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Introduction 
A critical issue facing Christian Higher 
Education in the 21st Century is, I believe, 
a need to reconceptualize general 
revelation theology. Higher education in 
Reformed circles often has made reference 
to worldview assumptions, 
presuppositions and the pre-theoretical. 
These are regarded as covering broad 
questions of ontology, teleology, 
epistemology, and so on, and their 
significance is seen in the impact of -isms 
such as consumerism or individualism. 
There are other strong influences, however, 
that derive from our perception of the 
Creation around us.  
There is a need to return to the mandates 
in Scripture to examine the general 
revelatory acts of God (Rom 1:20 and 
many other references). While we 
proclaim a creator God, often we have not 
availed ourselves of current information 
regarding His Creation in order to better 
understand His general revelation of 
Himself: Science is fundamentally a 
theological pursuit. Pre-Copernican and 
Newtonian worldviews still guide our 
thinking but there is a need for us to move 
beyond these in order to see the reality the 
Creator has given us to study in order to 
know Him more fully. Our 21st Century 
students not only may be seduced by 
humanistic consumerism but may struggle 
also with what is portrayed in the media as 
the powerful evidence of Science and 
technology contrasted with a perceived 
God of little significance. Our God as 
revealed to us in the Creation, however, is 
unimaginably complex and this 
fundamental theology must inform our 
thinking and teaching.  
 
The Decline and Fall of Empires 
Cultures, sub-cultures, and societies, have 
been described variously in terms of 
commonly held worldviews, shared 

semiotics, and cultural products or 
artifacts. Certainly, one sees around us 
shifting values, language modification and 
cultural products, particularly of the 
technological variety, that could not have 
been dreamed of in the not-so-distant past. 
There are also generationally-linked 
cultural differences that are created by 
these changes and these compound the 
problems faced by a Church that seeks to 
reify in its actions and institutions a set of 
values and beliefs founded on what it 
understands to be biblical principles. But, 
as with any cross-cultural communication 
of the Gospel and as Newbigin (1986) 
pointed out, this is a process fraught with 
difficulties.  
Cultural change, and the increasing speed 
of change processes, also have become 
embedded in our consciousness and 
provide a background of unease for many 
of us. The engagement of Christian higher 
education institutions with changing 
cultures has been complicated by the fact 
that we face two fronts: the economic and 
technical practicalities of higher education 
in an online age, and attempts to engage 
with higher education in a manner that is 
faithful to a biblical framework—a 
framework established thousands of years 
ago. 
 
God Gives Knowledge a Hiding 
Last century the German philosopher, 
Martin Heidegger, lived for a time beside 
a forest in which a section had been 
cleared. The clearing of the forest meant 
that the earth and small plants that had 
been hidden by the trees were “revealed.”  
Heidegger’s (1972) concept of truth 
became linked for a time with the idea of 
things being cleared away so that that 
which is true is revealed. His thinking took 
into consideration the New Testament 
word for truth (aleqheia) that is related to 
the verb to be hid—and hence has the 
sense of un-hiding.  
The educational task is one of unhiding 
truth: truth seen in the form of 
propositions or via media such as art or 
fictional writing (De Smith, 2010). The 
Scriptures also speak of an interactive 
relationship with the revelatory Creation. 
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The exploration of Creation, in the 
sciences and other subjects in a syllabus, is 
for the unhiding of the Creator (Rom 1:20). 
It seems that God quite purposefully hides 
truth or knowledge for us to find and we 
see examples of this in the teaching of 
Jesus where at times the truth was hidden 
deliberately from His disciples and others 
(Luk 9:45; 18:34). We see this also in 
references such as 1 Cor 2:7 which speaks 
of God’s secret wisdom that has been 
hidden from before time began (also Matt 
13:35) and Paul mentions of treasures of 
wisdom and knowledge hidden in Christ 
(Col 2:2–3). Indeed, the reading of all of 
the Scriptures includes unhiding the story 
of the Gospel God has provided for us 
(Eph 3:9; Rom 16:25).   
Whatever the subject area, the courses of 
study provided by educational institutions 
that claim a biblical foundation should 
therefore be characterized by an inherent 
theological intentionality. This implies that 
the underlying worldview assumptions on 
which the courses are structured and 
taught would support this intention. 
 
Post-Medieval, Creational 
Weltanschauungen 
“Begin at the beginning,” the King said, 
very gravely, “and go on till you come to 
the end: then stop.” (From Alice in 
Wonderland by Lewis Carroll) 
The above quote from Lewis Carroll is a 
straightforward piece of logic, perhaps 
ironic given the preceding and following 
passages in the book! For Christians, 
however, the beginning implies a 
consideration of a Creator creating. As 
Herman Bavinck (1999) has written:  
From the very first moment, true religion 
distinguishes itself from all other religions 
by the fact that it construes the relation 
between God and the world, including 
man, as that between the Creator and his 
creature. God is the sole, unique, and 
absolute cause of all that exists. He has 
created all things by his Word and 
Spirit . . . . (p. 24) 
The Creator/creature perspective on reality 
is a significant part, therefore, of what has 
been termed a biblical worldview or 
Weltanschauung. In recent years there has 

been considerable discussion as to the 
meaning and practical application of the 
worldview concept within Christian 
contexts. For the purposes of this brief 
paper, worldview will be defined as the 
framework of pretheoretical assumptions 
that help us to negotiate the world and 
give a sense of normality, of “being at 
home in the world in which we live” 
(Hiebert, 2008, p. 30). There are many 
definitions, however, that are much 
narrower than this. We see, for example, 
in Christian literature many references to 
“worldview questions” (for example in 
Walsh & Middleton, 1984; Sire, 2004, 
2009; Gousmett, 1996) and these may 
include such basic questions as Who am I? 
Where am I? What’s wrong? What’s the 
remedy? (Walsh & Middleton) to 
seemingly more complex questions (for 
example, relating more deeply to ontology, 
teleology, axiology, epistemology, etc.). 
The idea is generally promoted that the 
answers to these provide the hermeneutical 
framework we use to interpret the world.  
The assumptions on which we base our 
interpretation of experience and by which 
we judge the appropriateness of our 
actions and those of others are much more 
diverse, however, than what is implied in 
the worldview questions oft-cited in 
Christian contexts. The key to 
understanding what is meant here is found 
in Wilhelm Dilthey’s statement that 
Lifeworlds give birth to Worldviews 
(Naugle, 2002) or “the ultimate root of any 
world-view is life itself” (Dilthey, 1957, p. 
21)—or at least experienced life as it 
appears to be. 
 
Jerusalem Speaking the Language of 
Appearances  
The term lifeworld, used in the sense of 
the perceived immediate environment that 
impacts on us via our senses, influences us 
from the first moments when we are able 
to perceive anything in the womb. The 
taken-as-given understandings that we 
have of the world develop rapidly in early 
childhood into a very extensive set of 
assumptions. Some of the deeper 
assumptions such as the identification of 
the self will develop over one’s lifetime 
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but through necessity many others gain 
adoption rapidly. These include such 
fundamentals as when something is 
dropped it will fall, or that food will 
satisfy hunger. This level of assumption is 
not spoken of in Christian texts as being of 
import in worldview terms and yet it is of 
profound importance to our functioning 
each day and recent experimentation 
seems to indicate that the responses to 
many lifeworld interactions become hard-
wired in our brains early in life. 
Other assumptions that develop include 
diurnal-nocturnal rhythms, that rain falls 
from some clouds and not others, that 
water is wet, that ice floats on water, and 
so on. A significant disequilibrium may 
arise when we encounter instances where 
these unconscious assumptions are 
challenged. This may happen through 
trickery (for example in a performance of 
an illusionist) or through the discovery of 
deeper principles. In this second instance, 
examples could include the introduction in 
junior school of the concept of negative 
and irrational numbers in Mathematics.  
There are several important implications 
of this argument. First, all education 
involves changing perceptions of 
lifeworlds and therefore changing 
worldviews. Second, the changing 
perception of lifeworld may influence the 
perception of an ontological source. 
Gravity, for example, therefore becomes a 
part of not only what we experience, but 
that our understanding of it has 
implications for our understanding of its 
Creator and its place in creation.  
A further consideration is that we inhabit 
an existence of appearances. From early 
childhood we know, eventually 
instinctively, that the sun rises, traverses 
the sky and then sets. Our living merges 
with this perceived reality and our 
language reflects it. To some extent we 
continue to live in a pre-Copernican world 
with many of our assumptions being 
fundamentally pre-Copernican in nature. 
We generally give no thought to living in a 
world that assumes such apparent 
constants as the effect of gravity, but we 
also do not consider how such phenomena 
may influence our theology.  

While the heliocentric theory was 
advanced nearly 2000 years before 
Copernicus, it was he who brought the 
theory into the 16th century life-space and 
prepared the way for Galileo’s 
clarification of the model. The move away 
from the Earth as the center, not only of 
the solar system but of the universe, was 
of major import. This model of reality 
changed the vision of God that had been 
held till that time and also the vision 
humankind had of itself. 
Pre-Copernican thinking, based on 
observation of appearances and within the 
very limited scope of pre-microscopic and 
pre-telescopic observation, was, and still is, 
the basis of much of our everyday thinking. 
This presents reality to us in classes of 
tangible objects and observable actions, 
but a need to explain the outliers of 
observed reality may have seen a need to 
develop dualities involving ideals (for 
example Plato’s forms) and the 
supernatural. The construction of theology 
using worldview bases and natural 
reasoning that date from the Greeks served 
the Church from its inception through the 
Middle Ages. 
 
Jerusalem Speaking the Language of 
Lincolnshire 
The ordered and mechanistic universe that 
Copernicus and Galileo had foreseen was 
fleshed out in much greater detail in the 
late 17th and early 18th Centuries by the 
Lincolnshire mathematician and physicist, 
Isaac Newton. Newtonian, or classical, 
physics changed forever our view of the 
universe and therefore reality. Newton was 
able to use mathematics and models to 
demonstrate with great detail the 
functioning of significant celestial bodies 
and of the world around us. The accuracy 
of his theoretical work and its 
correspondence with observed reality was 
such that the majority of people in the 
Western world today base much of their 
understanding of reality on it.  
From the point of view of modern 
Christianity, there were many significant 
outcomes from Newton’s work. He 
envisaged a universe that was definable in 
terms of mathematical equations and 
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physical laws and therefore it was a 
deterministic universe. Using equations 
and laws that relied on cause and effect, 
one could, at least in theory, predict future 
events or retrodict phenomena back to the 
Creation (Polkinghorne, 2002). This paved 
the way for a wide range of theoretical 
positions including William Paley’s 
development of the “watchmaker” God 
analogy and the work of Charles Darwin. 
Another outcome was that human beings 
began to feel that they we were able to 
grasp the essence of reality, able to define 
existence, and therefore increasingly were 
able to control destiny. The Scientific 
Revolution had begun and the perception 
grew that there was no longer any need for 
God. Since the Fall, human beings had 
rebelled against the interference by, or 
even the very idea of, an all powerful 
Creator God and here was an opportunity 
to proclaim man’s divinity. As Gellner 
(1992) wrote with a degree of irony: 
The precise details of scientific method, of 
the cognitive procedure discovered in the 
course of the Scientific Revolution and 
codified by the Enlightenment, continue to 
be contentious. But in rough outline, it is 
possible to specify them: there are no 
privileged or a priori substantive truths. 
(This, in one fell swoop, eliminates the 
sacred from the world.) All facts and all 
observers are equal. There are no 
privileged Sources or Affirmations, and all 
of them can be queried. (p. 80) 
As strange as the logic of this statement 
may be, the influence of the move to 
Enlightenment modernism and away from 
a pre-Copernican deistic dualism and other 
forms of religious thinking, was 
substantial. Fix (1991) wrote in this 
regard: 
In the years between 1650 and 1700 an 
intellectual transformation of fundamental 
and far-reaching importance changed the 
very nature of the assumptions and 
attitudes upon which European thought 
had been based for centuries, and in so 
doing changed the intellectual framework 
with which educated Europeans 
understood themselves and their world. . . . 
Few transformations of worldview have 
been as decisive and influential as that 

which changed the religious worldview of 
traditional Europe into the rational and 
secular worldview of modern Europe. (Fix, 
1991, pp. 3, 5)  
A Newtonian determinism may seem to 
work and of course we rely on cause and 
effect to function, but in theological terms, 
it is not the only motive in the universe. 
Many times in the Bible we are enjoined 
to consider and learn from what God has 
done in the past (His works), including an 
examination of what He has made (Rom 
1:20, many of the Psalms, Job, etc.), so we 
are given an image of a God who 
constantly intervenes in His Creation. He 
is present. 
Individualistic, divinity-seeking human 
beings have understood consequences and 
the apparent inevitability of determinism 
(particularly in the light of Newtonian 
worldviews), but have used the freedom of 
decision making that they have been given 
to demonstrate that they could rise above it, 
and in doing so, create new realities. 
Illustrations, perhaps, may be seen in some 
forms of abstract art, or the sculptures of 
Max Ernst or the music of Karleinz 
Stockausen and others.  Other examples 
can be seen in our seeking, or fascination 
with, achievement, heroism, breaking 
records, magic, miracles, much poetry, 
even metaphors that make new 
connections or new understandings, and 
the post-modern rejection of 
foundationalism in its various forms. The 
desire to fly in the face of pre-determined 
events and to control one's destiny, to 
create an evitability, can be either an 
attempt to be like God—to be a god—or, 
in the light of a Fall-reoriented degree of 
determinism, to work with God toward the 
fulfillment of His redemptive purposes. 
Despite the dualism of the supposed 
certainty provided by a Newtonian 
explanation of a deterministic universe and 
apparent freedom of choice to wreak 
havoc on that same determinism, the 
future as foretold by secularists was not 
always utopian. For example, in a manner 
somewhat reminiscent of Nietzsche’s 
Madman soliloquy, Bertrand Russell, in 
his essay, A Free Man’s Worship, paints a 
quite gloomy picture of the world science 
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reveals to us—a world that he believes to 
be fundamentally “not good”. 
It is at this juncture, with the majority of 
people thinking and speaking in pre-
Copernican and/or Newtonian 
deterministic terms, that the so-called 
science-and-religion debate has flourished. 
Both sides of the debate state their 
positions dogmatically, often without 
recognizing that the arguments are very 
inadequate. This is because on both sides 
the content and reasoning used is generally 
limited to outdated frameworks and the 
foundational assumptions from which each 
side argues are very different and therefore 
any hope of finding doxic concordance in 
the communication process is slim indeed. 
If one were able to stand back from the 
debate for a moment, it would be possible 
to see that, instead of being at loggerheads, 
each side of the argument should be 
seeking truth within its own domain and 
learning from the other. Accepting that all 
truth is God’s truth, Christians should be 
supporting scientists in their search for 
truth . . . because in the process they must 
unhide more knowledge of God. With a 
degree of epistemic humility, scientists—
particularly those in the popular media—
must be willing to admit to significant 
nescience regarding reality. After all, in 
scientific terms, we do not know what 
makes up the vast majority of the universe 
or what holds it together . . . let alone why. 
At the same time, Christians need to 
recognize that our thinking about God and 
the Scriptures has been shaped very 
significantly by influences such as 
Platonic (and Augustinian Neo-Platonic) 
and Thomistic dualisms, as well as a 
Newtonian view of the universe, and 
concede the seemingly obvious fact that 
while God is not unknowable, in a 
relational sense, because He reveals 
Himself and offers Himself in relationship, 
He is certainly vast beyond understanding 
or even the wildest of human imagining. 
Unfortunately, however, we are still given 
to unwittingly anthropomorphize God: 
creating Him in our image—an image that 
has been shaped by a raft of biblical and 
secular world and life view assumptions.  
 

Jerusalem Speaking the Language of 
CERN 
The issue isn’t whether there can be a 
conversation about faith and science; the 
issue is whether the body of Christ has the 
requisite virtues to sustain such a 
conversation. (James K. A. Smith) 
There are more things in heaven and earth, 
Horatio, Than are dreamt of in your 
philosophy. (Hamlet) 
Sneaking under the science-religion debate 
radar has been the progress of thinking in 
theoretical physics in the last century or so. 
Hints that reality was stranger than it had 
appeared to be in the Newtonian model 
emerged in the late 19th Century and these 
were substantially strengthened by Albert 
Einstein, Max Plank and others. Though 
most people are familiar with the physics 
term “relativity”, and perhaps with the 
famous equation E=mc2, very few people 
have the mathematical background to be 
able to understand the thinking that has 
been seen as the overthrowing of 
Newtonian physics.  
But the theories of general and special 
relativity were only the beginning of a 
transformation in scientific thinking that 
was so radical that even Einstein refused 
to accept its validity. This brave new 
world of physics was, of course, the arrival 
of quantum theory in the mid-1920s. 
Quantum theory was developed in an 
effort to try to explain some of the 
extraordinary phenomena that were being 
observed but that did not fit with the 
models of reality spawned by classical 
physics or even relativity.  
Many aspects of the quantum world that 
physicists described have been seen to be 
“proven” now, at least in probabilistic 
terms, in laboratory situations. These have 
ranged from simple experiments with light 
beams to the use of CERN’s Large Hadron 
Collider seeking the predicted existence of 
the Higgs Boson. While much of the early 
work with quantum theory was purely 
theoretical and built around mathematical 
models of sub-atomic particles and their 
behavior, practical applications at much 
larger scales are starting to emerge. 
John Polkinghorne, British Anglican 
clergyman and also a theoretical physicist 
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of some standing, has outlined a number 
of ways by which theological 
understandings may be enhanced by some 
basic understanding of quantum physics. 
For example, studying the Scriptures out 
of a Pre-Copernican or Newtonian mindset 
may provide only a very limited vision of 
God and His Creation. Quantum physics 
points to a Creation that is far more 
complex than we might imagine—and a 
Creator whose being is far beyond that 
again.  
One of the most interesting facets of 
quantum theory that Polkinghorne (2007) 
points to is that of superposition. While it 
is counterintuitive under classical physics 
for something to be in two states at once, 
or in two places at once, quantum 
explanations of the “real” world permit 
this. The simplest example of something 
being in two states simultaneously is seen 
in the proofs that light exists, 
paradoxically, as both particles and waves. 
It is this superposition principle that 
technologists hope to harness eventually to 
provide the basis for future quantum 
computers.  
Many paradoxes exist also in the 
Scriptures, and the history of the Church is 
filled with explanations or attempts to 
either resolve or ignore them. These 
paradoxes include, for example, such 
issues as Jesus divinity and humanity, 
imminence and transcendence, 
predestination and free will, the Trinity, 
Heaven and the New Earth and many, 
many others. The particular belief set 
based on these polarizations is the 
determinant of denominations or sects. 
Under classical explanations of the 
Creation, or reality, the question, “Was 
Jesus human or was He divine?” has been 
problematic for many. If the quantum 
explanations of reality are truer, or more 
complete, and if features such as 
superposition are indeed principles for the 
Creation, then, like the wave/particle 
properties of light, the answer to the 
human/divine question of Jesus would 
resolve itself in scientific terms to be 
simply, “Yes.”  
Illustrative of the superposition principle is 
a thought experiment by the German 

physicist, Edwin Schrödinger, in the 1930s. 
Schrödinger (1935) imagined a box in 
which sat a cat and a glass container of a 
deadly poison. Also in the box was a 
source of atomically decomposing 
material and a detector such as a Geiger 
counter. If an atom decomposed and 
released a particle, it would be detected 
and a hammer that would drop to smash 
the glass and the cat would die. In theory, 
however, the atomic state could be both 
simultaneously—so the cat, in theory, 
would be both alive and dead . . . at the 
same time. Given a tongue in cheek 
theological twist, if the cat is observed to 
be dead, and leaving aside any 
consideration of C. S. Lewis’s fictional 
thoughts on the matter, one might ask if 
the cat might be in Heaven, or lounging 
with a lamb on the New Earth? Or both? 
One extension of quantum theory thinking 
has been the exploration of multiple 
dimensions of reality and the so-called 
multiverse or the existence of parallel 
universes. For physicists, one universe, in 
the dimensions we commonly experience, 
is not enough to explain reality. For the 
Christian, different dimensions of reality 
coexisting may be seen as being rather 
fundamental to our belief system. Once it 
may have been described as only a matter 
of faith, but current thinking in science 
would indicate that there could possibly be 
levels of “scientific proof” around the 
corner. Further implications of quantum 
theory include the concept of 
entanglement—where two objects can 
become linked so that no matter how far 
apart they are, if a property of one is 
changed the property of the other also is 
changed—and questions are also raised 
regarding our perceived flow of time. 
It Is not surprising that as science seeks 
truth in the Creation it comes closer to 
seeing the reality that finds expression in 
the Scriptures. Of course, it is never wise 
to try to lock a theological position with a 
scientific one as the latter will change over 
time (possibly by tomorrow!) as well as 
perspectives on the former. In this sense 
one should heed Polkinghorne’s (2007) 
advice not to become engrossed with 
“quantum hype”—seeing quantum theory 
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as the answer to everything. Just the same, 
quantum physics does show us that the 
Creation is much stranger than we may 
have thought and the objections some 
atheists have to an apparent lack of logic 
relating to “questions of faith” no longer 
hold water. Interestingly, Polkinghorne 
does float the intriguing idea, however, 
that if and when science eventually is able 
to formulate its Holy Grail, a “unified 
theory of everything”, it may look very 
much like Trinitarian theology. 
 
Jerusalem Speaking the Language of 
Kuyper 
“Faith is important to me. It's important to 
millions of Australians. It helps to shape 
who I am. It helps to shape my values, but 
it must never, never dictate my politics.” 
(The Australian Prime Minister, at the 
time, leader of the opposition, 2013). 
How then do we, as Christians, engage 
with the Common Grace gifted academic 
content of our courses; with textbooks and 
resources produced by those with different 
desires, with different worldviews and 
different theologies? Unlike the politician 
quoted above, we could claim that there is 
no such thing as “neutral” knowledge, that 
is, knowledge that has no connection 
whatsoever to God, or a god, and therefore 
knowledge will either be God’s and, ipso 
facto, true, or it will belong to another god 
and in some way will be false. In many 
instances it is the case that what we may 
grant to be warranted truth has been 
sequestered by another god so that while it 
contains God’s truth, it has been 
misappropriated.  
There are no unsacred places; 
There are only sacred places 
And desecrated places. (Berry, 2001) 
If we accept the Augustinian claim 
regarding all truth being God’s truth, then 
what has happened to “facts” in the 
sequestering process? One may borrow a 
metaphor from physics to illustrate one 
possibility and consider quanta of 
knowledge to have the properties of bound 
vectors. That is, they have a source 
(ontology), direction (teleology) and a 
force (axiology).  To teach as a Christian, 
therefore, means (a) the recognition of 

God as the source of knowledge; (b) the 
unhiding of Him, His Word and His 
Works as the purpose of knowledge; and 
(c) the knowledge is given a new value 
based on an understanding of God’s value 
system. (This process is similar in some 
ways to the redirection of desire 
mentioned by Smith (2013).) 
The Kuyperian claim of every inch 
belonging to Christ therefore implies that 
while simultaneous equations, for example, 
may be taught in very similar manners in 
secular and Christian contexts, the 
teaching content and pedagogy (or James 
Smith’s (2013) liturgy) will flow from 
very different origins, be given different 
values and be given different purposes by 
teachers acknowledging different origins 
or ontological sources. Mindful of 
McLuhan’s epithet, The Medium is the 
Message, this, of course, presupposes a 
biblically grounded philosophical and 
praxis orientation on the teacher’s part. 
Engagement in a classroom liturgy (Smith, 
2013) that redirects knowledge would 
require both apophatic and catophatic 
approaches to biblical worldview 
assumptions. Apophatic engagement is 
necessary as students need to be shown 
that the assumptions on which so much 
educational material is based has not been 
formed from biblical bases, and catophatic 
in that students need to be shown what 
biblical worldview assumptions look 
like—not a reductionist suite of doctrines 
but including a theology that is able to 
move beyond a Newtonian vision of the 
Creation. This is particularly necessary 
given the decline in biblical literacy in 
recent years. 
Such teaching would also suggest a 
theology based on a Big God. The 
physicist Niels Bohr supposedly once said, 
“the world is not only stranger than we 
thought; it is stranger than we could think.” 
This appears to be true at the level of 
matter and energy but also perhaps reflects 
a degree of prescience regarding the anti-
foundationalist positions of postmodernity. 
As Christians working in higher education, 
we may regard this rejection of inadequate 
foundations not as a plea to an anti-
foundationist stance, but as a doorway to 
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new and superior foundations. This will 
necessitate moving beyond the language 
and rationation processes of our pre-
Copernican or Newtonian past, liberating 
our God-imagery from the constraints of 
anthropomorphism, and seeing beyond the 
culturally constrained biblical 
hermeneutics as practised in prior 
centuries.  
Finally, the content and practice of 
teaching exhibiting biblical foundation 
traits will flow from biblical principles: 
love of Creator God, love of His creatures 
we know as neighbors, justice, mercy, 
righteousness, covenantal relationship, 
recognition of fallen-ness, the 
redeemability of the Creation, and so on. 
And students under such teaching will be 
discipled in love, joy, peace, forbearance, 
kindness, goodness, faithfulness, 
gentleness and self-control. 
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