is. If there is no God, no reason can be found
for accepting the postulate. And, if you please, think soberly about living as
if there were no God, if in fact there is one. When now the theist speaks of
theism as a practical postulate, he is not indulging in any “as-if ’
philosophy. He means that God exists and that one should conduct his daily
life by that belief. It is called a postulate because it is an indemonstrable
first principle and not a theorem derived from more ultimate premises.

Theism then is the philosophy that acknowledges God as its first principle.
This bare statement does not define Christian theism, however. “God”
cannot be taken as an empty name. Christian theism has a very particular
definition of God. Since Spinoza called nature God, Christianity can be said
to be more interested in what God is, than in the bare existence
of something with that name attached to it. The God of Christianity is the
God described in the Bible, not the god of Islam, Unitarianism, or some
other religion.

It is better to say that the truth of the Bible is the basic axiom of Christian
theism, for it is there alone that one learns what God is. It is there alone that
one learns what man is. And what children are. And what college students
are. And what education should be. There is still more but this chapter does



not aim to give an account of the entire system. In conformity
with tradition, the argument has centered on the question of
God’s existence. As an axiom or first premise it is incapable ofproof
or demonstration. Right from the start, at the very beginning, we say, “I
believe in God the Father Almighty.”

It is the part of wisdom never to claim more for an argument than it can
bear; and understatement is recognized as a better error than overstatement.
The position here defended is intended to be neither the one nor the other;
rather it is intended to express in philosophical language what theological
or Biblical language means by the phrases: “We walk by faith and not by
sight;” and, “Now we know in part.” And if the non-theist claim more than
faith in favor of his axiom, he should find a good private secondary school
and study geometry.



Chapter 3

The Alternative to Christian Theism

If an observer went into a shoe store and watched half a dozen men buying
shoes, he could not tell from their actions which were humanists, idealists,
pragmatists, or Christians. One’s philosophy seems to make no difference in
purchasing shoes. Some devout Christians, whose interest lies in
recommending very high spiritual standards rather than in asserting the
irrelevance of philosophy to daily life, complain that the actual conduct of
Christians in just about every phase of life is so similar to the conduct of
non-christians that apparently one’s religious or irreligious beliefs have no
effect on what people do. This uniformity has of late been disturbed.
Christians do not take heroin or snort cocaine. They are not promiscuous,
as unbelieving college students blatantly are. Christians do not encourage or
take part in riots—though some large denominations do indeed finance
terrorism. Christians do not set fire to buildings and then shoot the
policemen and firemen who come to the scene. They do not shoot down
planes and massacre the survivors. In these matters, at any rate, there is an
observable difference between Christians and some non-christians.
Of course some non-christians also are not guilty of these crimes; so that
even here there seems to be no clear-cut distinction between the effects of
two different sets of first principles. This pretty much accords with the
widespread common opinion that philosophy and religion are irrelevant in
actual living.

But such observations, either in a shoe store or in politics, are limited and
therefore defective. If the observer could note how two different men wear
their shoes and what purposes they advance by walking on the sidewalk, the
observer might see some differences. So, too, the teaching of arithmetic
looks uniform in many classrooms, but may well be different in
larger contexts. That this is the case, that the first principles of



one’s philosophy control the general tenor of one’s life, receives support
from the following samples of evidence.

At a formal occasion a college speaker argued in favor of the thesis that the
coming age would be the best in all the world’s history. He told the students
that they should be glad to live today: The era of the common man, the
advent of social equality, and the imminent and still more wonderful
discoveries of science will all contribute to the formation of a
society happier than we have ever dreamed of. At the same college only a
few weeks later the honor day speaker predicted that the coming age would
be, or at least was in danger of being, another Dark Age. With the social
upheavals and under the threat of a still more devastating war, it might well
be the worst age in the world’s history.

The choice between a theistic and a humanistic worldview has a direct
bearing on one’s expectations for the future; and therefore even on the
purchase of shoes. Pessimism and optimism result logically from
philosophic presuppositions. There are different types of optimism, one
derived from one principle, the other derived from another. Of course, a
given thinker may blunder and draw fallacious inferences from his own
principles. He may believe that his world-view commits him to optimism
rather than to pessimism, or to one type of optimism rather than another,
when in logic it does not. This complicates the analytical problem for an
author who wishes to speak generally of all humanists or of all Christians.
But these individual stumbling blocks can be avoided by studying historical
developments. The course of a philosophy throughout several generations
will ordinarily bring to light what was originally obscure. For purposes of
illustration something of interest may be found in three types of philosophy
that have successively become popular within the last hundred years.

The temper of the latter part of the nineteenth century was in general
optimistic. From 1870 to 1914 there were no great wars; it was during this
period also that the rapid advance of science and invention began. Although
that earlier progress has been overshadowed by our later age, yet in its time
it was breathtaking. In western Europe and particularly in America the
standard of living rose rapidly. Under such economic and intellectual



conditions it is not surprising that optimism flourished. In turn this
optimism is evidence that it was a happy era. Had the times been miserable,
unquestioned confidence in continual progress could not have become
popular. To be sure, some imperfections remained; but these were quickly
to be remedied, and the thinkers of that period anticipated the speedy and
certain arrival of Utopia.

Herbert Spencer voiced the prevailing sentiments. In his Social Statics, in
chapter two entitled “The Evanescence of Evil,” he says:

The inference that as advancement has been hitherto the rule, it will be the rule
henceforth, may be called a plausible speculation. But when it is shown that this
advancement is due to the working of a universal law; and in virtue of that law it
must continue until the state we call perfection is reached, then the advent of such a state
is removed out of the region of probability into that of certainty. If anyone demurs to
this, let him point out the error .... Progress therefore is not an accident, but a necessity....
As surely as a blacksmith’s arm grows large and the skin of a laborer’s hand becomes
thick;... as surely as a passion grows by indulgence and diminishes when restrained; ....so
surely must the things we call evil and immorality disappear; so surely must man become
perfect.

This is optimism, to be sure, but one must note what kind of optimism it
was; one must note on what principle it was based. It Was not based on the
ideal economic and political conditions then prevailing, though these added
plausibility and force to the conclusion. Nor was Spencer’s optimism based
on the belief in a beneficent God. One of the poets said, “God’s in his
heaven; all’s right with the world.” But Spencer was not that poet. Spencer
based his optimism on the theory of evolution. His basic world-view was
not theistic. He had rejected the Biblical concept of God and had substituted
an Unknowable. With this as a basis he thought it reasonable to expect
uninterrupted progress. The goal of perfection was not merely probable
but certain and necessary. Immortality and evil would soon disappear.
Spencer was an optimist.

It is questionable, however, that a theory of inevitable human progress can
be based on a knowledge of the Unknowable. An omnipotent and all wise
God can justify optimism, even in ages of tragedy; but even in an epoch of
peace and prosperity an Unknowable cannot. Spencer actually relied more
on the theory, or on a theory, of evolution. Alfred, Lord Tennyson saw the



evolutionary world as “red in tooth and claw,” but Spencer saw nothing but
uninterrupted improvement. What human being can doubt that human
beings are better than mere animals? Universal law therefore assures us that
evil will evanesce before A.D. 1900 and the state we call perfection will
have been reached. Granted, Spencer did not use the date A.D. 1900; but
nevertheless there seems to be a flaw in his inference.

Although Spencer exemplified the temper of the age, not everyone was so
wholeheartedly optimistic. Toward the end of the century William James,
for example, felt a slight twinge of caution. James, too, had rejected
Christian theism; but unlike Spencer he could not, in his examination of the
world, find a reasonable basis for asserting that perfection is certain
and necessary. When he looked about him, he saw a pluralistic universe in
which independent forces of good and evil were struggling for the mastery.
Far from the certainty of perfection, the outcome of history was unknown
and, to some degree at least, was a matter of pure chance. Ultimate
irrational indeterminism had to be admitted because the forces were
independent, and because there was no omnipotent Deity to
exercise absolute control. He argued that there was no omnipotent Deity on
the ground that there were evil forces in the world that such an Almighty
Being would not tolerate. No humane God can truly be happy, James says
somewhere, so long as a single cockroach suffers from an unrequited love.
With this pluralistic view of the universe James urges us to take an active
part in the struggle. It is not certain that good will win, and we must
enter the fray and perchance swing the balance.

One may wonder whether some brash student ever asked James why he
should not enter the fray on the side of evil. The outcome is uncertain, and
sometimes it would seem that the forces of evil have the better chance of
winning. Since in the pragmatic theory truth is what works and success is
the ultimate test, it follows that if we can contribute to the success of evil,
we have at least fought in the cause of truth. In any case it is difficult to see
why one should engage in a dangerous fight for the purpose of making
cockroaches happy.



In 1914 history and philosophy combined to darken still further the cheerful
light of optimism. Spencer’s doctrine of automatic, inevitable perfection
could not survive the shock of war, especially since his nebulous
Unknowable was not known to guarantee the outcome. And James’s more
feeble finite god was just another name, a useless name on the cosmic
census. If there were an almighty God who could be known, and who could
inform us of His plans, mankind could then have confidence. But if there is
no such God, if there is no Unknowable, if even there is no finite god, what
can we expect in the future?

It was, and is, the task of humanism to answer this question. Spencer had
made the whole universe favorable to human desires. James had offered
man at least a fighting chance. But humanism must view the cosmos as
indifferent, if not actually hostile, to man’s hopes and destiny. Do the sands
of the sea worry if war besets the human race? Will algae or mosquitoes be
perplexed if a hundred million Americans are atomized in one night?
Should the stars in their courses run to man’s aid and comfort? Man came
from dust; to dust shall he return. In the meantime let man get along as best
he can in an indifferent universe.

But how well does such a universe allow him to get along? A quotation
from Bertrand Russell gives an answer sufficiently clear:

That man is the product of causes which had no prevision of the end they were achieving;
that his origin, his growth, his hopes and fears, his loves and his beliefs are but the
outcome of accidental collocations of atoms; that no fire, no heroism, no intensity of
thought and feeling, can preserve an individual life beyond the grave; that all the labors
of the ages, all the devotion, all the inspiration, all the noon-day brightness of human
genius, are destined to extinction in the vast death of the solar system, and that the whole
temple of man’s achievement must inevitably be buried beneath the debris of a universe
in ruins—all these things, if not quite beyond dispute, are yet nearly so certain that no
philosophy which rejects them can hope to stand. Only within the scaffolding of these
truths, only on the firm foundation of unyielding despair, can the soul’s habitation
henceforth be safely built... Brief and powerless is man’s life; on him and all his race the
slow sure doom falls pitiless and dark. Blind to good and evil, reckless of destruction,
omnipotent matter rolls on its relentless way; for man, condemned today to lose his
dearest, tomorrow himself to pass through the gate of darknmess, it remains only to
cherish, ere yet the blow falls, the lofty thoughts that ennoble his little days... proudly
defiant of the irresistible forces that tolerate for a moment his knowledge and



his condemnation, to sustain alone, a weary but unyielding Atlas, the world that his own
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ideals have fashioned despite the trampling march of unconscious power.==

This sad, infinitely tragic tone is far removed from the blithesome optimism
of Spencer. Its pessimism is of the darkest night, and its defiant courage is
but the mask of hysterical despair. But there is one thing to be said in favor
of this that is called humanism; It is logically consistent. Given a world
such as naturalism or humanism describes, how else could one continue to
live? Spencer was not consistent. If his god was unknowable, Spencer had
no logical right to speak of the certainty of perfection. But if the world is
Russell’s world, then there is every right to predict certain defeat and
destruction in the future. Russell is at least consistent.

It may be interesting to note in passing how such a view affects phases of
life not ordinarily called philosophical. The argument to this point has now
led us to expect that a general view of the world will affect all phases of
life; but in particular it is interesting to see how this view affects, say, the
writing of a novel. One may seriously and legitimately ask the
question whether or not art can survive in a humanistic world. What sort of
novels, for example, could be written by a humanist?

In the writing of Thomas Hardy the best possible answer is seen. The
indifference of the universe to the hopes and aspirations of men becomes an
almost perverse delight in frustrating their desires. The indifferent world is
a tragic world. But more than this, the indifferent world soon becomes
an absurd world. As Thomas Hardy develops from one novel to another, the
chance occurrence that brings tragedy with admittedly artistic effect is
multiplied and multiplied until the world is little more than a ridiculous
series of chance events, tragic perhaps, but certainly inartistic. The
ridiculous cannot be great art.

Theodore Dreiser also believes that life is without a purpose; it is but a
confusion of experience without intelligible emphasis. Its only tolerable
moments are those which satisfy the hunger for power, sexual desire, or the
desire to collect art objects. Such a humanistic view poses technical
problems for the novel as a form of art. Most obvious is the fact that there



is no logical stopping point. No doubt the death of an important character
furnishes a convenient end, but it does not of itself produce a logical or
aesthetic finish. And some of Dreiser’s novels, minus even this
convenience, just stop. Another problem that humanism imposes on the
novel is the selection of material. In a world governed by a divine plan, in a
world of clear moral distinctions, material can be selected and arranged for
a purpose. But on the basis of a humanistic philosophy incidents cannot
have any structural or moral significance. It cannot be fully argued here—it
would require a course in Christian aesthetics—but the suggestion is made
that true art is possible only on a theistic assumption. Artists may
inconsistently  be  humanists, but a  humanistic, atheistic,
purposeless universe provides no basis for art.

This philosophy poses problems for art because it poses problems, not only
for technical scholars, but for every common man in his everyday life,
including the education of his children. Let us ask most seriously whether
or not the calamity of war, the pain of the wounded and dying, the brutality
of torture and tyranny, famine and disease are justified by hunger for
power, by the desire for sexual gratification, or by the collection of
art objects. It takes a-Stalin and a Goering to answer affirmatively. Many
people, like James, have stumbled at the Biblical conception of God
because of the problem of evil; but the problem of evil is not peculiar to an
academic statement of Christian philosophy. Evil exists as a real factor in
the world. And before one rejects Christianity for this reason, one ought
to consider clearly what kind of a solution to this problem and what kind of
a universe humanism has to offer.

Here exactly lies the stumbling block of humanistic philosophy. Man must
get along not only with an indifferent universe,—that would be bad enough
—he must also get along with other men; and other men are often not just
indifferent— they are definitely hostile. In view of the deliberate
perpetration of recent atrocities, Spencer might better have written on
the Evanescence of Good, rather than on the Evanescence of Evil. The
vileness and cruelty that have devastated Europe, the massacre of sixty
million Chinese, thirty million Russians, and several million Tibetans, the
terror and torture inflicted on the Vietnamese by Ho Chi Minh, the genocide



in Cambodia, and Cuban troops in Africa, make it impossible to think of
the world, including humanity, as merely indifferent. If we wish to frame
our views on the basis of empirical evidence, as the scientific humanists
insist we ought, we must conclude that humanity, and therefore our world,
is thoroughly evil.

In the writer’s opinion, mistaken and jaundiced though he may be, it
requires egregious blindness to see Utopia in the coming age. Perhaps the
writer was frightened as a child, and now from the depths of his
subconscious he fears the future. But it is also possible that the optimistic
psychologist who would thus dispose of the world situation was given a
piece of candy when a child, so that now his unconscious tints the future
with rosy hues. Of all the truths that are staring us in the face, the most
unmistakable one would seem to be the deep rooted savagery and the
inherent evil of human nature. Civilization and education put a veneer over
man’s nature, and the veneer lasts for a time. Then the opportunity to gain
power and world domination presents itself, and a nation, a race, the human
race, shows its concealed colors.

Even those who are loathe to admit that man is by nature evil have had
man’s evil so forcibly brought to their attention that they are seeking a
remedy. Bombs far more terrible than the two that ended the war with Japan
force us to find a remedy for evil or to be annihilated. Civilization cannot
survive another world war, and the human race itself can scarcely survive.
So clear is this that the discouraged remnant of the army of optimists is
fighting a rear-guard action to find a remedy for man’s evil nature.

But what remedies can they offer? Education is often acclaimed as such.
But in view of the fact that one of the chief culprits of World War II was
one of the most highly educated nations in the world, is it unreasonable to
question the efficacy of education? Germany had every advantage that
education could offer. Yet within a few years Hitler was able to make beasts
out of, not just a few, but out of millions of his people. If education is so
powerful for good, how can one explain the eruption of vileness of such a
large scale? And even if education were as miraculous as its proponents say,
what chance is there of educating all the world within the next ten years? In



that time every nation will have learned how to manufacture atomic bombs.
Can the world be educated so as to remedy man’s evil in a decade? And
even if the citizens of the United States, Great Britain, and France are so
educated, what guarantee is there that some other nation will not try to
dominate the world by an undeclared war? Education is a sorry remedy for
man’s evil. Instead of preventing war in the past, it has served to make
war more terrible. Education will make the next war the last.

But perchance the optimists are thinking of a new type of education—
something never before tried. Perhaps they do not mean courses in physics
and literature. Perhaps they mean courses in ethics, morals, and, could it be,
religion? But what religion? The religion of the Unknowable, the finite god,
or omnipotent matter? Certainly they do not mean a Christian education,
which for its effect depends upon the supernatural regenerating power of
the Holy Ghost to change man’s evil nature and to implant new habits. But
if supernatural Christianity is not what they mean, is not their hope of
preventing the next war a forlorn delusion?

Optimism fades. But then pessimism forces one to ask a very disturbing
question. If there is no justification for living except lust for power, sex, and
art objects, is life worth living at all? If soon we are all to be killed by
radioactive poison or AIDS, what is the use of going on? An unknowable
deity cannot give us hope and confidence; neither can a finite god; and
omnipotent matter rolling on its relentless way brings us only despair. Why
then, if we are dust, why should we not voluntarily return to the dust and
become unfeeling and indifferent ourselves? Neither Spencer, James, nor
Russell can give us a reason to live. The only reasonable reaction to
humanism is suicide. Russell and the humanists are more consistent than
Spencer, for they are pessimists. But if the humanists wish to be
completely consistent, they ought to kill themselves. They cannot
consistently even buy a pair of shoes.

This line of thought and its relevance to education need further emphasis.
So far Spencer, Russell, and Dreiser have been the examples. Now,
probably pessimism is to be expected from exponents of naturalistic science
like Bertrand Russell. If Ernest Nagel does not voice such pessimism, it



strikes us as strange. For obviously if the constituent elements of
the universe are atoms or sub-atomic particles, man has no future. Nagel
spoke of:

spatio-temporally located bodies, whose internal structures and external relations

determine and limit the appearance and disappearance of everything that happens....

There is no place ... for an immaterial spirit directing the course of events, no place for
12

the survival of personality after the corruption of the body which exhibits it.==
Russell describes his hopelessness in superb oratory; but nothing could be
more grim than Nagel’s plain statement. However, if one expects a grim
view from humanists, perhaps some author or other has a more religious
world-view, not precisely Christian theism, but some sort of “spiritual”
view, in which man need not be such a hopeless figure. The existentialists
are anti-scientific enough, and some of them are mildly religious; what do
they have to say?

First, Heidegger makes man, rather than spatio-temporally located bodies,
central in his world-view. He uses such queer phrases as “man alone exists.
Rocks are, but they do not exist.” Just what this means in detail need not
detain us, for it is too complex; but at any rate Heidegger gives man
fundamental importance in his philosophy. So much so that he classifies
God with rocks, instead of with man. “God is, but he does not exist.” The
aim or duty of man is to achieve “authentic existence.”

Very simply this means more or less to cast aside hypocrisy, mediocrity, and
self-deception. It means the acceptance of responsibility. One must squarely
face the world as it is, or perhaps, better face himself as he is. Above all this
means that one must face death as it is. Death is not to be thought of as
a punishment for sin; Adam would have died, even if he had not sinned.
The Christian view makes death a logical “accident” to human nature. But
for Heidegger death is a part of the human constitution. It is a built-in
consequence of man’s being a temporal existence, for man’s existence is
constituted by time!2 Not only so, but Heidegger’s death is not
Christianity’s death. The latter promises everlasting life; for Heidegger
death liquidates man or Dasein. There is no possibility of a man’s surviving
his demise. Incidentally, Heidegger offers a very unsatisfactory objection to



the suggestion that one should commit suicide and escape the troubles of an
authentic being’s struggle with the world as it is. His objection seems to
be nothing more than the observation that suicide deprives a person of the
ground of his existence. Of course it does. But is it not better, is it not less
painful, so to deprive oneself? Authentic existence is such a frustrating
exercise that inauthentic existence seems more comfortable; and no
existence at all seems preferable to inauthentic. If a man must crumble to
dust and that is the end of it, is it not pitiful to go on courageously?

Now, second, Sartre, although he is hardly a religious writer, deserves
mention because he is the world’s outstanding existentialist; and surely he is
not an advocate of naturalistic scientism. Yet as clearly as Nagel he has no
sympathy with the hope of immortality, and like Heidegger he wishes us to
face death as an aspect of our absurd, contingent facticity. Birth and death
are both absurdities; and the life between is equally absurd. “Death. ..
removes all meaning from life.”

In spite of this dismal view Sartre, like Heidegger, repudiates suicide.
Suicide is absurd and meaningless; it is a vain and empty gesture.
Nevertheless, upon reflection, one may suspect that suicide could be the
only meaningful possibility open to man. It is meaningful and of value in
that it puts an end to a meaningless life full of anxiety and trouble. It is
difficult to sympathize with or consider plausible Sartre’s contention
that death “does not penetrate me,” that it is irrelevant to my actions, and
therefore “my freedom remains total and infinite.” A life of seventy years is
not infinite; nor is a life of absurdity and pain properly characterized as
“freedom.” Suicide is the only act that makes any sense at all.

Now third, Bultmann is no doubt a religious thinker, and therefore one
might expect to find his view of life and death less grim. This expectation,
however, is disappointed because he is in essential agreement with
Heidegger. Guilt and anxiety are ontological conditions of human life. They
can in no way be removed. We must just learn to live with them. “Man
must abandon all security and commit himself unreservedly to the future
and thus alone achieve his authentic Being.” Now, fourth, and last, Tillich
may or may not be a religious writer, but at least he is a theologian. He calls



for courage. In the face of anxiety and death and meaninglessness, we must
have the courage to be. This is the courage of despair. Man must give up all
hope of an infinite future life; he must reject the notion that death is due to
sin. He must determine not to look beyond himself for help. Tillich’s
“God,” the Ground of Being, is useless.

In these so-called religious writers and theologians, from whom one would
naturally expect a word of hope, the tragedy, the meaninglessness, the
despair of human life is as clear as it is in Bertrand Russell. Guilt, anxiety,
and the finality of death are ontological aspects of human beings and can in
no way be removed. There is no God to deliver us. The only
voluntary escape is suicide.

Of course the God of the Bible can deliver us. He is omnipotent and he
shows his favor to his people. But none of these writers believes the Bible.
On their principles the conclusion is inescapable: Man is doomed, he has no
hope; he can live in courageous despair, or in inauthentic self-deception, or
he can commit suicide.

Obviously these men have not committed suicide. They continued to live
and write books. And although as scholars they claim to argue cogently,
their refutation of suicide is so flimsy that we accuse them of inauthentic
self-deception, or, more plainly put, irrationality. Their conduct is
inconsistent with their theory. When such persons, either existentialists
or naturalistic humanists, take an interest in education, their state of mind
must show through to some extent. Inconsistent though they be to take an
interest in education or in anything else, the force of their pessimism and
hopelessness cannot be without effect. Even in the teaching of arithmetic a
pessimistic education will be distinguishable from a theistic and
optimistic education, at least on rainy days. Sooner or later (the
present writer raised the question in third grade) the pupil will ask,
Why should I learn arithmetic? Then if the teacher is authentic and honest
she will say, Arithmetic helps you when you lose faith in God. Or, she will
say, with more truth, Arithmetic will help you gain power and dominate
other men. Or, with true zoological scholarship she may say, Arithmetic is a



phase of the evolutionary process that leads to the extinction of the human
species.

There are at least two answers the consistently humanist teacher cannot
give. She cannot give Plato’s and Aristotle’s answer that man is rational and
that knowledge is valuable for its own sake. Nor can she say (it is forbidden
by judicial decree) that learning arithmetic is a divine command and is
therefore one way of glorifying God.

Non-theistic justifications of arithmetic are failures because non-theistic
theories of life are failures. The only meaningful or rational act in a
meaningless life is suicide. Inconsistently these people go on living; and so
do we. In us is a deep urge for life; we do not want to die. But that very
urge testifies to a purpose in the universe that humanists deny and that
evolution cannot explain. Somehow all men dimly feel that life is
worthwhile; and men today, arrested by their view of the frightful future,
are wondering what life’s purpose is. If they restrict their view to the
observable world, if they study nature and politics, they must descend, as
they have descended, from optimism to doubt, to pessimism, and despair.

But if they reject such a godless view of the world, if they turn from an
empirical study of science and politics and seek the living God who has
spoken a more sure word of prophecy, then they may know the purpose of
life and of the universe, and they will be enabled to face the next war, the
ensuing dark ages, and the evil nature of man at least with equanimity.
Indeed they will face it with more than equanimity, for they will know
that history is not moving toward utter futility, but toward a glorious reign
of righteousness when the kingdoms of this world are becoming the
kingdoms of our Lord and of His Christ; and He shall reign forever and
ever.



Chapter 4

Neutrality

Those who object to the argument of chapter two may admit that in an
abstract philosophic sense neutrality between two highly developed,
mutually incompatible systems of thought is impossible. A teacher of
Riemannian geometry does not merely remain silent about Euclid’s parallel
axiom, he operates on the contradictory assumption. Similarly there is
no neutral ground between the proposition that God created the world out of
nothing and the proposition that the universe is an eternal self-existing
entity. But though objectors may admit that there is here a philosophic
incompatibility, they may at the same time hold, in contradiction to chapters
one and three, that philosophy is so remote from the practical business of
teaching children that any concern over anti-religious influence is
purely academic. Even the optimism or the pessimism of the teacher does
not affect the contents of arithmetic. Philosophically, neutrality is
impossible, they grant; but educationally neutrality is a fact.

This seems to be the commonly held opinion about the decisions of the
United States Supreme Court banning prayer and Bible reading from public
education. Prayer is definitely a religious activity; and the State must not
support any kind of religion. Let arithmetic be taught and religion ignored.
Now, there is one good point at least in the Court’s decision. The
case originated in a school system whose officials had written out a prayer
and had required the teachers to pray that prayer. The school officials had
supposed their prayer to be innocuous and satisfactory to all religions that
prayed at all. It was a “non-sectarian” prayer. Since the decision, various
amendments to the Constitution have been proposed that would permit non-
sectarian prayer. Presumably this would mean a prayer composed by the
school board and imposed by them on the teachers. In so far as this was and
is the case, a Christian must view the Court’s decision with favor. For, in
the first place, it forces the teacher to make a prayer with which she



disagrees, either because she is irreligious and does not want to pray at
all —and compliance makes her a hypocrite, or because she is religious and
sees that this non-sectarian prayer is not neutral, but anti-Christian.

The reason these non-sectarian prayers are anti-Christian can very clearly
be stated. The Bible teaches that all prayer to God must be based on the
merits of Jesus Christ. No one can come to the Father but by Christ. There
is no other name by which we can be saved. Hence to pray without
including Christ in the prayer is an offense against God. It is far better to
have no prayer at all in school than such a non-sectarian prayer. The use of
the word sectarian or non-sectarian is itself an offense and insult. Sect has
always had a pejorative sense, and to stigmatize a Christian prayer as
sectarian is not an exercise in neutrality.

It might seem then that the Supreme Court has maintained neutrality by its
prohibition of prayer in the schools, and that only those who want prayer
are anti-Christian. Of course, also, any who do not want prayer are anti-
Christian; and it was quite a feat for the Court to satisfy devout Christians
and loudmouthed atheists by the same decision. But whether the decision
and its results can satisfy the Christian, and whether the schools are neutral,
now that the school board theologians can no longer impose their prayers,
still requires a little more discussion.

That neutrality is impossible becomes clearer and clearer as the system of
Christian theism is further understood. Mention has already been made of
the fact that Christianity is not to be identified with and restricted to a bare
belief in God. For example, Christianity has a theory of evil; it differs from
the humanistic theory; and therefore a secular school cannot adopt the same
policies a Christian school adopts in dealing with recalcitrant pupils.

That there are recalcitrant pupils hardly needs to be said. But perhaps it
does need to be said to those who conveniently forget what is going on. In
addition to the material recounted in chapter one, there was the case of
subversive, obscene, Black Panther literature sold to high school students in
Indianapolis in 1969 with the approval of at least some of the teachers. But
it is illegal for the Gideons to distribute New Testaments on



school property. In the first two weeks of the 1969-70 school session, fifty
robberies and beatings, including stabbings, were reported to the
Indianapolis police. The police believed that these were less than half the
crimes committed because children who are victimized are often afraid to
report the attack for fear of reprisals. Some parents refuse to send their
children to school in order to save them from violence at school. In one of
the affluent Indianapolis high schools it is estimated that fifty percent of the
pupils are drug addicts. Not all heroin addicts, to be sure; but on their way
by means of glue, goof-balls, L..S.D., and similar drugs.

These evil conditions have been encouraged by the liberal, humanistic
policy of dealing with lesser forms of student misconduct. Liberalism has
ridiculed the Christian notion of punishment. From babyhood children must
be spoiled, not spanked, or in any way repressed. As early as 1922 John
Dewey in Human Nature and Conduct (Part II, Section 2)
encouraged youth to rebel against parental discipline. Parents have
tamed “the delightful originality of the child;” they instill in him
moral habits; and the result is a mass of “irrationalities” and “infantilisms.”
When Dewey’s philosophy is translated into the penal code, with its
emphasis on rehabilitation (for the criminal is sick, not wicked; and the
community is guilty, not the criminal), twenty thousand people commit
murder in a single year in the United States, and not one of them is
executed. The following year, naturally, more people commit murder.

Neither John Dewey, nor the liberal penologists, nor the public schools are
to be blamed for the origin of these crimes. Liberal theologians and liberal
educators are to be blamed for failing to repress evil. The public schools
deserve ridicule when they claim to be the saviors of democracy. By their
permissiveness they have encouraged arson, drug addiction, and
sexual immorality. Even in strictly curricular affairs their permissiveness
and their extension of the concept of democracy beyond its proper political
meaning often have resulted in the attempt to make all pupils equal by
reducing requirements to the minimum so everybody can pass. In such
schools, more often in metropolitan areas, a student must not flunk; he must
be promoted. In high schools that have come under the present writer’s
observation, some juniors (no doubt seniors, too, but the following



examples are restricted to personal knowledge) cannot read fourth grade
material; in a botany lab a student could not read the instruction sheet, and a
twenty-year-old boy “graduated” without being able to read—well, without
being able to read two paragraphs of anything. This sort of democracy, this
permissiveness, these liberal policies encourage and augment evil, but they
do not initiate evil. Evil is initiated in what John Dewey calls the delightful
originality of the child.

The present argument aims to show that a school system cannot operate as a
neutral between the liberal and the Christian position. A school system must
have some policy for delinquent children, or for those who begin to cause
trouble, and this policy cannot be both left and right. It cannot be
both Christian and humanistic; and there is no middle, neutral ground. The
two philosophies and their educational implications differ on what to do, on
what evil is, and on how it originates. Something has been said of the
prevailing views of public educators; now it is required to show that
Christianity has a totally different view of evil and totally different
policies for combatting it.

In the first place, Christianity defines evil conduct as a transgression of
God’s laws. Vandalism is not an evolutionary hang-over from animal
ancestry. In fact animals do not vandalize, commit arson, or rape. These are
strictly human activities; and they are wrong because God has forbidden
them. That they occur is due to Adam’s original sin and the depravity that
all his natural posterity have inherited. Every child is bom with a sinful
nature. He just naturally goes wrong. David in Psalm 51 was not referring
to illegitimacy when he said, “I was shapen in iniquity and in sin did my
mother conceive me.” And in Psalm 58:3 it is written, “The wicked are
estranged from the womb; they go astray as soon as they are bom, speaking
lies.” Paul in Ephesians 2:3 says: “We... were by nature the children of
wrath, even as others.” And in the bcus classicus, Romans 5:12-21, Paul
makes our connection with Adam abundantly clear. The Bible paints a dark
picture of human nature, a picture as dark as the headlines in the morning
newspaper.



In the early years of this century, when the modernists would not openly
admit that their religion was anti-biblical, they tried to reinterpret and soften
the Scriptural expressions in favor of their theory of the inevitable
perfectibility of man. Now that most of them have gone over to humanism
—by now it should be clear that neo-orthodoxy or the dialectical theology
is as humanistic as anything else—and openly reject the Scripture, they are
more likely to admit that the orthodox Lutherans and Calvinists correctly
exegeted the passages on total depravity. Of course they do not believe that
the Scriptural view is true; in spite of the newspaper headlines they think
there is little sin, and, as there is no life beyond the grave, salvation is not
an issue.

In spite of the humanist’s rejection of the Bible, he must give some
explanation of the headlines. Very popular at present is the idea that social
conditions are the cause of crime. For purposes of argument it makes little
difference whether one enumerates a long list of social ills or whether one
centers on a single particular. A very frequently mentioned particular is
the existence of slums. Granted, slums are undesirable; but
their undesirability does not show that they are the cause of crime. Now,
aside from the fact that slums do not cause the affluent suburbanites to form
clubs for wife swapping, there is good evidence that instead of slums being
the cause of bad people, bad people are the cause of slums.

This one piece of evidence is offered. As late as 1950, even 1955, the area
in Indianapolis between College Avenue and Meridian Street, north of 20th
Street, and even north of 16th Street, was a pleasant, well-kept area of
family homes. Some of the homes were even a bit luxurious. But even the
less expensive houses were clean, comfortable, and agreeable to look at.
They had been built earlier in the century and their garages were at the back
of the lots, facing on alleys wide enough for two cars to pass carefully. The
slums below 16th Street, and more below 10th Street, grew worse and
worse. The city razed about a mile square. There were no slums anymore.
But the displaced slum dwellers had to live somewhere, so they moved
north to 16th Street. Their front lawns turned to mud that flowed over
the sidewalks. Shingles and sidings were not repaired. Debris, including
mattresses and broken furniture, clogged the alleys so that no cars could



pass. Then came the rats. It was not the rats who brought the people; it was
the people who brought the rats. In a few years this area became the city’s
crime center. On our own church lawn a girl was attacked and in the
struggle one of her eyes was gouged out. Evil people changed this
lovely neighborhood into a slum. The nice homes did not make the people
better, the people made the homes worse.

Of course the Biblical view of sin is not based on empirical observation.
The example of Indianapolis was not intended to prove the Bible true; it
was intended to illustrate the falsity of the secular view. The Biblical
doctrine of original sin, inherited corruption, and total depravity, is a matter
of divine revelation. And this revelation explains the headlines better than
humanism does.

If anyone thinks that too much is being made of the prevalence of crime,
though it is difficult to exaggerate the peril of our national condition, it
should also be pointed out that even the so-called lesser sins are offenses
against God. If society only is in view, some violations of moral standards
are not very important. But if we worship God instead of society, no sin
is unimportant. In the Christian view motive is as important as overt act.
God has commanded us to love him with all our mind and strength; without
this motivation even our apparently good deeds are evil. Therefore,
including hardened criminal and respectable socialite, we can echo
Shakespeare’s thoroughly Christian sentiment, “one taint of nature makes
the whole world kin.”

This all shows that Christianity does not attribute the origin of sin to the
public schools; it also shows that the more Christian theism is explained in
detail, the less can humanistic education be regarded as neutral; and
consequently it becomes clear that education founded on one of these
philosophies will differ from the other in its academic policies and
procedures.

For example, some obstreperous college students are demanding seats on
the boards of directors, with a voice in controlling the curricula. Some
college administrators agree, in the hope that this will reduce rioting on



campus. In one college a new president was elected with the help of a
student’s vote, while some of the directors were denied the vote. Now,
the Biblical directions on how to manage a church, with emphasis on elders,
on authority, and against giving control to the inexperienced and unlearned,
can be extended to schools. In addition to the fact that a student spends only
four years at college, and would therefore be present only two years, or
at most three, before being seated on the Board; and would therefore know
next to nothing at the beginning of his official duties, nor stay long enough
to be of any substantial service; in addition to this, I say, it is ludicrous to
give students control over the curriculum. They come to learn, not to
control. Granted, a student has the right to choose an engineering school or
a school of pharmacy, instead of liberal arts. Even in this case he may
choose unwisely, for his inclinations at twenty-two are often different from
his expectations at eighteen. How much less does he know of what the
engineering curriculum or the liberal arts curriculum should contain! I have
seen even elected faculty committees propose seriously defective alterations
of the curriculum.

When liberal permissiveness occurs in the lower grades, education ceases.
The idea that the child should choose a project and the teacher give a little
help has produced the story, true or not, of the child who complained, Must
we always do what we want? Children need self-control and parental
control more than they need self-expression. Why should there be
any teacher at all, if the pupil is competent to control the courses?
A popular liberal slogan has been, “learning by doing.” So the ten year old
smokes pot, tries out sex, and sticks a knife into another kid’s ribs. He
learns by doing. Apparently some educators never suspected that some
things should not be done and not be learned. But the pupil is not competent
to decide such matters. Thus the theological doctrine of human depravity,
while and because it applies beyond the sphere of formal education, has
a definite bearing on the methods and aims of schools.

Perhaps the non-Christian educator may now grant that the educational
views of a Christian are affected by philosophy or theology. Yet the non-
Christian may still wish to deny that his own professional theories are
determined by a prior rejection of the Christian view of God and man. But



even though he disclaims any such prior controlling choice, his denial rests
on a mistaken analysis of his own mind. It cannot be too
strongly emphasized that the educational policies of any educator or school
system derive their character from an underlying philosophy. Let the
directors, the superintendents, and the principals of a school system claim
that they base their views only on neutral experiment and observation, apart
from any a priori philosophy, and their claim is untrue.
Experimentation itself, as the philosophy of science shows, is based on
philosophic principles.!4 The choice of methods of experimentation
is directed by the experimenter’s view of what the world is like. This point
can be successfully argued with an abundance of reasons. But for the
present purpose just one consideration will suffice. Experimentation in
psychology and pedagogy may indeed improve the technique of teaching.
But it cannot choose ends or goals. And ends and goals are far more
important than technique. Scientific technique can only be a curse
when headed in the wrong direction. No better illustration of this
truth could be desired than the constantly improving techniques
of chemistry. Improved chemistry can work wonders in medicine. But if
improved techniques are used to make biological warfare more horrible, we
may well wish chemistry less success. Technique in education, similarly,
will make the teaching of children more efficient; but if the educator
teaches the wrong ideals, the more efficiently he does so, the worse the
results. Scientific experiment may tell us how children learn, but no amount
of scientific observation and experiment will tell us what they ought to
learn. And this is the most important phase of education: not the description
of the process, but the goal of the process. In philosophical language
pedagogy is not a descriptive science. It is a normative science. It deals not
so much with what is, but with what ought to be. And views of what ought
to be do not come, as some educators envious of a scientific reputation
claim, from observing how children learn. Views of what ought to be
depend on the underlying philosophy. The anti-Christian educator wants to
produce one kind of man; the Christian wants to produce a very different
kind.

This argument may still be regarded as rather academic, in the bad sense of
the word, particularly with respect to primary education. In college, it will



be admitted, the religious issues come to light, and a young man is forced to
take sides by the teaching of professors who have already discarded
neutrality. But the arithmetic and spelling of the elementary grades are
so innocuous that the thesis here defended is inapplicable. Further study,
however, reveals that the thesis is equally applicable to primary education
and scarcely less prominent.

The early American colleges were distinctly Christian institutions. But the
public school system, unlike the colleges, was not so inspired. On the other
hand, the public schools were not intended to be irreligious. In the readers
of our grandparents’ time God and Jesus Christ were mentioned. Today
no such references can be found in the books of the public schools. The
reason is not hard to find. The public schools were founded with the idea of
not favoring one Christian denomination above another; of not favoring one
religion above another; and the result is that they now favor no religion at
all. They are completely secularized.

Originally the public schools, while not supposed to favor one Christian
denomination above another, were not intended to attack Christianity. The
idea was that they should be neutral. And because the majority of
Protestants believed the promises of the schoolmen that they would not
attack religion, the Protestants did not found primary schools as the
Romanists did. Now it is clear that the Romanists adopted the wiser course
of action because the promises of the schoolmen were soon to be broken.

Today Christianity is attacked all through the public school system. Reports
from parents say that the evolutionary denial of the creation of the world by
God is taught to the children of the second grade. How can a child of seven
or eight stand up against an organized attack of the theistic worldview?
How can parents protect their children? The public school makes no
pretense of being neutral in religious matters, and when a parent here or
there protests, he is promptly ridiculed and squelched. The notion of
religious liberty, or even of the toleration of Christianity, that is, the original
claim to neutrality, is not a part of the schoolmen’s mental equipment.



Mention has already been made of the exclusion of Bible reading from the
public schools. The result has been a generation of children who are
handicapped in the English language and literature. It is an incontrovertible
fact that the English Bible has had a greater influence on our language,
our literature, our civilization, our morals, than any other book.
The children who are deprived of the Bible are culturally deprived, as well
as religiously deprived. Someone has well said that a knowledge of the
Bible without a college education is of more value than a college education
without a knowledge of the Bible. In view of this fact the prohibition of
Bible reading is acutely significant of the hatred the public schools, and a
large section of our society, have for Christianity. Books
attacking Christianity are not illegal. Teachers can deny God, creation, and
providence; but the law forbids them to recommend Christianity.

Since the cultural deprivation of this policy is so obvious, some of the
educators want to teach the Bible as literature. This reintroduction of the
Bible into the schools might also allay some of the criticism. It may turn
out, however, that the Bible as literature will be worse than no Bible at all.
Will the Bible be taught as divine literature? Or as human literature—
mere literature, and not revelation? In one school where this was tried, the
teacher required the pupils to write a paper. She was very flexible in her
requirement: Each student could choose any part of the Bible for his
subject. One little girl asked if she might write on Isaiah. The teacher asked,
Do you mean first Isaiah or second Isaiah? Thus the teaching of the Bible as
literature becomes an attack on its veracity. It will be used, it is being
used, to undermine Christianity.

When public schools first became popular, the Protestants generally were
deceived by the specious promises of the public school people. They
thought that if they maintained Christian colleges, the primary schools
could be entrusted to the state. But not all the Protestants were deceived by
these false promises not to attack Christianity. The Lutheran Church and the
Christian Reformed people early established primary schools for
their children. They believed that the influence of the Christian home and
the preaching of the Christian church should be strengthened by a Christian
school system. But both the Lutherans and the Christian Reformed, with



their European background, have remained somewhat closed societies as it
were, and unfortunately have exercised little influence, in this respect
at least, on the rest of American Protestantism. There was one man,
however, among the English-speaking American churches who saw the
implication of the public school system; he warned of what was to follow,
but his warning went unheeded. It is interesting, sadly interesting, to read
his warning today, now that ninety years have proved him to be right. For it
was in lectures given prior to 1890 that A.A. Hodge made the predictions
now to be quoted.

In his Popular Lectures on Theological Themes, page 283, he wrote:

A comprehensive and centralized system of national education, separated from religion,
as is now commonly proposed, will prove the most appalling enginery for the
propagation of anti-Christian and atheistic unbelief, and of anti-social nihilistic ethics,
individual, social, and political, which this sin-rent world has ever seen.

Two pages before, he had written:

It is capable of exact demonstration that if every party in the State has the right of
excluding from the public schools whatever he does not believe to be true, then he that
believes most must give way to him that believes least, and then he that believes least
must give way to him that believes absolutely nothing, no matter in how small a minority
the atheistics or agnostics may be. It is self-evident that on this scheme, if it
is consistently and persistently carried out in all parts of the country, the United States
system of national popular education will be the most efficient and wide instrument for
the propagation of Atheism which the world has ever seen.

What A.A. Hodge did not see, at least what he did not explicitly say, is that
although the irreligious have seized the right to exclude Christianity, the
Christians are denied the right to exclude attacks on Christianity. There is
no neutrality.

Obviously the schools are not Christian. Just as obviously they are not
neutral. The Scriptures say that the fear of the Lord is the chief part of
knowledge; but the schools, by omitting all reference to God, give the
pupils the notion that knowledge can be had apart from God. They teach in
effect that God has no control of history, that there is no plan of events that
God is working out, that God does not foreordain whatsoever comes
to pass. Aside from definite anti-Christian instruction to be discussed later,



the public schools are not, never were, can never be, neutral. Neutrality is
impossible. Let one ask what neutrality can possibly mean when God is
involved. How does God judge the school system which says to him, “O
God, we neither deny nor assert thy existence; and O God, we neither obey
nor disobey thy commands; we are strictly neutral.” Let no one fail to see
the point: The school system that ignores God teaches its pupils to ignore
God; and this is not neutrality. It is the worst form of antagonism, for it
judges God to be unimportant and irrelevant in human affairs. This is
atheism.

The evidences so far adduced to show the schools’ opposition to
Christianity have been largely individual instances that have come to the
present writer’s attention. They cannot easily be checked by the reader. The
following evidences will come from educational authors, and anyone can
get the books and evaluate them for himself.

The first exhibit may disappoint those who expect to be treated to some
ridiculous blast against Christianity by a radical publicity seeker. Quite the
reverse: The scholarly attainments, the writings, and the personality of
Professor B.A.G. Fuller of the University of Southern California command
respect. He did not ridicule Christianity, and nothing in the following
argument is intended to ridicule him. He may not even have intended
to attack Christianity at all—certainly it was not his chief purpose; but
sober and, it is hoped, convincing reasons will be adduced to show that
Professor Fuller fell into error, and that this error is detrimental to
Christianity in the minds of his readers. The quotations now to be
commented on come from his History of Greek Philosophy, Thales to
Democritus (pp. 25, 26):

From the beginning Christianity has bade man seek God within himself, and has taught
that the external, physical world and the ranges of experience with which it furnishes us
are if anything obstacles to that search.

Since, now, it is natural to have an interest in the world about us, either
from the viewpoint of scientific physics or of practical invention, it follows
that a normal student, when told that Christianity considers the world as an
obstacle or nuisance, will discount Christianity. But if Christianity does not



so teach, then the paragraph, however unintentionally, is an
unjustifiable attack on that religion. To show that Christianity does not
teach that the physical world is an obstacle to religious development, one
may point out that the Bible asserts that the heavens declare the glory of
God, and that the invisible things of God, namely his power and deity, are
clearly seen in the physical universe, and that one of the earliest commands
of God to man was to subdue nature and turn it to his purposes. It may well
be that the revelation of God in nature is not sufficient to give a sinful
man a knowledge of God’s provision for salvation through the expiatory
sacrifice of Christ; it may well be that Christianity does not view the
physical universe exactly as paganism does; but certainly Christianity does
not view the world that God created as an obstacle to the worship that God
requires.

Fuller continues:

The process of salvation is essentially an inner process. It is the rescue of the inner life
from dependence upon the outward world and a restoration of it to an immediate
communion with God in which the physical and external are forgotten.

It is true, of course, that salvation is essentially an inner process.
Repentance, the changing of one’s mind from a love of sin to a love of God,
is internal; the work of the Holy Spirit in causing him who was dead in sin
to rise to newness of life, in removing the depravity of the natural man and
enabling him to receive the things of the Spirit which before he could
not receive, in enlightening our minds in the knowledge of Christ and
causing us to grow in grace—all this is internal. But this does not imply that
man, or even his inner life, is made independent of the external world, and
certainly it does not mean that the physical universe is forgotten. The stages
of sanctification with struggle and victory over tempations,
the promulgation of the Gospel, the public worship of God, all occur by the
proper use of physical means. It must be kept in mind also that God
pronounced his creation good, and after man had been created, with a body,
God pronounced it all very good. Then, most significantly of all, one of the
distinctions between Christianity and the pagan philosophy of Greece is
precisely that educated Greek religion argued for the immortality of
the soul, while Christianity also preached the resurrection of the body. What



Fuller says therefore may be true of some forms of paganism, but it is not
true of Christianity. Christian salvation does not exclude the external and
physical.

Doubtless it is true that Christianity opposes the world, the flesh, and the
devil. And this may be his basis for thinking that Christianity regards the
physical universe as an obstacle. But while the devil is literal enough, the
world does not mean the physical universe, nor is the flesh the sort of flesh
that Shylock wanted. The Scriptures teach that Adam was created
originally righteous, that, nevertheless, acting as representative of the
race he fell into sin, and so guilt and pollution came upon all his natural
descendants. Hence human nature as it now is, is sinful, and in the
Scriptures this sinful racial inheritance is sometimes designated as the flesh.
Similarly the world, in the extended moral sense, refers to the whole social
set-up with its anti-Christian principles. In this sense the world and the flesh
are obstacles to religious development, but there is nothing in the Scripture
to justify the contention that stones and stars, cats and cabbages, are evils
from which the inner life must be rescued.

Doubtless it is also true that some people who have claimed the name of
Christian have spoken as if certain objects in the world, like the body, and
certain institutions, like marriage, are evil in themselves. It is therefore
necessary to decide what criterion shall be used in judging whether this
or that view is Christian or not. In the paragraphs above the Scriptures of
the Old and New Testaments have been taken as the only criterion. But
perhaps Fuller does not equate Christianity with what the Scriptures teach.
At least there are those, even if it is not true of Fuller, who take Christianity
merely as an historical movement, and anything is called Christian if it is
in any loose way connected with this historical movement. The trouble with
taking history as a criterion becomes obvious when all that is loosely
connected with Christian history is compiled. It is then seen that
Christianity teaches that Christ is the trinitarian Son of God, that he is a
created angel, that he is a mere man; that the sacraments are the
indispensable means of salvation, that the sacraments are the valuable but
not indispensable signs of an inward work of grace, that the sacraments
are not to be observed at all; that Christ died on the cross to pay a ransom to



the devil, that he died to satisfy the justice of God, that he died merely as an
example of humility.

The trouble is that history cannot be a criterion of what is Christian,
because a criterion is needed to determine what is Christian history. There
have been and still are many individual Christians who do not see all the
implications in the Scriptures and who therefore hold views inconsistent
with the Scriptures; but the only objective criterion as to whether a view is
Christian or not is the Bible—it is not whether someone who is or
merely calls himself a Christian holds such a view. To determine what
is Christianity by history or experience is to make the name self-
contradictory and meaningless.

Then when Fuller continues by understanding “the objective side of
Christianity, the historic Incarnation and Redemption” as “but the lever for
applying pressure from without to loosen the soul from the hold of the
body,” he adds further to his ascetic error. For if asceticism were truly
Christian, the Incarnation would be ridiculous. God certainly would
not become incarnate, if to be incarnate were precisely the evil from which
all should flee. But more serious than simply giving a wrong explanation of
the Incarnation is the paragraph’s implicit denial that redemption is
obtained by a vicarious, expiatory sacrifice that satisfies the justice of God.
One who reads these paragraphs would get no idea of what the
New Testament teaches with respect to its central and greatest doctrine. And
to obscure, indeed to ignore the main message of Christianity, is an attack
far more subtle and effective than ridiculous imaginations concerning the
opiate of the people.

Now finally on the next page Fuller writes:

The world for which the blood of redemption was spilled is the moral world. ... No drop
of that blood overflows into the outer and physical world. In the benefits of salvation no
being, animate or inanimate, save the human, shares. The physical world remains
unchanged. But after all, from the Christian point of view, why should nature be affected
by the process of redemption?

Now obviously the Scriptures are addressed to man, not to animals or
inanimate nature, and consequently the plan of man’s salvation lies writ



large throughout the Bible. But Fuller’s criticism is equivalent to asserting
that Jesus Christ, whatever he may mean for man, plays no cosmic role. Is
this then what the Scriptures teach? On the contrary they teach, in the first
chapter of John’s Gospel, that Christ is the Logos, the Wisdom of God and
the rationality of the universe. In Colossians 1:16 it is revealed that all
things were created by Him and for Him, including all animate and
inanimate forms. Were this all that the Scriptures said, it would be sufficient
to raise serious doubts as to the accuracy of Fuller’s interpretation of
Christ’s death. For if Jesus is the Creator, would not so stupendous an event
as the death of the world’s Creator have some effect on the entire creation?
Now as a matter of fact, we are not abandoned to mere conjecture; the
Scriptures add to the above information and state positively that even the
inanimate world shall be changed and that the lower animals and even
plants shall share in the benefits of redemption. They benefit, to be sure, as
plants and animals, not as human beings; but they are not, as
Professor Fuller says, excluded from God’s all embracing plan.

And the cow and the bear shall feed; their young ones shall lie down together and the
lion shall eat straw like the ox. And the sucking child shall play on the hole of the asp,
and the weaned child shall put his hand on the cockatrice’s den. They shall not hurt nor
destroy in all my holy mountain: for the earth shall be full of the knowledge of the Lord,
as the waters cover the sea (Isaiah 11:7-9).

Furthermore, Dr. Fuller’s question, “From the Christian point of view, why
should nature be affected by the process of redemption,” has an answer
which the rhetorical style of the question implies is impossible. In Genesis
3:14-19 the curse of sin is extended to the very ground; the effects of sin are
not limited to the human race. Is it not therefore perfectly appropriate that
redemption from sin should affect all the realms in which the curse applies?
Nor is it true that this idea lies buried so obscurely in the Bible as to have
been forgotten by the .contemporary Christian community. If one cares to
attend an orthodox Christian church about Christmas time, one is sure to
hear the carol, Joy to the World. And in this carol, Christians sing,

No more let sins and sorrows grow,

Nor thorns infest the ground;



He comes to make the blessings flow Far as the curse is found

Professor Fuller is a competent scholar; he gives careful consideration to
what exactly Thales and Democritus taught, even though he may not agree
with them; why has he forsaken the ideal of historical accuracy when he
describes Christianity —why, unless accuracy would put Christianity in too
good a light?

In this volume by Professor Fuller one finds a specific case of the approved
method of attacking Christianity. It is not the aberration of an embittered
bigot, but the calm, seemingly unbiased statement of a disinterested scholar.
Nonetheless the specific attack on Christianity by Fuller is an aberration—it
is a misinterpretation. And the most effective attacks against Christianity
are no doubt all misinterpretations, not wild misinterpretations, but
plausible misinterpretations. These are most effective on students who are
mildly favorable to Christianity, even on students who are definitely
Christians. A slashing attack would not influence them. The more
vicious attacks are effective on students who are in some degree already
unfavorable to Christianity. They stimulate and augment animosity. A few
pages further on an example of a vicious attack will be reported. It comes
from William Heard Kilpatrick who was nearer the grade school level than
Professor Fuller. And this fact will take care of the objection that one
must expect reasoned objections to Christianity in college, though there is
no evidence of anti-Christian animosity in the grade schools.

If this specific instance were unique, there would of course be little damage
done. The multiplication of distortions is what finally makes Christianity
seem repellent to the student world. When in philosophy, in history, in
zoology, and in literature, the student is repeatedly taught distortions, the
foreseen effect naturally takes place, and the Christian religion is no
longer regarded as a respectable position.

Adding to the effect of such misrepresentations is another powerful factor.
Had the student in his early years been taught the doctrines of the Bible,
these deviations could be recognized and so lose some or all of their force.
But unfortunately the elementary system of education through which nearly



all children pass provides no instruction in the things of God and his
revelation. Through grammar and high school the growing child is given
the idea that God and education have nothing to do with each other. A
family may have its religion for Sundays and church business, but
education is a totally separate matter. Now, the Scriptures teach that the fear
of the Lord is the chief part of knowledge. The schools, by their silence,
teach that there is no room for God in intellectual matters. Thus because the
public schools ignore God it is not difficult to persuade the college student
that Christianity is unworthy of consideration.

From this analysis of the situation the Christian may learn two things about
a counter strategy. The first thing is not to be silent. If anyone is to advance
the cause of Christ, he must talk out. Silence is not proclamation. No one
will accept the truth, no one will hear the truth, unless someone speaks the
truth. The first measure to be taken therefore is to break silence and
talk about Jesus Christ, the Son of God, the nature of his redemptive work,
and its application to individual believers.

Or, perhaps, this is not the first step in counter strategy. No, assuredly it is
not the first step. The first step is to learn what the Scriptures teach, for if
one does not know exactly what Christianity is, how is it possible to preach
the Gospel? Modem educational theories have so stressed methods of
teaching, that even Christians have come to forget that the important thing
isnot how one is to teach, but what one is to teach. It is unfortunate

that those opposed to Christianity misrepresent it; it is much more
unfortunate that many who want to be true to the Saviour distort His
Gospel. The first step then is to leam the whole counsel of God, and the
second step is to publicize it.

The whole counsel of God involves a world-view; its principles have
applications in all fields of study. For this reason the second exhibit to show
the methods of opposing Christianity will be taken from a textbook on
political science. Whereas Fuller’s disparagement of Christianity was
largely a matter of misrepresentation, the present example depends on a
perversity of expression calculated to cast slurs on the Holy Scriptures.



Often an anti-Christian author so chooses his words that it is difficult to
quote a single sentence to convict him of inaccuracy, and it becomes
necessary to examine carefully an extended passage to discover exactly
what is happening.

An instance of this type of attack is found in an Introduction to Political
Science by James Wilford Gamer, Professor of Political Science at the
University of Illinois. This textbook, in the section under consideration,
states some things very well; in fact it is the mixture of excellence and
carelessness which causes the difficulty. Were it largely inaccurate or
absurd it would have little effect. But Professor Gamer’s book, like that of
Fuller, is scholarly, and one does not expect crude blunders.

In chapter IV the subject is the origin of the state, and on page 87 these
words are to be found:

The oldest of these theories... is that which attributes the establishment of the state,
mediately or immediately, to God or some superhuman power. The theory assumes that
the will of God was made known by revelation mediately or immediately to certain
persons who were His earthly vice-regents and by them communicated to the people by
whom obedience was a religious as well as a civil duty.... Biblical support for it is found in
such passages as Paul’s admonition to the Romans: “Let every soul be in subjection to
the higher powers; for there is no power but of God; and the powers that be are ordained
of God.”

First, one notes that this theory of the origin, or better the justification, of
state authority is supported by the Bible. Therefore general condemnation
of the theory involves rejection of the Scriptures. To be sure, Gamer said:
“Biblical support is found.” Now a man might find support wrongly, so that
a rejection of his theory would not involve a rejection of the Bible. But no
such distinction is made by Gamer. Had he criticized the theory of James I
and showed that the divine right of kings is not the same as the Biblical
doctrine of the divine authority of the state, no one could object. But as a
matter of fact his discussion does not discriminate and his rejection
apparently applies as much to the Bible as to James I.

On page 90, in a paragraph headed, Theocratic Doctrines no longer
accepted, the reason for rejecting the divine authority of government is



stated as follows:

The state is no more the direct and immediate creation of a supernatural power than any
of the multifarious associations into which mankind has entered. The authority which the
state exercises, whatever its origin, must be exercised through human agencies and must
be humanly interpreted, that is, in the last analysis, it is only what the state chooses to
make it.

This reason for rejecting the Bible, however, does not even apply to the
Biblical view as Gamer defined that view. As quoted above Gamer
explicitly stated that the divine origin of government permits of a mediate
working by God. Now he objects that since man is the means, God cannot
be the source of authority. In other words, he argues that if God is the
source of authority there can be no human means, no human rulers,
no human government at all. The only condition on which God can be the
source of human government is that there be no human government. It is
this type of perverse argument that betrays a man’s subconscious
predilections. Had the author been at all sympathetic toward the notion that
God is the Creator and ruler of the world, he would not have stumbled into
such an elementary logical blunder.

Following the last quotation, Gamer continues in this manner:

We may accordingly dismiss the doctrine of divine right with the statement that it never
was anything more than an invention of man, designed to bolster up the claims of
certain rulers to hold their crowns independently of the will of the people....

Now if the doctrine of divine right were never anything more than this, then
it follows that Paul in enunciating the doctrine was interested in bolstering
up the powers and claims of Caligula and Nero. Sober historians do not
usually credit Paul with such political ambitions.

The paragraph heading which was placed at the side of the sentence last
quoted, together with the sentence which immediately follows it, is further
evidence of the author’s anti-Christian orientation. The paragraph heading
reads. “Element of truth in the theory.” Thus one is led to believe that the
author finds at least some good in the notion that God is the source
of governmental authority. The text so far quoted merely dismisses the
Scriptural view. Then the author writes: “If the theory meant simply that the



Creator implanted in the breast of man the instinct for order... we could
accept it. Or if it meant that magistrates should rule in accordanc