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 With a few words I reiterate some of the things which appeared in my article of the 

February issue of the Beacon Lights.  In this article I concern myself with the concept commonly 

referred to as the “Glory of God.” This I am convinced is still a basic concern, all protestations 

and false-allegations to the contrary, and should not be shelved with many of the other things 

held to be of inestimable worth just because they are considered by the “liberals” and false 

teachers antique and outmoded.  Protestant Reformed Christian Education must be theocentric 

and not man-centered and must not be considered antique and outmoded.  It must operate 

according to the principle of the wisdom of God and not the wisdom of man.  Protestant 

Reformed Christian education must emphasize the necessity for the antithetical relationship 

between the church and the world.  That which is taught to be the truth is altogether different 

from that which the world can believe, wills to believe, and does believe.  Protestant Reformed 

Christian education is not a “horse and buggy age philosophy” but is concerned with the age-

long problem—the thorough furnishment of the man of God. 

 I. WHAT IT IS! 

 P.R.C. education is radically different from anything that is generated in the mind of man.  

That which is believed today by man, who is unregenerate and unbelieving, has always been 

taught by the great thinkers and teachers of the world.  That which is taught today is nothing 

new.  Solomon knew this when inspired by the spirit of God he said: “…there is no new thing 

under the sun.” Eccl. 1:9b. 

 The Great Ideas, A Syntopicon, I, p. 377, clearly states this as a fact. 

  “One opinion from which there is hardly a dissenting voice in the great books is 

 that education should aim to make men good as men and as citizens. “If you ask what is 

 the good of education, Plato (c. 400-300 B.C.) writes, “the answer is easy—that 

 education makes good men, and that good men act nobly, and conquer their enemies in 

 battle, because they are good.” Men should enter upon learning, Bacon declares, in order 

 “to give a true account of their gift of reason, to the benefit and use of men;” while 

 William James stresses the need for “a perfectly-rounded development.” Thus it would 

 seem to be a common opinion in all ages that education should seek to develop the 

 characteristic excellences of which men are capable and that its ultimate ends are human 

 happiness and the welfare of society.”” 

 John Milton in writing Of Education said: 

  “I call therefore a complete and generous education that which fits a man to 

 perform justly, skillfully and magnanimously all the offices both private and public of 

 peace and war.” 

 It is a fact that what these men have said characterizes much of the education that is given 

in the schools of our land.  There can be little doubt that the ultimate objective or aim of 

education as it is generally practiced is to make men good by means of the educational systems 

that are established in the land. 

 With this we are in basic disagreement.  We do not mean to say that schools should 

produce and do produce immoral people but that moral people from an ethically, spiritual point 

of view are produced as a result of the training they receive in the school is a denial of the 



fundamental tenets of Christianity and of Reformed principles.  The blatant, humanistic 

hedonism that characterizes all of godless and man-centered education is abhorrent and 

nauseating to the Christian.  The Christian can have no part with this.  He cannot be unequally 

yoked with unbelievers and he cannot be yoked with the philosophy that education makes men 

good and therefore good citizens.  

 P.R.C. education is fundamentally different from Christian education that submits itself 

to the premises and propositions as quoted form the article of the National Union of Christian 

Schools.  

 Article 3. “Man is a fallen creature. Though depraved…” 

 The composers of this article did not say that man is totally depraved. Why didn’t they 

use the language of the Reformed Churches and say that man is totally depraved? They 

undoubtedly do not mean that man is totally depraved! They wrote in the remainder of the same 

article: 

 “Though depraved, man is nevertheless an image bearer of God and through restraining 

grace he is able to do civic good.  Though lost in sin man can be saved through faith in Christ, 

and through restoring grace, in principle, is able to do spiritual good.” 

 That man is saved through faith in Christ AND able to do civic good is the third point of 

the theory of common grace as held by the Christian Reformed Churches of America.  That he is 

able to do civic good has nothing to do with the Reformed principle of Christian education.  That 

children of the covenant must be educated is a fact; that they are by nature lost in sin is also a 

fact; that the grace of Christ our Saviour causes him to walk in good works is a fact; that 

depraved man, perverse man, is an image-bearer of God, (as he is by nature) and is able to do 

good is a denial of total depravity—one of the five points of Calvinism.  He has become instead 

an image-bearer of the devil.  He is by nature a child of his father, the devil (cf. John 8:44).  If he 

does not seem to be as bad as the devil then his deviltry is only disguised by a mask and becomes 

refined deviltry. 

 In these same articles of the N.U.C.S., article 5, we read: 

  “The all embracing objective of the school is to promote the glory of our covenant 

 God by seeking in humble dependence upon God to equip the pupil for his supreme task, 

 namely to realize himself as God’s image-bearer by seeking the same dependence upon 

 God to reconstitute the sin perverted world by realizing God’s Kingdom in all spheres 

 and phases of life.” 

 “Self-realization” and reconstitution” of a sin perverted world are not the language of the 

Scriptures.  This is not the language that should be part of the basic philosophy of education for 

the Reformed man.  It is borrowed and perverts the basic thrust of Christian education and can 

therefore not be adopted into the philosophy of one who attempts to teach from a distinctly 

Reformed point of view—be that Protestant Reformed then. 

 The Course of Study for Christian Schools, Educational Commt. Of N.U.C.S., Eerdmans 

Publ. Co., 1947. p. 30, has the following to say when discussing the Christian philosophy of 

education. 

 Christian education may be regarded as an undoing of what sin has done.  In this  sense it 

is a process by which the educated one is being restored to the pristine perfection  of man in the 

Garden before the advent of sin.  It is a process in which one gives sight to the blind, hearing to 

the deaf, release to the prisoner, and recovery to the wick.  It is a way of bringing man to a 

condition in which he will be thoroughly furnished unto all  good works. 



Christian education so conceived presents a tremendous challenge.  It is an education that can 

only come from God. It can go forward only through God with whom the teacher functions as 

co-worker.  It has its end in God. 

  What a glorious profession. 

 This is authentic modernism.  Christian education never undoes what sin has done and 

cannot possibly be a “process” by which man is restored to the “pristine perfection” of man 

before the fall. Every Reformed child of God knows that education never has saved one soul 

from the imperfections of the Fall.  It is well-nigh blasphemous to refer to education as a 

“process whereby the deaf are made to hear, the blind made to see, and recovery given to sick.” 

This is a work which only one who is truly God can do.  With this we can have no part. 

 We must agree with Dr. Cornelius Van Til, when he writes in a little book entitled the 

Dilemma of Education, p. 40, about the problem of the secular educator and the educator who 

does not abide strictly by the basic principles laid down in the Word of God. 

             The conclusion of the whole matter is this.  There are two mutually exclusive principles 

for the interpretation of life.  The Christian principle presupposes God who speaks 

authoritatively through the Bible, giving man basic principles for the interpretation of the whole 

of life.  The non-Christian principle presupposes man who speaks authoritatively of himself. 

Psychologically, of course, the Christian must also begin with man.  But he begins with man 

acknowledge as the creature of God.  So it is still true that the Christian interprets all of life in 

terms of God and the non-Christian interprets all of life in terms of man. 

 It is also true that every man by nature wishes to interpret and does interpret all things in 

terms of man. He does not want to live perfectly out of the life of regeneration and renewal as he 

is by nature.  There is a constant striving, as he is by nature to express a philosophy of life and 

education from the standpoint of human reason or experience rather than from the high, God-

ordained standpoint of faith in the revealed Word of God.  This is the struggle of the Christian 

educator. 

  

 

Originally Published in: 

Vol 26 No 2 April 1966 

 


