The Culture of Disbelief

A new book, The Culture of Disbelief by Stephen Carter, may be
the catalyst to open up a much needed discussion on the role
of religious belief in public life. It has even caught the
attention of President Clinton. The author teaches law at Yale
University, is an Episcopalian, an African-American, and to a
great degree an iconoclast, a nonconformist whose ideas will
please neither the right nor the left, the liberal nor the
conservative. But, just as it took a Nixon, with his
irrefutably conservative credentials, to open the door to
better relations with communist China, it may be necessary for
a Stephen Carter to help bring back into balance the role of
religion in America.

This book is provocative, in an irksome, irritating, vexing
way, but also in an alluring, insightful way. Carter’s defense
of religiously motivated actions in the public square (in
government, education, and the marketplace, or wherever people
conduct public business) is worth cheering about. Carter
argues that our government has trivialized serious religious
belief to the point that we are losing the protection once
provided by the First Amendment, which was written, according
to Carter, to protect religious groups from government
interference, not to protect the non-religious from the
religious in our society.

The vexing part of Carter’s book is his consistent rejection
of conservative biblical positions. He argues vehemently for
the right of others to hold them, but then declares these
positions to be naive, developed by shoddy thinkers, and just
plain wrong. His complete confidence in his position, often
without stating why, will be very irritating to readers who
hold to biblical inerrancy and a biblical worldview.

With that warning said, this is still an important book for
anyone interested in the role of religious belief in America.
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Carter rightfully points out that the Constitution and First
Amendment were written for a world in which regulation was
expected to be rare and would almost never impinge on
religious liberty. Today, we live in a highly regulated
welfare state, one which sees no limits to its regulatory
powers. There is literally no place to hide for those who are
religious and try to act in a way consistent with those
beliefs.

Professor Carter makes a powerful argument that governmental
agencies are removing religion as an “ground for objection” to
its various mandates, whether they be sex education in the
schools or housing anti-discrimination laws. In other words,
the beliefs or disbeliefs of those running our government are
being imposed on Christians via the power of the ever
expanding ruling bureaucracy.

Carter responds to this governmental encroachment into the
intimate details of our lives by calling those on both sides
of the ideological debates to value, not oppose, those who
refuse to accede to the authority of others, for it yields the
diversity that America needs. His lucid arguments for true
religious freedom, especially from his political and religious
position, are helpful and well thought out. Carter is willing
to speak boldly against the tyranny of secular government,
especially when governmental agencies become oppressive.

Again, let me be very clear. This book will be difficult to
read for many believers. Professor Carter bends over backwards
to make his message palatable to the more politically correct
crowd on our college campuses and in government. On the other
hand, conservative Christians can benefit from a close reading
of this book. If this book has a significant impact, our
government could return to (in regard to religious freedoms) a
position much closer to that of our Founding Fathers.



God as a Hobby

The most powerful message of The Culture of Disbelief 1is that
religion has been trivialized in America. By religion,
professor Carter 1is referring to any worshipping group that
believes in a supernatural God and that actually makes demands
on its members, in this life, based on its beliefs about the
nature and character of God. He notes that “More and more, our
culture seems to take the position that believing deeply in
the tenets of one’'s faith represents a kind of mystical
irrationality, something that thoughtful, public-spirited
American citizens would do better to avoid. If you must
worship your God, the lesson runs, at least have the courtesy
to disbelieve in the power of prayer; if you must observe your
sabbath, have the good sense to understand that it ..is just
like any other day of the week.” According to Mr. Carter, this
development is both unfortunate and dangerous to our religious
freedoms in America.

This bias has encouraged some of our public institutions to
accept religious prejudice as neutrality. The public schools
are one of the more obvious illustrations of this bias. One
recent example involves a Colorado public school teacher who
was told by superiors to remove his Bible from his desk where
students might see it. He was told not to read it, even
silently, when students were present. He was also ordered to
remove books on Christianity from his classroom library, even
though books on Native American religious traditions and the
occult were allowed to remain. According to Carter, “The
consistent message of modern American society is that whenever
the demands of one’s religion conflict with what one has to do
to get ahead, one is expected to ignore the religious demands
and act.well..rationally.”

Another example of this bias towards religious faith in
general 1is found in modern America’s phobia about those who
attempt societal change as a result of religious beliefs. An



anti-abortion protestor that is against abortion for religious
reasons will conjure up grim pictures of religious wars,
inquisitions, and other assorted religious atrocities as
examples of people trying to impose their religious will on
other people. It is like saying that if those murdered for
religious reasons had somehow had a choice, they would have
chosen a secular killer: “that those whose writings led to
their executions under, say, Stalin, thanked their lucky stars
at the last instant of their lives that Communism was at least
godless.”

Professor Carter’s response to liberal America’s religious
bigotry is to remind them that the civil rights movement “was
openly and unashamedly religious in its appeals as it worked
to impose its moral vision” on America. One can also remember
a time when getting out the evangelical vote for a Democratic
Presidential candidate was considered a good thing by many in
the press. Jimmy Carter’s campaign was never charged with
advocating a narrow sectarianism, as was Ronald Reagan’'s or
George Bush'’s, because his religious sentiments promoted
policies that were more in line with the 1liberal mindset.

Professor Carter recognizes that much of society’s current
intolerance of those who are religious focuses on those who
advocate a conservative set of values that arise from the
belief that God has communicated via the Bible truth about
human nature and righteous living, truth that is not available
to us via reason alone. Mr. Carter disagrees with the
conservative view but sees danger in using the power of
government to remove the political freedoms of those who hold
to it.

Separation of Church and State

In this important book the author makes some interesting
observations concerning church and state in America. For
example, Carter believes that, “Simply put, the metaphorical
separation of church and state originated in an effort to



protect religion from the state, not the state from religion.”
As Thomas Jefferson declared, religious liberty is “the most
inalienable and sacred of all human rights.” The First
Amendment was written to provide the maximum freedom of
religion possible. Philip Schaff once called it “the Magna
Carta of religious freedom,” and “the first example in history
of a government deliberately depriving itself of all
legislative control over religion.”

How have these founding ideas about church and state been
applied recently in our society? Not very well according to
Mr. Carter. The Supreme Court, whose duty it is to interpret
the Constitution, has arrived at something called the Lemon
test, an appropriate name because it is nearly impossible to
apply. It includes three criteria for a statute to satisfy the
requirements of the First Amendment. First, the law must have
a secular purpose; second, it must neither advance nor inhibit
religion; and finally, it must not cause excessive state
entanglement with religion.

It is apparent to many that this ruling by the Court works in
favor of those trying to build an impenetrable wall between
religious belief and our government. Professor Carter notes
that if this ruling is taken seriously one would have to
question the legality of religiously motivated civil rights
legislation. Another question is whether or not one can act in
a manner that neither advances nor inhibits religion? For
instance, does the government advance religion if it grants
tax relief to parents who send their children to private
schools? If so, does denying the tax relief inhibit religion
by causing parents to be taxed twice for their children’s
education?

Carter notes that even the Court has had difficulty in
applying this set of standards, mainly because of the way it
has defined what is meant by a secular purpose. The Court
often focuses on the motivation for a piece of legislation,
rather than its political purpose. In other words, the



criteria that many would like the Court to use in determining
secular purpose would be to ask if the legislation is pursuing
a legitimate goal of government or not, rather than inquiring
into the religious motivation of the bill’s sponsors. As
Professor Carter writes, “The idea that religious motivation
renders a statute suspect was never anything but a tortured
and unsatisfactory reading of the [establishment] clause...
What the religion clauses of the First Amendment were designed
to do was not to remove religious values from the arena of
public debate, but to keep them there.”

Mr. Carter understands the difficulty and complexity of law
and notes that simply removing the Lemon test would not solve
our legal inequities regarding religious belief in America.
The legal community 1is very much split over what should
replace the test. Yet he argues that we must not give in to
the current notion that the Establishment Clause of the First
Amendment was written to protect the secular from the
religious for this would lead to establishing “religion as a
hobby, trivial and unimportant for serious people, not to be
mentioned in serious discourse. And nothing could be further
from the constitutional, historical, or philosophical truth.”

The Accommodation of Religion

Although Professor Carter does not agree with positions held
by conservative evangelicals on moral issues, he argues
eloquently, not only for our right to hold these positions,
but to take part in the public debate over them and, if
possible, to convince our fellow citizens of the rightness of
our policies.

Mr. Carter sees the current culture war as a result of a
collision between the ever expanding welfare state and
religious autonomy. In its attempt to enforce gender, racial,
and sexual preference equity, the government was bound to
clash with the discriminatory practices that are part of
religious belief. This, in itself, is a remarkable admission



from someone who generally agrees with the policies of the
current welfare state. Fortunately, Professor Carter values
freedom of religion and fears secular governmental tyranny
enough to prefer that we err on the side of freedom rather
than government control.

How then should the courts rule when religious groups balk at
compliance to government established policies 1like anti-
housing discrimination laws? Recent court cases have tended to
ignore the significance of religious belief. Carter, however,
contends that religious groups ought to be able to establish
when and how they are called to discriminate in public
settings, with some limitations. He would place a high
standard, that of compelling interest, between government
policy and religious observance. In other words, government
should not be able to force a Christian couple to rent their
apartment to two homosexual men unless the it can prove that
it has a compelling interest in the issue. Doing so under the
standard Carter proposes would be much more difficult than
under current standards. Yet without this high standard, or
something similar, government will continue to virtually
ignore religious faith in creating its rules and regulations.

Professor Carter is very cognizant of the power government has
to control or destroy groups via taxation, regulation, or the
threat of secular leveling. That occurs when government tries
to force every organization to reflect current government
policy within its own internal organizational structure and
practice. Unfortunately, Mr. Carter’s plan for implementing
protection of religious groups is not as satisfying as his
defense of religious freedoms. In fact, he comes to the
conclusion that satisfying both equality and religious
autonomy may not be possible. In one obvious example, that of
homosexual employment rights versus the rights of religious
groups not to hire homosexuals, Carter’s rejection of biblical
constraints on homosexual behavior leaves him without
direction. Even so, conservative readers will want to note his



fine defense of religiously motivated actions in society.

Carter believes that it is difficult “to see how the law can
protect religious freedom in the welfare state if it does not
offer exemptions and special protection for religious
devotion.” Unfortunately, he never questions the wisdom of the
welfare state in general. However, he does see the need for
autonomous religious groups that challenge the moral and
political orthodoxies of the day, whether they be religiously
motivated civil rights groups in the 50s and 60s or anti-
abortion groups in the 90s. Government neutrality is a myth,
and without religious freedom whatever orthodoxy currently
exists in government might be sustained via coercion and
intimidation if religious groups are not given sufficient
power to act as mediating structures.

Professor Carter’s book is an important one merely because it
takes religious belief seriously even though it is sometimes
inconsistent and strident in its treatment of conservative
evangelicals. Next we will look at another model that some
feel 1is a more biblical approach to the problem of
unconstrained government and at what might replace the notion
of a welfare state.

Another Model

Although written from a liberal perspective, both politically
and theologically, the book argues very effectively for a
return to a form of religious freedom that better reflects our
Founding Fathers’ thinking. Once the reader gets past the
author’s general disregard for what he calls the “Christian
Right,” a great deal of helpful material can be garnered for
the support of a society which respects religious belief and
allows those who are religious full participation in the
public affairs of the nation. In light of recent attacks on
the role of Christians in politics by the media, this defense
by a Yale law professor couldn’t come at a more opportune
time.



Professor Carter charges that unless secular liberal theory
finds a way to include religious participation in the public
moral debate, political disaster may be the result. The
outcome will be a narrowly focused elitist theory of
government and public life that would indeed inflame the
current culture war and drive a greater wedge between those
who are religious and those who are not.

Conservative evangelicals should applaud Mr. Carter’s view of
religious freedom. His emphasis on religious groups acting as
mediating structures between the individual and government and
on the rights of families to direct the education of their
children are a much needed message for our society. All
societies need to determine the distribution of power and
authority among its citizens. Many supporting the current
welfare state argue that government and individuals should
possess the bulk of decision-making ability in our political
and judicial framework. This leaves out mediating structures,
such as the church, which serves the vital role of challenging
both political tyranny and individual anarchy. Professor
Carter rightly sees the danger in this position. If authority
is focused on state power and individual rights, the state
will eventually extinguish the voices of individuals it finds
antagonistic to its plans.

Mr. Carter is closer to a Calvinistic view of society than the
welfare state model many liberals find comforting. Professor
Carter seems to endorse the concept of spheres of influence,
the idea that government, the church, and the family all have
legitimate, in fact, God-given, authority in their respective
domains.

Romans 13 and 1 Timothy 2 declare that God’'s purpose for
government is to maintain order by punishing the wrongdoer and
thus create a peaceful society in which we might live in all
godliness and holiness. Ephesians 5, 1 Timothy 3, as well as
other passages, lay out the structure and importance of the
family in God’'s plan for human society. The origin and purpose



of the Church is referred to throughout the New Testament.
First Timothy 3:15 talks of God’s household, which is the
church of the living God, the pillar and foundation of the
truth. Those with a high view of Scripture believe that God
has ordained these structures within society for good reason.
If any of these three spheres try to function outside of 1its
God-given role, the society will suffer as a whole.

The value of Professor Carter’s book is that he is warning
society that it has placed far too much authority and power in
the hands of our government at the expense of religious groups
and families. This is an important message that counters the
often held belief that government is the only agent in our
culture that can bring about change.
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Outcome Based Education

Outcome Based Education

Times are changing. The pressure on our public schools to
improve, and change, has become intense. Since 1960 our
population has increased by 41%, spending on education has
increased by 225% (in constant 1990 dollars), but SAT scores
have fallen by 8% (or 80 points). Although few would argue
that the schools are solely to blame for our children’s
declining academic performance, many are hoping that schools
can turn this trend around.

The decade of the 80s brought numerous education reforms, but
few of them were a dramatic shift from what has gone on
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before. Outcome-based education (OBE) is one of those that 1is
new, even revolutionary, and is now being promoted as the
panacea for America’s educational woes. This reform has been
driven by educators in response to demands for greater
accountability by taxpayers and as a vehicle for breaking with
traditional ideas about how we teach our children. If
implemented, this approach to curriculum development could
change our schools more than any other reform proposal in the
last thirty years.

The focus of past and present curriculum has been on content,
on the knowledge to be acquired by each student. Our language,
literature, history, customs, traditions, and morals, often
called Western civilization, dominated the learning process
through secondary school. If students learned the information
and performed well on tests and assignments, they received
credit for the course and moved on to the next class. The
point here is that the curriculum centered on the content to
be learned; its purpose was to produce academically competent
students. The daily schedule in a school was organized around
the content. Each hour was devoted to a given topic; some
students responded well to the instruction, and some did not.

Outcome-based education will change the focus of schools from
the content to the student. According to William Spady, a
major advocate of this type of reform, three goals drive this
new approach to creating school curricula. First, all students
can learn and succeed, but not on the same day or in the same
way. Second, each success by a student breeds more success.
Third, schools control the conditions of success. In other
words, students are seen as totally malleable creatures. If we
create the right environment, any student can be prepared for
any academic or vocational career. The key is to custom fit
the schools to each student’s learning style and abilities.

The resulting schools will be vastly different from the ones
recent generations attended. Yearly and daily schedules will
change, teaching responsibilities will change, classroom



activities will change, the evaluation of student performance
will change, and most importantly, our perception of what it
means to be an educated person will change.

What is OBE?

Education is a political and emotional process. Just ask
Pennsylvania’s legislators. That state, along with Florida,
North Carolina, and Kansas, has been rocked by political
battles over the implementation of outcome-based educational
reforms. The governor, the state board of education,
legislators, and parents have been wrestling over how, and if,
this reform should reshape the state’s schools. Twenty-six
other states claim to have generated outcome- based programs,
and at least another nine are moving in that direction.

Before considering the details of this controversy, let’s
review the major differences between the traditional approach
to schooling in America and an outcome-based approach.

Whereas previously the school calendar determined what a child
might do at any moment of any school day, now progress toward
specific outcomes will control activity. Time, content, and
teaching technique will be altered to fit the needs of each
student. Credit will be given for accomplishing stated
outcomes, not for time spent in a given class.

The teacher’s role in the classroom will become that of a
coach. The instructor’s goal is to move each child towards
pre-determined outcomes rather than attempting to transmit the
content of Western civilization to the next generation in a
scholarly fashion. This dramatic change in the role of the
teacher will occur because the focus is no longer on content.
Feelings, attitudes, and skills such as learning to work
together in groups will become just as important as learning
information—some reformers would argue more important. Where
traditional curricula focused on the past, reformers argue
that outcome-based methods prepare students for the future and



for the constant change which is inevitable in our society.

Many advocates of outcome-based education feel that evaluation
methods must change as well since outcomes are now central to
curriculum development. We can no longer rely on simple
cognitive tests to determine complex outcomes. Vermont 1is
testing a portfolio approach to evaluation, in which art work,
literary works, and the results of group projects are added to
traditional tests in order to evaluate a student’s progress.
Where traditional testing tended to compare the abilities of
students with each other, outcome-based reform will be
criterion based. This means that all students must master
information and skills at a predetermined level in order to
move on to the next unit of material.

Implementing OBE Reform

Reformers advocating an outcome-based approach to curriculum
development point to the logical simplicity of its technique.
First, a list of desired outcomes in the form of student
behaviors, skills, attitudes, and abilities 1is created.
Second, learning experiences are designed that will allow
teachers to coach the students to a mastery level in each
outcome. Third, students are tested. Those who fail to achieve
mastery receive remediation or retraining until mastery is
achieved. Fourth, upon completion of learner outcomes a
student graduates.

On the surface, this seems to be a reasonable approach to
learning. In fact, the business world has made extensive use
of this method for years, specifically for skills that were
easily broken down into distinct units of information or
specific behaviors. But as a comprehensive system for
educating young minds, a few important questions have been
raised. The most obvious question is who will determine the
specific outcomes or learner objectives? This is also the area
creating the most controversy across the country.



Transitional vs. Transformational OBE

According to William Spady, a reform advocate, outcomes can be
written with traditional, transitional, or transformational
goals in mind. Spady advocates transformation goals.

Traditional outcome-based programs would use the new
methodology to teach traditional content areas like math,
history, and science. The state of Illinois is an example of
this approach. Although outcomes drive the schooling of these
children, the outcomes themselves reflect the traditional
content of public schools in the past.

Many teachers find this a positive option for challenging the
minimal achiever. For example, a considerable number of
students currently find their way through our schools,
accumulating enough credits to graduate, while picking up
little in the way of content knowledge or skills. Their
knowledge base reflects little actual learning, but they have
become skilled in working the system. An outcome-based program
would prevent such students from graduating or passing to the
next grade without reaching a pre-set mastery level of
competency.

The idea of transformational reform is causing much turmoil.
Transformational OBE subordinates course content to key
issues, concepts, and processes. Indeed, Spady calls this the
“highest evolution of the OBE concept.” Central to the idea of
transformational reform is the notion of outcomes of
significance. Examples of such outcomes from Colorado and
Wyoming school systems refer to collaborative workers, quality
producers, involved citizens, self-directed achievers, and
adaptable problem solvers. Spady supports transformational
outcomes because they are future oriented, based on
descriptions of future conditions that he feels should serve
as starting points for OBE designs.

True to the spirit of the reform philosophy, little mention 1is



made about specific things that students should know as a
result of being in school. The focus 1is on attitudes and
feelings, personal goals, initiative, and vision—in their
words, the whole student.

It is in devising learner outcomes that one’s worldview comes
into play. Those who see the world in terms of constant
change, politically and morally, find a transformation model
useful. They view human nature as evolving, changing rather
than fixed.

Christians see human nature as fixed and unchanging. We were
created in God’s image yet are now fallen and sinful. We also
hold to moral absolutes based on the character of God. The
learner outcomes that have been proposed are controversial
because they often accept a transformational, changing view of
human nature. Advocates of outcome-based education point with
pride to its focus on the student rather than course content.
They feel that the key to educational reform is to be found in
having students master stated learner outcomes. Critics fear
that this is exactly what will happen. Their fear is based on
the desire of reformers to educate the whole child. What will
happen, they ask, when stated learner outcomes violate the
moral or religious views of parents?

For example, most sex-education courses used in our schools
claim to take a value-neutral approach to human sexuality.
Following the example of the Kinsey studies and materials from
the Sex Education and Information Council of the United
States, most curricula make few distinctions between various
sex acts. Sex within marriage between those of the opposite
sex 1s not morally different from sex outside of marriage
between those of the same sex. The goal of such programs 1is
self-actualization and making people comfortable with their
sexual preferences.

Under the traditional system of course credits a student could
take a sex-ed course, totally disagree with the instruction



and yet pass the course by doing acceptable work on the tests
presented. Occasion-ally, an instructor might make 1life
difficult for a student who fails to conform, but if the
student learns the material that would qualify him or her for
a passing grade and credit towards graduation.

If transformational outcome-based reformers have their way,
this student would not get credit for the course until his or
her attitudes, feelings, and behaviors matched the desired
goals of the learner outcomes. For instance, in Pennsylvania
the state board had recommended learner outcomes that would
evaluate a student based on his or her ability to demonstrate
a comprehensive understanding of families. Many feel that this
is part of the effort to widen the definition of families to
include homosexual couples. Another goal requires students to
know about and use community health resources. Notice that
just knowing that Planned Parenthood has an office in town
isn’t enough, one must use it.

Parents vs. the State

The point of all this is to say that transformational outcome-
based reform would be a much more efficient mechanism for
changing our children’s values and attitudes about issues
facing our society. Unfortunately, the direction these changes
often take is in conflict with our Christian faith. At the
core of this debate is this question, “Who has authority over
our children?” Public officials assume they do. Governor Casey
of Pennsylvania, calling for reform, told his legislature, “We
must never forget that you and I-the elected representatives
of the people—and not anyone else—-have the ultimate
responsibility to assure the future of our children.” I hope
this is merely political hyperbole. I would argue that parents
of children in the state of Pennsylvania are ultimately
responsible for their children’s future. The state has rarely
proved itself a trustworthy parent.

Outcome-based education is an ideologically neutral tool for



curricular construction; whether it is more effective than
traditional approaches remains to be seen. Unfortunately,
because of its student-centered approach, its ability to
influence individuals with a politically correct set of
doctrines seems to be great. Parents (and all other taxpayers)
need to weigh the possible benefits of outcome-based reform
with the potential negatives.

Other Concerns About OBE

Many parents are concerned about who will determine the
learner outcomes for their schools. One criticism already
being heard is that many states have adopted very similar
outcomes regardless of the process put in place to get
community input. Many wonder if there will be real
consideration of what learner outcomes the public wants rather
than assuming that educators know what's best for our
children. Who will decide what it means to be an educated
person, the taxpaying consumer or the providers of education?

If students are going to be allowed to proceed through the
material at their own rate, what happens to the brighter
children? Eventually students will be at many levels, what
then? Will added teachers be necessary? Will computer-assisted
instruction allow for individual 1learning speeds? Either
option will cost more money. Some reformers offer a scenario
where brighter students help tutor slower ones thereby
encouraging group responsibility rather than promoting an
elite group of learners. Critics feel that a mastery- learning
approach will inevitably hold back brighter students.

With outcome-based reform, many educators are calling for a
broader set of evaluation techniques. But early attempts at
grading students based on portfolios of various kinds of works
has proved difficult. The Rand Corporation studied Vermont’s
attempt and found that “rater reliability—the extent to which
raters agreed on the quality of a student’s work—-was low.”
There 1s a general dislike of standardized tests among the



reformers because it focuses on what the child knows rather
than the whole child, but is there a viable substitute? Will
students find that it is more important to be politically
correct than to know specific facts?

Another question to be answered by reformers is whether or not
school bureaucracies will allow for such dramatic change? How
will the unions respond? Will legislative mandates that are
already on the books be removed, or will this new approach
simply be laid over the rest, creating a jungle of regulations
and red tape? Reformers supporting outcome-based education
claim that local schools will actually have more control over
their programs. Once learner outcomes are established, schools
will be given the freedom to create programs that accomplish
these goals. But critics respond by noting that although
districts may be given input as to how these outcomes are
achieved, local control of the outcomes themselves may be
lost.

Finally, there are many who feel that focusing on
transformational learner outcomes will allow for hidden
agendas to be promoted in the schools. Many parents feel that
there is already too much emphasis on global citizenship,
radical environmentalism, humanistic views of self-esteem, and
human sexuality at the expense of reading, writing, math, and
science. They feel that education may become more
propagandistic rather than academic in nature. Parents need to
find out where their state is in regards to this movement. If
an outcome-based program is being pursued, will it focus on
traditional or transformational outcomes? If the outcomes are
already written and adopted, can a copy be acquired? If they
are not written yet, how can parents get involved?

If the state is considering a transformational OBE program,
parental concerns should be brought before the legislature. If
the reform is local, parents should contact their school
board. Parents have an obligation to know what is being taught
to their children and if it works. Recently, parental



resistance halted the OBE movement in Pennsylvania when it was
pointed out to the legislature that there is no solid evidence
that the radical changes pro-posed will actually cause kids to
learn more. While we still can, let’s make our voices heard on
this issue.
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Schooling Choices

Difficult Choices

Americans seem to be consumed by the idea of choice. But
choice can be a burden as well as a blessing. Many Christian
parents are confronted today with the complicated choice of
how best to educate their children. As the moral standards in
our society move further and further from biblical ones, the
importance of choice looms ever larger.

In a recent conversation with a friend, this dilemma became
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even more evident to me. His daughter is about to enter high
school. She’s bright and concerned about living Christianly.
But her parents are afraid that her desire to be part of the
“] group, to be accepted, could cause her to be negatively

n

in
influenced by her peers.

The public high school in town is very good. It could be
considered above average in many ways. It offers a good
academic program and a wide variety of activities. But these
parents have some important reservations about sending their
daughter there. Like most Christians, they are aware that
public schools, by law, are supposed to maintain a strict
neutrality concerning religious topics. This has, in recent
years, been interpreted by many school administrators to mean
that Christian views are to be removed from the classroom.

My friends are also aware that the ethical standards they
believe are central to the upbringing of their children are
considered quite unusual by most of the students, teachers,
and other parents in the community, and that this would place
an added burden on their daughter.

They don’t feel capable of home schooling, although they are
sympathetic with the philosophy of that movement. A Christian
school is available, but it is an hour’s drive away and
represents a substantial financial commitment.

These friends, like many other people, are trying to sort
through one of the more perplexing dilemmas facing our
nation’s parents. By what criteria should parents choose their
children’s schools?

Education is a fairly emotional topic: we all tend to return
to our own mental images of what it means to be schooled. Some
remember public schooling as a joyous time with Christian
teachers and a peer group that resulted in 1lifelong
friendships. Others may remember a private school setting that
was overly restrictive, resulting in a negative experience.



But should we make the decision of how to educate our children
today based on how things were twenty or thirty years ago,
even in the same school system?

A helpful book titled Schooling Choices: An Examination of
Private, Public, & Home Education, edited by Dr. Wayne House,
allows three advocates to argue for their favorite schooling
environment. Dr. David Smith, a superintendent of schools in
Indiana, argues for parents making use of our public schools.
Dr. Kenneth Gangel, a professor at Dallas Theological
Seminary, defends the Christian school, and Greg Harris, the
director of Christian Life Workshops, promotes home schooling.
No conclusions are offered by the book; instead, the issues
are developed by the proponents themselves, and then critiqued
by the other two writers.

If we assume that Christian parents have a God-given
responsibility to raise and educate their children in a manner
that glorifies God, this discussion of educational choices
becomes central to our parenting task. My own children have
experienced all three forms of educational institutions. But
rather than simplifying the dilemma, this experience has
taught me to be hesitant to tell a parent that there is one
best educational environment for every child in all
circumstances.

Biblical Evidence

In support of a Christian school setting, Dr. Kenneth Gangel
argues that all of a child’s education should be Bible-
centered. Ephesians 6:4 states, “Parents, do not exasperate
your children, instead, bring them up in the training and
instruction of the Lord.” If we tell our children to live
biblically but train them in a secular setting, we may indeed
exasperate them. The question goes beyond sheltering our
children from a classroom that is openly hostile to
Christianity. Even a neutral approach, if that were possible,
would be insufficient. The whole teaching environment must be



centered around a Christian worldview.

Public school superintendent Dr. David Smith feels that this
is not necessarily true. Quoting Luke 8:16 and Matthew
28:19-20, he prompts Christians to be salt and light and to
fulfil the Great Commission in the public schools. Dr. Smith
sees public schooling as an experience that will strengthen
our children, preparing them for the real world.

Dr. Gangel replies that nowhere does the Bible say, “Give a
child twelve years of training in the way he should not go,
and he will be made strong by it.” Instead, God tells us,
“Train a child in the way he should go, and when he is old he
will not turn from it.”

Both Kenneth Gangel and Greg Harris emphasize the importance
of peer influence or companionship. Both of them quote
Proverbs 13:20, “He who walks with the wise grows wise, but a
companion of fools suffers harm,” and 1 Corinthians 15:33, “Do
not be deceived, bad company ruins good morals.” It seems
clear that our children’s closest companions are to view
morality biblically.

Luke 6:40 states, “Every one when he is fully taught will be
like his teacher.” Although David Smith feels that public
school teachers are a conservative group and that many are
Christians, both Gangel and Harris feel that having a
Christian teacher is a requirement that should not be left to
chance. Greg Harris goes one step further, arguing that
parents are in the best position to teach and be companions to
their children.

Another major concern is the nature of knowledge and true
wisdom. If we believe that “the fear of the Lord is the
beginning of knowledge” (Prov. 9:10) and that “in Christ are
hidden all the treasures of wisdom and knowledge” (Col. 2:3),
then the ability of a public school to give our children a
true perspective on the way things really are is placed in



question. Perhaps public schools could function as vocational
education centers, but even then moral questions would be
involved.

Although we can see how Christian public school teachers might
influence their students, they will be in constant conflict
with textbooks that assume a naturalistic viewpoint and a
curriculum that steers clear of controversy. Greg Harris
argues that nothing will kill the zeal of a Christian teacher
quicker than a public school setting. He feels that many
Christians imagine they are having a quiet impact and
rationalize that someday the fruit will be more visible, when
in fact they are promoting a non-Christian worldview by
dividing their professional life from their Christian faith.

Both Harris and Gangel would argue that Christians need to
integrate their beliefs with all of their activities. This is
becoming more and more difficult in the public school setting,
where textbooks, self-esteem programs, drug- and sex-ed
curricula, and even the teacher’s unions have adopted a view
of humanity and morality that portrays mankind as autonomous
from God.

Spiritual Benefits

As Christian parents, we want our children to become
spiritually mature more than anything else. While recognizing
that their own free will is the greatest factor in their
future growth, the Bible does give us hope that training in
righteousness now will pay off later.

While admitting that one environment is not necessarily the
best for all students, Dr. Smith feels that young people can
develop a mature Christian walk in our public schools. In
fact, he states that some Christian schools and home schoolers
may be doing more harm than good. Because of their narrow,
authoritarian, and defensive view towards society, some
Christian parents may retard their children’s spiritual and



educational development. He feels that these parents are
building high emotional walls between themselves and the rest
of the evangelical community. Two authors he spotlights for
having encouraged such a view are Phyllis Schlafly and Tim
LaHaye.

Mr. Harris, on the other hand, sees the home school as a
vehicle for restoring the home as the center of life and
faith. Our children can be nurtured in the warmth and security
of the home while they are still developing spiritually and
emotionally. Once their confidence has been built concerning
who they are and what they believe, then they are better
prepared for the cruel elements of life. Mr. Harris also
argues that by not placing our children in an age-segregated
setting, they will be less peer-oriented.

Dr. Gangel believes that Christian schools will teach our
children that God’s program of joy in Christ supersedes the
world’s program of pleasure. He points to Romans 12:2 and the
admonition that we are not to be conformed to this world but
transformed by the renewing of our mind. This transformation
of our minds should take place in all areas of life, including
morality and our personal concept of truth. Christian schools
afford moments where biblical discussions on these topics are
encouraged, not ridiculed.

Although some may feel that a Christian school shelters its
students from the real world, Dr. Gangel feels that just the
opposite is true. Sheltering occurs when one 1is taught that
man is basically good and that sin is not his most pressing
problem. The fact that parents want to remove their children
from a setting where 282,000 of them are attacked each month
and 112,000 are robbed is not sheltering—it’s common sense.

The question posed by these writers seems to be a simple one:
Is it better to educate our children in an environment
potentially hostile to the Christian faith or to train them in
one that holds exclusively to that view? I do not feel that



any of the writers would argue that we should not see the
public schools as a potential mission field. The difference is
that Mr. Smith wants our children to be the missionaries,
where the others feel that only well-grounded adults (and
occasionally a rare student) are capable of making an impact
without compromising their faith.

Will a child mature more in an exclusively Christian setting
or in one governed by secular standards? My personal belief is
that it depends greatly on the spiritual maturity of the
child. If a student understands the nature of the spiritual
battle occurring in our society, and is being equipped at home
and at church with the ammunition needed to withstand the
inevitable onslaught, then his faith will probably grow. But
how many of our young children fit this description? And how
many parents are willing to risk their children becoming
casualties before they have had the benefit of as much
Christian training as possible?

Educational Advantages

Dr. Smith believes that the key to understanding public
schools and their ability to educate is tied to the task that
public schools have been given. All children are admitted to
public schools, regardless of ability or background. In fact,
in the last fifteen years alone, 15 million immigrants have
been assimilated into our society largely through public
schools. Dr. Smith argues that while we are graduating a
higher percentage of our young people today than ever before,
the average student is more proficient today in both reading
and computing than in the past. He claims that the literacy
rate today is much higher today than in earlier years.

In response to the accusations that other industrialized
countries score higher on similar tests, Dr. Smith refers to
work done by Dr. Torstein Husen, chairman of the International
Association for the Evaluation of Achievement, who concludes
that these tests are often not valid comparisons. As for the



Japanese, Mr. Smith would argue that it is the cultural
differences in regard to the work ethic, not the educational
systems themselves, that produce better results.

Finally, Dr. Smith states that “for the overwhelming majority
of children public schools offer the best techniques,
curriculum and extracurricular opportunities: in short, the
most comprehensive education available.” Although studies have
shown that the large, well-established private schools do an
admirable job teaching their affluent middle-class clientele,
we know little about the effectiveness of the newer, more
fundamental Christian schools.

Dr. Gangel challenges this assumption. In a recent year the
bill for public education in the U.S. was $278.8 billion,
greater than all other nations combined. In a number of
cities, public schools spend more than twice the average cost
per student than do private schools. But comparisons with
other countries and most private schools point to an inferior
product, and studies such as A Nation at Risk state that
mediocrity threatens our very future as a nation.

One study points out that if cost were not a factor, 45
percent of parents who send their children to public schools
would change to private schools. In Chicago, almost half of
the public school teachers send their own children to private
schools. One very important reason for this is that on
standardized tests such as the Stanford Achievement Test,
Christian school students perform, on the average, 1.04 years
ahead of their public school counterparts.

The reason for the superiority of Christian schools, according
to Dr. Gangel, 1is that they are more focused than public
schools. They have made a commitment to the basics of reading,
writing, and math. They are not trying to be all things to all
people, which is often the demand placed upon public schools.
Smaller classes, a consistent philosophy of education, and
strict discipline more than make up for whatever is lacking in



facilities and equipment.

Dr. Gangel’s argument for private schools has recently been
supported by a secular source. The Brookings Institution has
published a study titled Politics, Markets, and America’s
Schools that sees public schools in America as unable to teach
the average student effectively because of a lack of autonomy.
Too many outside influences are demanding that schools solve
our society’s most unyielding social ills. As a result, the
mission and focus of our public schools have been blurred.

Summary

Mr. Harris is not shy about his support of teaching our
children at home. He asserts that home schooling yields better
results in less time and with less money than the alternative
systems. He feels the superiority of home schooling is based
on two principles. First is the advantage of tutoring over
classroom instruction. Tutors are much more able to focus on
the student’s work, give immediate feedback, and adjust the
work to an appropriate difficulty level. Parents who focus on
the individual learning styles of their children can fashion a
curriculum that plays to the child’'s strengths, rather than
forcing the child to conform to a fixed program.

The second principle is that of delight-directed studies.
Parents can focus on what the students are actually interested
in and use that natural curiosity to motivate the student.
Content at an early age is not as important as developing a
taste for the process of study and learning.

Another very important aspect of home schooling is character
development. Mr. Harris contends that character is caught, not
taught, and that the character of the teacher is of utmost
importance. While the courts have stated that the behavior of
public school teachers outside of the school setting is not
relevant to their classroom duties, home schooling assures
that a consistent model will be presented to the student.



Because of the controversy over self-esteem curricula that use
relaxation techniques very similar to transcendental
meditation and yoga practices, many parents are willing to
take on the task of home schooling to avoid their children
being forced to take part in therapy they deem harmful. Also,
more and more evidence is accumu- lating that the drug- and
sex-education programs used in our schools are breaking down
parental and religious barriers to dangerous activities and
replacing them with the incredible peer pressure of our youth
culture.

Another concern for all Christians is the strong influence of
the multiculturalism movement in public education. As this
movement grows, it is removing from the curriculum the great
works that have defined Western Civilization. Much of what is
replacing these works is feminist and Marxist in nature,
challenging the very foundation of our society’s values.

A recent Gallup poll revealed that six out of ten parents with
children in public schools are calling for greater choice in
where their children will attend school. For the Christian
parent, choice takes on a much larger role. Like all important
decisions, it must depend on our goals as parents and our
understanding of what God would have us to do as His servants.
To choose wisely, we must know our children well. I personally
believe that no single environment is appropriate for every
child. We must understand that a spiritual war is being fought
for the minds and hearts of our children, and that the
philosophy of this world is not compatible with the gospel of
Jesus Christ.

We have entered a period in our history as a people when a
biblical worldview is no longer accepted as the predominant
one. As a result, we must think carefully about the purpose of
education. If education is just the accumulation of cold data,
mere facts to be collected, public schools may be a viable
option. That option becomes less attractive if we acknowledge
the moral aspect of education.



In 1644 John Milton wrote a short essay on what education
should accomplish for the Christian. It reads, in part, “The
end then of learning is to repair the ruins 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.” Are
our children learning to become disciples of Christ, and to
love God with all of their hearts, their souls, and their
minds?
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Humanistic Psychology and
Education

Based on an interview with Dr. W.R. Coulson, Don Closson
discusses the damaging effects of humanistic psychology and
the non-directive approach to drug and sex ed programs that it
encourages.

Interview with Dr. Coulson

I recently had the opportunity to interview Dr. W. R. Coulson
concerning the role that humanistic psychology is playing in
education. Dr. Coulson was a long-time associate of Carl
Rogers, who is considered to be the father of non-directive
therapy, a therapy which has now been incorporated into self-
esteem, sex-ed, and drug-ed curricula.

Dr. Coulson saw that this form of therapy had some success
with mentally distressed people who knew they needed help, but
following failures with locked-ward schizophrenics, normal
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adults, and a parochial school system in California, Dr.
Coulson broke with Carl Rogers and is now trying to undo the
damage of what might be called humanistic education.

The results of non-directive therapy in education have been
disappointing to anyone willing to look at the facts. We asked
Dr. Coulson about these negative results. He said:

Every major study of [non-directive therapy 1in education]
over the last 15 years . . . has shown that it produces an
opposite effect to what anybody wants. There are packaged
curricula all over the country with names like “Quest,”
“Skills For Living,” “Skills for Adolescents,” “Here’s
Looking at You 2000,” “Omnibudsmen,” “Meology,” and “Growing
Healthy.” Every one of them gets the same effect, and that 1is
that they introduce good kids to misconduct, and they do it
in the name of non-judgmentalism. They say, “We’re not going
to call anything wrong, we’re not going to call drug use
wrong, because we’ll make some of the kids in this classroom
feel bad because they are already using drugs. Let’s see 1if
we can help people without identifying for them what they’re
doing wrong.” What happens is that the kids who are always
looking for the objective standard so that they can meet it .
are left without [one].

We’ve trained [our children] to respect legitimate authority,
and now the school 1is exercising 1its authority to say,
“You’ve got to forget about what your church taught you or
what your parents taught you; forget about that business
about absolutes and right and wrong. Let’s put those words in
quotation marks— “right” and “wrong”—and let’s help you find
what you really deeply inside of you want.”

We’ve got youngsters here now who . . . are under the
authority of the school [and] are being persuaded that there
is a better way. And that way is to make their own decisions.
They’'re being induced to make decisions about activities that



the citizenry of the state have decided are wrong—drug use
and teenage sex.

Abraham Maslow

My interview with Dr. W. R. Coulson next focused on the work
of Abraham Maslow. Dr. Maslow constructed a theory of self-
actualization that described how adults reach peak levels of
performance. Much of modern educational practice assumes that
Maslow’s theories apply to children.

I asked Dr. Coulson, who worked with Maslow, about this
connection between the theory of self-actualization and
education in our public schools. He responded:

Abe Maslow, who invented this thing, said it never applied to
the population at large, and most definitely not to children.
Anybody who wants to check up on my claim that Abe Maslow did
a complete turnabout need only look at the second edition of
his classic text called Motivation and Personality. He wrote
a very lengthy preface . . . [in] an attempt to say that his
followers had completely misused what he had written and that
i1t was going to be applied to exploiting children.

Writing in the late 60s, in his personal journals which were
published after his death, Maslow said that this is the first
generation of young people who have had their own purchasing
power, and he feared that his theories of self-actualization
and need fulfillment (that famous pyramid, Maslow’s hierarchy
of needs) would be used to steal little kids’ money and
virtue. . . . In the new preface he writes, “It does not
apply to children; they are not mature enough; they have not
had enough experience to understand tragedy, for example, nor
do they have enough courage to be openly virtuous.”

OQur children tend to be somewhat intimidated by their virtue



because every other example they are getting, from the secular
media, etc., is something very different from virtue.

As a good kid himself, growing up in a Jewish household, Abe
Maslow knew that he tended to hang back in assertiveness. The
good kids, I’m afraid, sometimes do that, and he saw
everything thrown out of balance when the class was opened up
to the kids to teach one another. His fear was 1in
anticipation of the research results, which is that when you
teach the teacher not to teach anymore but to become a
facilitator, and you turn the chairs into a circle, and you
say to the kids, 1in effect, “What would you like to talk
about?”—the troubled kids begin to teach the good kids. The
experienced kids, the kids who are doing drugs and having
sex, teach the good kids that they are insufficiently
actualized.

Education has adopted its view of moral and intellectual
development from Dr. Maslow, an atheist who argued his views
shouldn’t be applied to children. The results are exactly what
he predicted: our children are being exploited both
economically, by tobacco and beer companies, and sexually by
the Playboy mentality.

Self-Esteem

Parents are awakening to the disturbing fact that many
educators see their children as mentally or emotionally in
need of therapy. What is their illness? Low self-esteem. Low
self-esteem is now named as the cause for everything from low
grades to drug abuse. The solution being offered is to teach
children how to acquire a healthy self-esteem.

Programs have been implemented for developing self-esteem at
every grade level. DUSO (Developing Understanding of Self and
Others) and Pumsy are two of the most popular elementary-
school curricula. Most senior high drug-ed and sex-ed programs



focus on self-esteem as well.

I asked Dr. Coulson about the use of these programs, and how
parents should react to their children’s placement in them. He
said:

I would raise a red flag . . . every time the word values 1is
used. That’s been a difficult word, because for a long time
Christians were asking for value-oriented education. The
problem is that values has become a relativistic word-it’s
subjective.

In California we taught people going through our encounter
groups to say, “Well, you have your values, but who’s to say
your values should be my values?” We taught mothers and
fathers to fear that they were selfish if they imposed their
values on their children. There are children now who have
become sufficiently sophisticated in this mock psychological
wave that they can say to their parents, “We appreciate your
value of church-going, it just doesn’t happen to be mine. My
experience is other than your experience. After all, Mom and
Dad, you did grow up in a different era.”

We’ve taught our children to be clumsy developmental
psychologists who are capable of accusing their parents of
wanting to oppress them by teaching them the truth. So what
we have to do 1s turn the questions back to those who offer
these curricula, like the people who wrote the DUSO
curriculum or the Pumsy curriculum, and say, “Is this
curriculum just your value? And if so, why should it be our
value? 0Or is your curriculum somehow true? Do you claim to
have knowledge in some way of the way things should be
everywhere? Do you think you have a grip on a universal
[truth], and, if you can grant that you do, can you not grant
that we might, and that there might be some kind of
competition between our understanding of what our universal
obligations are in this world and your own understanding;



that there is some kind of universal or absolute that we are
seeking?”

Because, 1in fact, they don’t think that their values are
relativistic. They think that everybody ought to be doing
this. And that’s precisely their error. I'm a non-directive
psychotherapist, and if I were doing therapy, I would still
be doing it like Carl Rogers, my teacher, taught me to do it.
But I would not be doing it in classrooms, and I would not be
doing it with people who could not profit from it. DUSO is an
example of a method that’s been taken out of the counseling
room and into the classroom, and they’re giving everybody
medicine that’s appropriate for a few.

Cooperative Education

Another important topic is the growing popularity of
cooperative education programs, programs which place students
into groups and allow them to use their own skills of critical
thinking to arrive at conclusions about various issues.

Dr. Coulson observed:

Cooperative learning just strikes me as another one of those
ways to prevent mothers and fathers and their agents, the
public schools and private schools, from teaching effectively
what is right and wrong to their children. In a cooperative
class the questions are put to the kids, and once again we’'re
going to find that the impaired children are going to wind up
being the teachers of the unimpaired, because the unimpaired
tend to have in them somewhat the fear of the Lord. They do
not want to give offense, and the other kids don’t care.
They’ll go ahead and say whatever is on their minds.

Research, for example, from the American Cancer Society shows
that teenage girls who smoke are far more effective in these



classroom discussions than teenage girls who don’t smoke,
because the teenage girls who smoke have outgoing
personalities, party- types. Just let them take over the
class and they really will; they’ll run with the ball. And so
again, the outcome of this kind of education is always the
reverse of what anybody wants.

Central to virtually all of these programs 1is teaching
children a method of decision-making. We asked Dr. Coulson to
comment on these decision-making skills.

They teach what the moral philosophers call
“consequentialism” as though the only morality is, “How’s it
going to work out?” They teach the children a method that
they call “decision-making.” Typically, there are Five Steps.
Quest 1is a good example: In the First Step you identify the
problem with killing someone for somebody for financial gain.
The Second Step is to consider the alternatives. Immediately
the Christian, the Jewish, the Muslim, or the God-fearing kid
1s at a disadvantage because he doesn’t think there 1is an
alternative. The only answer 1s “No!” It’s an absolute
“never”—“Thou shalt not kill.” But the school says, “No, you
can’t be a decision-maker, a self-actualizing person, without
looking at the alternatives.”

The Third Step 1is to predict the consequences of each
alternative. We know that teenagers particularly feel
invulnerable. They think . . . those things adults warn them
are going to happen if they misbehave won’t happen, and
adults are going to try to fool them and keep them under
control for their own convenience. The Fourth Step is to make
the decision and act upon it. The Fifth Step is . . . to make
an evaluation of the outcome, and, if you don’t like the
outcome, then try again. And I say there are kids who have
never gotten to Step Five because Step Four killed them.
There are kids who have literally died from making a wrong



decision in Step Four or gone into unconsciousness, and there
1s no possibility of evaluation.

The Religious Nature of Humanistic
Education

Why would educators implement a curriculum so damaging to what
we as Christian parents want for our children? We must
consider the religious assumptions held by those who created
the theoretical foundations for these programs.

Schools have argued that self-esteem programs are fulfilling
parental demands for values education without violating the
so- called strict separation of church and state. In other
words, they claim that programs such as Pumsy and DUSO are
religiously neutral.

As we will hear from Dr. Coulson, the men who originated the
theories behind these programs felt it their mission to
influence others to see things through their particular
worldview.

I asked Dr. Coulson to address the religious nature of
humanistic education. He responded:

There are four major streams of influence on what I grew up
calling humanistic education. . . . Today these influences
remain. They are (1) Abe Maslow’s work with self-
actualization and hierarchy of needs; (2) Carl Rogers’s work
with non-directive classrooms based on his model of
psychotherapy; (3) the work of Lewis Rath and his
students-Sidney Simon, Howard Kirshenbaum, Merrill
Harmon—called values clarification; (4) the work of Lawrence
Kohlberg.

All of these men independently attribute their fundamental
insight to John Dewey. In 1934 John Dewey wrote a book called



The Common Faith. John Dewey wanted a religion which could be
held in common by everybody in America, and, in order for
that to happen, it had to be a religion which excluded God.
He called it religious humanism—that was Dewey’s term for 1it,
not my term.

Carl Rogers and Abe Maslow admitted to being religious
humanists. Carl was from a fundamentalist, Protestant home;
Abe was reared in a Jewish home, a somewhat observant home.
Both of them got the religion of Dewey. Rogers was a student
at Columbia when Dewey was 1in his Senate seat 1in the
twenties, and Maslow was a doctoral fellow in the next
decade. Maslow said in his journals, of the churchgoers,
“They’re not religious enough for me.” And Rogers said to
Richard Evans, “I’m too religious to be religious.” What
these men meant was, “I’'m more religious than you are if you
affirm a creed and if you go to church. I’'m so religious I
don’t go to church.”

Dr. Coulson went on to state that there is a fundamental
incompatibility between Christianity and these programs. The
two belief systems begin with different views of man and God.

As parents, we need to know what kind of therapy is being used
on our children. If your child is receiving self-esteem
training or non-directive therapy, he or she is losing time
needed to become academically competent. That alone
constitutes educational malpractice. But even more frightening
is the possibility that your child’s faith in the God of
Scripture is being replaced with John Dewey’s religious
humanism.
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