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Abstract

ATTFIELD, D. G.

A critical examination of the concept of Christian nurture
with special reference to the work of Horace Bushnell

Physical and psychological nurture are set aside and
spiriiual nurture as edification 1s distinguished from
educational nurture.

In Christian history the nurture aprroach to child=-
rearing, assuming the child i1s already a Christian, 1S
found to predominate over the alternative conversion
approach, which supposes the child i1s a pagan or sinner.
Zinzendorf's eclectic outlook 1s noted.

Bushnell's background and theory of Christian nurture
are descraibed in aetairl, including his craiticism of
revivalism, his view of church-growth aund his concept of
organic connexion of child and parent. Nineteentbh century
criticisms are assessed, particularly of his alleged
naturalaistic conception of regeneration. Modern objections
are also urged, vased on the autonomy of ethics and the
1inappropriateness of induction as the aim of child-rearing
by Christians, 1n the light of the controversial nature
of Chraistian truth.

Bushnell's defence of infant babtism 1s considered
in the context oFf the sense in which original and actuasl
siv may be properly predicated of children., Baptismal
regeneration of baoies 1s argucd to be unintelligible and
delayed until the child comcs to faith

The claim Bushnell makes that childrer can be church-
members 1s contested and similar positions an the recent
The Child in the Church report are also criticisea. It
1s aeniea that the young child can be a Christian and,
while adns tting tne older crild may in fact be one, commit=-
nent beifore adulthood 1s deprecated.

A positive theory of educational nurture for all
children 1s sketched. Christian communication must be
controllea by truth, autonomy and the disputed nature of
religious claims. Doctrine must be described, explored
with alternatives, vhile conversion mav be desired but
not intendea. Educational nurture has stages of Motavation,
Information, Cxploration and Challenge, spread over child-
hood, Parents and others shoula play roles of teacher,
witness, evangelist and neutral pastor.

In an appendix the evolution of Pushnell's Christian
Nurture 1s descraibed.
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CHAPTER I

Introduction

(1) Purpose and Programme

The purpose cf this study 1s to investigate the
upbringing and rearing of children in the Christian faith
today on the part of churches, believing parents, Church
and Sunday Schools etc. What should be the aim and end
of this upbringing and what procecures should be
followed? Clearly the answers to these questions will
turn on the assumptions mace about the spiritual or
theological status of children and a cefensible position
in this matter will be argued. We shall consider whether
baptised infants and vouths are really Chraistians, if
immature and unformed in faith, but steadily and gradu-
ally growing 1in grace and requiring only nurture of the
kina any Christian needs; or whcether the young are sinners
urgently demanding conversion, as soon as moral respons-
i1ibality arrives and a sense of sin dawns and repentance
and faith become intelligible possibilities; or again,
whether children are neither little saints nor sinners
but are chaldrer, morally and spiritually neutral or
innocent beings, and only potential Christians 1in so far
as they are potential men.

Answering questions such as these also presupposes
views about the status of Chraistian truth, the religaous
options open to rational men today and also about the
respect Christians, parents and teachers, like other

kinds of people, owe to truth and to children as free




and reasonable agents or as potentially free and reason-
able agents.

These problems will be approached at first histori-
cally in terms of Christian tradition in the area of the
spiritual formation of children. we shall concentrate
»specially or the thought of Horace Bushnell, the nine-
teenth century American Congregationalist divine., Hais

epoch~making book Chraistian Nurture(l), contemporary

objections to his thesis and such modern criticisms as
may be made today are principally to be discussed in
this study. Bushnell's backgrouna will be sketched and
in an Aprendix, the evolution of the book Christian
Nurture 1tself will be set out ana clarified. Current
late twentieth century oiscussion of the rearing of
children in a Christian context, as found in the recent

British Council of Churches' report The Child in the

Church(z), will then be critically assessed. Finally a
constructive alternative to Christian nurture will be
propounded.

During the course of our aiscussion, 1t will be
necessary to consider briefly problems of infant baptism,
church membership and sin in children. These i1ssues will
be presented mainly 1n relation to Bushnell's account of
them, since conclusions on such matters will determine
the acceptability of any theory of Christian nurture (or

1ts al ternatives), both in Bushnell's day and our own.




(11) Iwo Views of Chald=Rearaing

In Chraistian history there have been two main views
of how children become Christians and as to how religious
upbringing of children should be conceived. These views
are what may be called the nurture approach and the con=-
version spproach.

The nurture arproach sometimes assumes the child of
Chraistian parents - and we shall ignore in the main other
childrcn -« can be regarded as Chrastians from the womb.
It has often been held that infant baptism gives grace
and the status of being a Christian and that this 1s real
from infancy onwards. Even where infant baptism 1s not
practised or regarded as only symbolic, the mere fact of
Christian parentage 1s consicdered enough for the claim
that a2 child, although lacking in his earliest years
knowledge of Christianity, faith ana moral responsibility,
1s nonetheless truly a Chraistian.

Throughout cnildhood, therefore, the task of home
and church 1s often conceived to be nurture, that i1s to
surround the 1little believer with spiritual influence
and models, to teach the faith and to induct into
Chrastian laife and practice. In due time the child, 1t
1s assumed, comes to personal faith and this 1s recognised
1n various wavs, e€.g. the Anglican and Lutheran procedure
of teenage confirmation and admission to Holy Communion;
but such a religious coming~of-age ceremony only builds
on what 1s essentially present already. The young person
1s long since a saved, redeemed and regenerate soul and

all that 1s needed 1s gradual, smooth growth i1in awareness



until faith becomes explicit, articulate and self-
conscious; the youthful Christian must make his own hais
heritage, in which he has been nurtured by priest and
parent. The support and treatment he has received are
no different in principle, theologically and education-
ally, from what adult converts receive.

The other main view of how children are to be
inducted into Christianity may be termed the conversion
approach. This sometimes assumes that positive and
explicat faith 1s needed before a person can become a
Chrastian, before he can be regenerate and receive
saving grace. Hence a chilu cannot be a Christian untal
he 1s mature enough to be instructed, reach minimal
unaerstanding of the faith and come himself to belief,
Moreover since Christianaty thainks all men are sinners,
children - 1f not always very young dildren - themselves
are regarded as sinners, Often, too, the doctrine of
original sin has lead to treataing children from birth as
sinful, 1n a state of alienation from God, being guilty
of Adam's transgression and as having a tendency to actual
sin from babyhood manifesting 1tself in every form of
chilaish masbehaviour. In the evtreme theories of
Augustine or Calvin, the young are thus totally corrupt
or depraved.

Thus a child, 1t 1s sometimes thought, cannot become
a Chrastian unless and until he repents, as well as putting
his trust in Chraist. Particularly in non-sacramental forms
of Chraistianity, where less emphasis 1s placed on pedo=-

baptism, - 1f 1t 1s practised at all, there i1s held to be,



especially in times of revival, no substitute for
personal conversion, The mark of this 1s an emotional
about-turn and upheaval, often sudden and dramatac,
known usually as craisis-conversion. All Christians are
expected to be of the twice=born type.

Such conversions in respect of children may occur
1n adolescence or middle-childhood, or even earlier if
the verbal forms for expressing spiritual rebairth have
been learnt. Before this crisis the child may even be
abanconed to sin and not regarded as a church-member,

At best he 1s instructed or evangelised like a pagan or
unbeliever. Should an unconverted child die, as was
common in past centuries, there would be considerable
worry over his eternal destainy. Once converted, the
young person becomes a Christian and requires nurture
like any other convert,

Through Church history, as we shall briefly show(s),
there has been an oscillation between the two views. It
should be noted that both approaches assume the truth of
Chrastianity and the propriety of inducting children ainto
1t, an assumption which has been unquestioned until recent
yvears. Bushnell, we shall see(4), sharply criticised the
conversion approach and in this we partially follow h1m(5)
But we hope to demonstrate that some of the strands in the
nurture approach are also unsatisfactory for both the
theological and educational reasons(6), and that a new
approach to Chrastian child-rearing 1s needed for our

own day.



(111) The Concept of Nurture

This study concerns Chrastian nurture and the concept
of nurture 1i1s central to 1t. It i1s, therecfore, necessary
to discuss this notion at the outset of our work and to
clarify 1ts nature, What 1s nurture and how 1s this word
used? 'Nurture' has three proper and useful meanings:
there 1s physical, nsychological and spiritual nurture,

First, nnysical nurture is the literal feeding of
children with food and the nourishment of thear bodies.
This use of the term does not concern our study.

Secondly psychological nurture means showing love,
warmth and care for an infant. 1In child-development the
term covers gaiving attention, embracing, touching,
caressing a chiaild, through which an attachment-relationship
is milt up waith the mother(7). In secular thought nurtur-
ant behaviour establishes a closc bond between the care-
taking figure and the baby. This bond 1is regarded as
crucial to mental health and to satisfactory social and
emotional growth(a). Such a psychological use of 'nurture'!
wi1ll not greatly concern us, though 1t may be relevant to
a Christian upbringing at some stages, as we shall show
in Chapter V.

Third comes sparitual or religious nurture. In a
Christian context this can mean edification, building up
the believer in faith. In this sense nurturc is a
central church activity in the training and pastoral
care of Chraistians. Clearly this variety of nurture
presupposes the person nurtured i1s already a Christian.
One can only ouila upon a foundation of repentance and

faith already laid. ‘'Nurture' may also though be used

10




in another religious sense. It might be held, as we shall
see Bushnell held in the nineteenth century, that in a
Christian home a child 1s nurtured in faith and holiness
1n such way he 1is always a Christian and 1s never left
outside the faith. This too presupposes debatable
beliefs about what a Christian i1s and Chrastian initia=-
tion, that will later need substantial discussion.

Conceivably the term 'sparitual nurture' could be
used also for modern child-centred education in 1its task
of promoting all-round growth and development especially
in the spheres of emotional and social life, an art and
nersonal relations. Contemporary open-minded Religious
Education might also be called nurture when 1t 1s con-
ducted by Christian parents and churches as the only
proper way to communicate the faith to a chaild., Thas
usage will in the end, in Chapters III to V, emerge to
describe the tyve of Christian upbringing whicn we shall
ultimately defend and support.

For the central thread of our positive argument, we
shall thus use ‘'nurture' in that sub-variety of the tnird,

the spiritual or religious sense, ain which education 1is

meant. Hence the importance of determining the theological

status of children. Indeed nurture can only sensibly be
applied in this way to the spiritual rearing of the off-
spring of Chrastians, 1f these children may not be
considered Christians from barth or baptism. But before
we try to resolve this i1ssue, the nurture theories that
have actually arisen in Chraistian history, in particular

Bushnell's, must be discussed, their precise nature

11



clarified and thear presuppositions set out and assessed,
The remainder of this introductory chapter will be occu-
pied in preparing the way for the presentation of

Bushnell's nurture theory by setting the stage.

(1v) The Christian Tradition

In Chrastian history, there has been an oscillation
between the two views of spiritual child-rearaing outlined
in section (11), though probably many Christians for much
of the time have held to some mixture of these approaches.
In this section we shall present a brief and very select=-
ive review of the attitudes and policies that have been
maintained down the centuries toward the children of
believers. Cases will be chosen that 1llustrate the prob-
lems thais study 1s concerned with and which prepare the
way for the main controversy we seek to explore.

The Jews of baiblical and later times assumed their
chi1ldren were within the covenant. The sign of this was
circumcision. They proceeded to teach the Torah, the
Hebrew language and letters, the Schema and Jewash
customs(g). Children, 1t was believed, must become God-
fearing members of covenant and natlon(lo). They were

taught ain the home(ll) (12),

y by their fathers and also
in the synagogue-school(13) from the first century B.C.
onwards., Sometimes the young children were considered

sinless by the rabb1s(14)

and 1t was generally held Jewash
boys and girls became morally responsible at 12 or 13(15),
when they could take obedience to the law upon their own

shoulders. Here then 1s a case of the nurture approach

12






the church after their baptaism in ainfancy. All that was
tnen necessary was to nurture the child in the faith,
though for centuries not much was done in practice to
this end, beyond elementary education and instruction
in virtue based on pagan models and procedures(21).
Over the Christian centuries there has indeed been very
little self-oconscious theorising about the religious
unbringing of children. The situation has remained
much the same 1n the Catholic and Orthodox traditions
up to the present, until the twentieth century Catholic
interest in Religious Education and catechetlcs(zz).
In the Angllcan,Lutheran and Reformed communions the
nurture approach has always been qualified, at least
implicitly, by the practice of Confirmation at the years
of discretion. Here the i1dea of renewing baptismal vows,
particularly in evangeliacal and paetist circles, has
introduced stress on personal faith on the part of a
young person, who 1s not held to be simply growing in
what he 1s already.

At the Reformation the issue of how to conceive
the Chrastian upbringing of children was opened up ain a
new way by the challenge to infant baptism that was made
from that time on. Calvin approved of the baptism of
the children of believers because of the analogy with the
old covenant and with 01rcumc151on(23). Baptism was a
seal and sign of the regeneration of the elect and 1t was
hoped tne offsnring of Chrastians were among them(24).

Infant baptism enabled us to extend the covenant to our

children so that we do not neglect to instruct themn,

14
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taught Ca1v1n(25).

"They (children) are baptised into
future repentance and faith, for that, though these
graces have not yet been formed in them, the seeds of
both are nevertheless implanted in Shelr hearts by the
secret oneration of the Spirit (26). The children of
Christians were already ain a real sense themselves
Christians and therefore they needed to be nurtured an
home and church. The covenant was with believers and
their children 'to you and your seed' as in Gen 17 7.
Both were presumed regenerate, born of God and members
of the invisible church. Baptism then admits persons to
the visible church, the external coverant, born of God
upon profession of faith or on their being the children
of Chrlstlans(27). The regeneration of the child who
knows not sin, good or evil, was mysterious and wonderful
and by the power of God(28). Similar teaching is found

in other Reformers(zg), in the early 'covenant theology(3o))

(31). Thus i1n the

and in the Westminster Confession

Reformed tradition the nurture approach was firmly espoused.
The whole position of nedobaptism and the nurture

approach that goes with 1t werc contraverted by the early

Baptists. They maintained a child, even of Chrastian

parentage, must come to personal faith and be converted

like any other adult. Then and only then was 1t proper

to baptise and aamit to church-membershlp(Bz).

There was,
however, sore scope for pre=-baptismal teaching to children
of bellevers(Ba). The child was 1innocent of actual sin
but still burdened with original guilt. as the early
Baptists put 1t, commiiting no sin as acts but guilty of

(34)

sin as a slate Some Baptists, the Particular Baptasts,
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were more Calvinist and assumed election would take care
of thas problem of birth-sin. An elect child dying before
baptism was free of sin and would be saved(ss). Other
Baptists, the General Baptists, (and a few Particulars),
held under Mennonite influence that all infants from
pirth, although unbaptised, were redeemed by the

Incarnation and work of Christ, the Second Adam(36).

They
were already members of the invasiable church(37).

Children came under the care of the church and among
the early Baptists there may have been infant Dedication

(38)

services sy but these babes were certainly not thereby

thought of as little Chraistians. For the covenant theology
of Calvin, which sought to find a close analogy with the
old covenant of the Jews, was rejected. The new covenant
was hela to be determined by Christ, based on individual
faith and character and not on racial descent(zg). Hence
the conversion approach was strongly adhered to, as it is

(40)

by Baptists to the present day Indeed Baptist

scholars, like Dr., Beasley-Murray, maintain 1t best
reflects the NT p051t10n(41).

Many Englaish Puritans, followirg Calvin, espoused
the nurture approach. A prominent exarple i1s Riaichard
Baxter. Bushnell himself points to Baxter as fore-
shadowing his views -

"Of those baptized in infancy, some do betimes
receive the secret seeds of grace, which, by the blessings
of a holy education, 1s stirring in them according to
their capacity, and working them to God by actual desaires,
and working them from all known sin, and entertaining
further grace, and turning them into actual acquaintance

with Chraist, as soon as they arrive at full natural , 1
capacity, so that they never were actual ungodly persons.“ﬁ42)
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"Ungodly parents do serve the devil so effectually,
in the first impressions on their children's minds, that
1t 1s more than magistrates and ministers and all reform-
ing means can alterwards do to recover them from that
sin to God. Whereas, 1f you would first engage their
hearts to God by a religious education, piety would then
have all the advantages that san hath now. Prov. 22-60)
The language which you teach them to speak when they are
children they will use all theair life after, if they lave
with those that use 1t. And so the opinions which they
fairst receive, and the customs whaich they are used to at
first are very hardly changed afterward. I doubt not to
affirm that a godly education is God's first and ordinaxy
appointed means for the begetting of actual faith and
other graces in the children of believers. Many may
have received grace before, but they cannot sooner have
actual faith, repentance, love, or any grace, than they
have reason itself in act and exercise. And the preachang
of the word by public ministers i1s not the first ordinary
means of grace to any but those that were graceless till
they come to hear such preaching that 1s, to those on
whom the first appointed means have been neglected or
proved vain . . . therefore it 1s apparent that the
orxdinary appointed means for the first actual grace is

arents godly instruction and education of their children,
And puEllc preaching 1is appointed for the conversion of
those only that have missed the blessing of the farst
appointed means." (43)”

A particularly anteresting case of the clash of the
two approaches to Christian child-rearing occurred among
the Gerran Pietists in the early eighteenth century.

Both Francke at Halle and Zinzendorf at Herrnhut and
elsewhere organised the religious training aof children

on a large scale. Schools and orphanages were maintained
to give care, elementary education and spiraitual instruc-
tion 1n an atmosphere of intense devotion and fervour.
Francke believed, despite his Lutheran heritage of pedo-
baptism, that all children needed to be converted, that
there had to be for everyone a painful strugagle (Busskampf)
and a breakthrough (Duxrchbruch), guilt and a sense of sin
had to be induced in the child, love of Chraist and grati-
tude for his saving work, so that peace and joy would
follow. To this end children were preached at and individ-

(44)
uals pressurised » Pupils i1n the school progressed




from the class of the 'dead! to that of the ‘'awakened!
and then to that of the 'converted', as they came alive
with a Piestistic-type religious experlence(45).
Zinzendorf at first took the same line hut then came
to doubt the need for conversion in the light of his own
development, as he had always been a Christian since

1nfancy(46)e

He accepted, as the loyal Lutheran he
always was, even when ministering to the Moravian commun-
1ty, original sin, natural depravity and baptasmal
regeneratlon(47). Gradually, however, his experience

of educating real children made haim soften his emphasis
upon and move away from these doctrlnes(qs). Through
Chrast, he claimed, we were all lost, damned and redeemed
at once(49). Everyone born started innocent or saved,

ancluding heathen who had not yet heard the Gospel-‘-

"All children are blessed; whether Tartars, Turks
or pagans, all have already been redeemed."(50)"

Further Zinzendorf believed the child of Chrastian
parents had a great advantage. Such a child even had the
Holy Spirait before blrth(SI). The offspring of an evan-
gelical marriage (in the Moravian community) was conse=-
crated an the womb(sz). Bap tism for these children was
unnecessary, though desirable, provided the parents were
bellevers(53). Chraistian, baptised children could be

(54)
maintained 1n grace and conversion was unnecessary te

"All baptised children of the world must be converted,
but children of the congregation not soa“(SS) By proper
nurture children may be '"preserved in the baptismal
covenant'".(56)° "We do not acknowledge any of our descend=-
ants as brother or sister unless he has been either

preserved in has baptismal covenant or reborn through
the word (converted)."(57)

18



The nurture of Chrastian children was crucial. In
a phrase Bushnell a century later echoes, Zinzendorf
wrote =

"What then, 1s child nurture® It 1s a sacred,
priestly method whereby children are brought up from
infancy so as never to think otherwise than that they
are the children of God . . .¥(58)"
When a child reaches maturity in his spiritual develop-
ment, he does need to come to a conscious awareness of

his faxth ain Chrlst(sg).

(Indeed, after Zinzendorf's
death, a ceremony of adolescent dedication to mark thas
coming-of-age was provided in Morav1anlsm(6o).) Thas
arrival at an adult relaigious experience was, however,
to be sharply distinguashed from conversion, because 1t
included no repentance or disavowal of a sanful past(él).
Of course, the children of the church might lapse from
grace during childhood and then conversion would be
required but this should be exceptlonal(az).

Nurture primarily was to be by parents in the home
established through Chraistian marrlage(63). Parental
example, Zinzendorf believed, like Bushnell, was para=~

mount(64).

Unfortunately the actual Moravian parents

of Herrnhut were not adequate for the task and so
Zinzendorf came to rely for nurture more and more on

his schools with their famous system of choirs for people
of varvying ages and sexes(65). Religious education con-
sisted, i1n Zinzendorf's system, largely of devotional
exercises and song, since 1in his view experience precedes
comprehen51on(66). Spiratual advisers to each chald,
'Kinder-Eltern', were appointed as priestly or parental

surrogates(67).
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Zinzendorf's aims in nurture, although in tone what
today would be called evangelical or confessional, were
open~ended and have a truly contemporary raing. The
purpose of church, school and home should be to offer
a free choice for or against faith-°=-

"We do not presume to require of a son that he should
follow the same maxaims as his father. In conjunction with
that trainang which duty requires of us, we allow the
greatest possible freedom with the hearts of our children(68)."

| here 1s no foundation in the Baible for the idea that
parents should force their children to become children of
, God(69)."

"The reason why we place the children in ainstitutions
1s not that they shall by this means be converted, but,
rather, that there may be place and room for the Saviour
to approach the child's neart unhindered and to achive
his purpose in the individual life. . . When the taime
arrives that the child thinks logically and can himself
resolve to belong or not to belong to Chraist, then i1t
1s useless or harmful for adults to attempt to force
the 1ssue(70)."

Thus i1n the hastory of the Chrastian rearing of chil-
dren, Zinzendorf 1s a figure of outstanding significance
and interest. Here 1s a thinker who through his actual
experience of work with children swung from the conversion
to the nurture approach. In his views on the aim of
nurture, he adumbrates the late twentieth century emphasais
on the child's freedom and begins to approach the kind of
educational theory of Christian upbringing that will be
championed at the end of this study. The theoretical
weakness of Zinzendorf's thought on this subject lies 1n
the lack of logical coherence between the different stresses
he laid and the positions he tried to hold together* deprav-
1ty and a coming-of-age withoul repentance, baptismal

regeneration and sanctity from the womb, nurture and free

choice are not easy bedfellows in logic, however much
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experience elicits them all. Zinzendorf's insights arose
from practice and were never woven into a theory. It is
also remarkable that, as warll appear in Chapter II,
Zinzendorf anticipates in many ways the nurture approach
in the mature form Bushnell gave 1t, though 1t does not
seem there was any direct hastorical dependence of the
latter on the former.

Finally, before turming to the American background
to Bushnell, 1t 1s well to note that many ordinary
Christians down the ages, in bringing up thear children ,
based their practice on an unclear mixture of the nurture
and conversion approaches. In the late eighteenth century,
for example, a cleric named Abbott, i1n a book on child-
rearing that was widely popular in Britain and America
and reproduced in many edltnons(7l), places religious
upbringing in the context of general *'child-yoverment!
as 1t was then called. He asserted that spiraitual instruc-

(72) and motners should

tion should be gaven at all ages
expect their offspring to become Chrlstlans(73). However
young a child was, he was capable of turning to God and
there was no need to wait for maturlty(74). Conversion
might come so early that it could not be remembered(75).
The time when a person became a Christian should not be
stressed so much as whether the child 1s now one. Many
cannot recall their new blrth(76). It 1s unclear here

which theory Abbott held. Perhaps the conversion approach

1s more clearly reflected but there are also echoes of

nurture apparent.
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(v) The New England Background

The historical background and setting for Bushnell
1s the Protestantism of New England in thc eighteenth and
early nineteenth centuries. Particularly are we concerned
with Congregationalism, and in a minor way with other
denominations in Connecticut and other states from the
time of the Pilgraim Fathers to about 1830, Still more
narrowly we must focus on Hartford, Connecticut, as a
flourishing town with the North Church as a leading
congrcgation 1n 1t. The main events in Congregationalism
in this period must be outlined, revivals and thear theology
must be described, the development of Calvinism and 1ts
teaching on original sin must be sketched amd the pastoral
situation Bushnell faced must be depicted,

The Congregationalism of Connecticut was defaned by
taking over the Calvinism of the westminster Confession
(1648) at the Cambridge Synod (1646-48) and the Savoy
Declaration (1658) at the Saybrook Synod (1708) - the
so-called Cambridge and Saybrook Platforms - and also at
the Reforming Svnod of Massachusetts (1679-80)(77). So
began a tradition of church-life and theology whaich was
championed and defended by Jonathan Edwards (1703-58),
the great New England Calvainist preacher and theologian
1n the mid-eighteenth century(78). Congregatlondllfe
had become cold and indifferent with numbers in decline,
when the famous revaval called the Great Awakening
(1734-44) occurred throuch the preaching of Whatfield and
Edwards. In many churches large numbers were converted

amni1d scenes of great emotion.



Then another period of quiescence and spiritual
decline followed the War of Independence. Rationalist
and liaiberal 1deas of the Age of Reason came to New
England from the France and Britain of the European
Enlightenment and the French Revolution. Calvinaism,
indeed Christianity 1tself and moralaty, seemed
threatened(79). In Massachusetts, centering on Boston,
a liberal religious trend led away from the rigours of
Edwardean Calvinism towards the Unitarianism aof the
nineteenth century(so). In resvonse to tnis situation
there arose the Second Great Awakening (c. 1799-1830).
Wave after wave of revival spread across the New England
(and other American) churches for about tharty years
right unp to the time when Bushnell begankls pastorate(sl).
Passionate preaching was directed against rationalasm and
Unitarianism and produced multitudes of converts, even
though the tone of the meetings was less tempestuous and
more subdued than in the first Great Awakenlng(az).

Revaival sought individual conversions, a 'technical
experience' as Bushnell later called 1t(83). Every
Chrastian was required to be regenerated through such an
experience, There was a definite sequence of three stages
converts were expected to pass through. First came con-
vaction of sin, awareness of guilt, fear of death and hell,
often taking very emotional and even hysterical or patho-
logical forms. Second was submission to God, being -~ as
1t was graphically put -~ prepared to be damned for the
glory of God (as a Calvinist, the convert would think

that he might not be among the elect and he had to
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acquiesce jJoyfully in this until election in his own
case was proved by the experience of stage three).
Thaird, there finally followed the consolations of reli-
gion, peace and joy, which demonstrated the reality of
regeneration and electlon(84).

Now 1t was commonly held in the New England Protestant
churches that children needed conversion, Just like adults.
The revivalists were in the grip of the conversion approach.
Calvin's doctrine of infant baptism and the family covenant
was obscured during both Great Awakenlngs(Bs). Baptised
children were at best thought to be nominal church-members,
in terms comparable to the old New England ainstitution of
the Half-Way Covenant. (This was a custom dating from
early settlement times, whereby to qualify for the
franchise, baptised believers of good character but
without an experience of regeneration could ¢ on a
church-roll but not normally receive Holy Communion and
their children could be baptlsed(BGZZ Children had no
real spairaitual status and hence revivalist sermons, books
and schools (at first state schools and then when these
were secularised, churche-run Sabbath Schools) all aimed
to pressuriase the child through the emotional trauma of
a CIlSlS-COﬂVQlSlOD(87). Children often went about pro-
claiming their religious experience and preached to adults
with remarkable precoc1ty(88). Such was the background
against which Bushnell aavanced his form of the nurture
approach.

The theology of the dorinant New England Congregational

and Presbyterian churches was Calvinast. This formidable
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doctrinal system during the period before Bushnell splat
into raval schools over such issues as the exact nature
of the Fall and 1ts consequences and over whether men
could be converted by their own or others!'! efforts.
Different groupings of aivines emerged who developed and
refined competing varieties of interpretation of the
basic Calvinast traditior.

The Old Calvainasts (the Old Light) were conservatives
who opposed revivals and the emotionalism that went waith

them(sg).

Reacting against this was the New Divinity or
New Light of Jonathan Edwards and his successors. This
was the theology of the first Great Awakening. It was
opposed to 'means', If the sinner employed the means of
grace, e.g. reading the Scriptures and prayver tc further
bis own regeneration, he was all thc worse sparatually
because, as these theologians, later to be called
'consistent Calvinists' thought, man haa lost the power
to choose good(oc).

In the early nineteentn century there was a break-
away movement of a liberal Calvinism uncer hathaniel
Taylor (1786-1858), Pastor of the Fiairst Church New Haven
(1811-22) and {irst professor of theology in Yale Davainity
School from 1822, This set of i1deas was called the New
Haven Divinity., Taylor was one of the great preachers of
the Second Great Awakening and sought conversions through
'means'. Men car choose God and have the power not to

(91),

sin Taylor was opposed by Bennet Tyler (1783-1858),

an 'old guard' Calvairist, who led a schism in Connecticut

Conoregationalism, Tyler founded the East Windsor Hill
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seminary in 1834, later the Hartford Theological Seminary,
to train ministcrs unsullied by the NMew Haven Davinity.
The controversv lastea until Taylor and Tyler both died
1in 1858(92). Bushnell began hais ministry against thais
background, being taught by Taylor at Yale ana with Tyler
the fiercest critic, as wmall be seen(93), of Christian
Nur ture.

To appreciate Bushnell's theology, which underlies

Christian Nur ture, 1t 1s necessary to know in outline

the teaclmng on sin of Taylor, as opposed tothat of
conservative Calvinist critics like Tyler. In has

Concio ad Clerum of 1828 Taylor maintained oraiginal sin

as a fact but disputed the theories of federalism,
imputation and herecditary taint. He dad not believe

all men from b1 rth were aquilty of Adam's sin, because
Adam was the 'federal head'! of the race, a 'public person!
or 'parliament man', as the older New England Calviniasts
held, nor was Adam's sin imputed by legal fiction to every
ch1ld of man. Taylor also did not accept S. Augustine's
hereditary taint. Moral depravity did not mean men were
morally i1dentified with Adam and there was no sinful
tendency prior to actual sin 1tself (as opposed to non-
sinful causes of sin). LCvery human being chose sin
despite the varyirg circumstamces of their envaironment
due to his moral nature. This latter was not created by
God, nor was 1t physical in character. The exact connec-

tion between Adam and sinners was left obscure(94).
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Another novement on the theological stage at thas
time was the growth of Unitarianism. This evolved from
Arminyrzanism in the late eighteenth century. Total
depravaity and eternal punishment were denied as immoral
and an Arian Christology was gradually arraived at. In
1805 Henry ware, a Unitarian, took the Hollis Chair of
Divinaity at Harvard. In Last Massachusetts and
Connecticut, Unitarianism split off from Congregationalism
in the third and fourth decades of the nineteenth century.
Controversy over the Tranity was secondary and debate
mainly raged between the orthodox who held a low view of
human nature and the more i1dealized and optimistic con-
ceptions of men like Channing. By the mid-nineteenth
century Unitarians were also denouncing penal substitu-
tlon(gs). Bushnell'!s own liberal theology had something
in common ¥vith or at least approaching towards these
Unitarian positions., His critics accused him of going
too far in this direction and often chargea him with not
being sound on depravity and the need for supernatural
regeneration, as he was later to be in trouble over his
too liberal 1deas on Christology and the Atonement(gé).

Finally we reach Bushnell's immediate background.

He became the pastor of the North Church in Hartford an
1833 and found the congregation and elders splat between
the 0ld and New Schools of Calvainism (Tyleraisr and
Taylorism). There were also non-theological factors that
helped lead to the development of his nurture approach,
The early nineteenth century growth of commerce and

industry made Hartford a flourishing city with a
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sophisticated culture. Parents were worried over their
children growing up in an urban society and as young men
being corrupted by a sinful world(97). It would be
better to teach godliness when young. Bushnell learnt
from his own pastoral experiemce that children were
easier to influence than hardened adult 51nners(98).

He had tried his hand at revivals with little success

in gaining older converts(gg). From the associationast
psychology of the day Bushnell knew children were said to
be impressionable like wax and therefore a more fruatful

field to sow than their elders(loo).

Yet family religion
was neglected. How much could the solid middle~class
family Bushnell idealised do for faith and morals if only
parents took their responsibilities seriously! To

challenge and instruct them he composed his original

Two Discourses on Chrastian Nurture.
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CHAPTER II

Bushnell's Theory of Chraistian Nurture

In this chapter we shall expound Bushnell's theory
of Christian nurture in the mature form in which he pre-
sented 1t in the final form of hais famous book Christian
Nurture (1861), though the core of his views 1s to be
found an his Two Discourses on Christian Nurture origin-
ally publaished in 1847. (For the evolution of his book
in 1ts various forms, see the Appendix.) First we shall
state what Bushnell was opposed to, then his positive
theory will be described including his wader approach to
the propagation aof Chrastianity, next his key concept of
the organic unity of the family and nis views on sin,
grace and regeneration will be presented; the responsib-
1lity of parents will be discussed; lastly we shall assess
his doctrine in the laght of contemporary craiticism and of

the craiticisms we may make today.

(1) What i1s rejected

Bushnell opposed the view that, although the chil-
dren of Chraistian parents were to be instructed in faith
and morals, their spiratual status was and remained that
of unregenerate, unconverted sinners. HYe castigated the
idea that they should be left to languish in sin and only
be converted in maturaity.

'There could not be a worse or more baleful implica-
tion given to a child, than that he 1s to reject God and
all holy princaple, till he has come to a mature age.
What authority have yvou from the Scriptures to tell your

child, or, by any sign, to show him, that you do not
expect him truly to love and obey God, till after he has



33

spent whole years 1n hatred and wrong? What authoraty

to make him feel that he 1s the most unpraivileged of all
human beings, capable of sin, but incapable of repentance;
0ld enouch to resist all good, but too young to receive
any good whatever (1)7!

'We thrust our children out of the covenant first,
and insist, in spite of i1t, that they shall grow up in the
same sparitual state as i1f their father and mother were
heathens. Our only idea of increase 1s that which accrues
by means of a certain abrupt technical experience (2).'

Children were being told that they could not be a
Chraistian until God gave them a new heart

'But my child 1s a sinner, you will say; and how can
I expect him to begin a right 1life, until God gives haim a
new heart? . « « Who then has told you that a child cannot
have the new heart of wnich you speak (3)7?!

A concept of Chrastian education along these lines was no
better than a non-Chrastian one.

'Now 1t 1s the very character and mark of all
unchraistian education, that i1t braings up the child for
future conversion (4).'

Was 1t sensible to let a child be hardened in sin before
he became a Christian?

'Assuming the corruption of human nature, when should
we think 1t wisest to undertake or expect a remedy?” When
evil 1s young and pliant to good, or when 1t 1s confirmed
by years of sinful habit? .. . And who can think 1t
necessary that the plastic nature of childhood must first
be hardened into stone, and stiffened ainto enmity towards
God and all duty, before 1t can become a candidate for
Christian character (5)7°!'

Were children to be trained up in sin?

'Does 1t then accord with the known charactexr of God
to appoint a scheme of education, the only pmper result
of which shall be that children are trained up under 1t
in sin? It would not be more aosurd to suppose that God
has appointed church education to produce a first crop aof
sin, and then a crop of holiness (6).'

If parents were pious, God's will was always to save
their chald, not ever so to exercise his sovereignty as to

leave their offspring to perdition, as some contemporaries

taught.




'But show me the case, where the whole conduct of
the narents has been such as 1t should be to produce the
best effects, and where the sovereignty of God has
appointed the ruain of the children, whetler all or any
one of them (7).'

It was discouraging to children to teach them they needed
a new heart and, therefore, conversion, before they could
be good(s). S5uch an approach made nonsense of infant
baptism

'It 1s the prevalence of false views on this subject
which creates so great difficulty in sustaining infant
baptism an our churches. If children are to grow up in
sin, to oe converted when they come to the age of maturaity,
1f this 1s the only aim and expectation of family nurture,
there really 1s no meaning or dignity whatever in the raite,
They are even baptised into sin, and every propraety of
the rite as a seal of faith 1s violated (9).°

It was astounding, Bushnell claims in tones of bitter
irony that Christ, on the view under scrutiny, appeared
to have no place for the child.

1And 1t would certainly be very saingular i1f Chrast
Jesus, 1n a scheme of mercy for the world, had found no
place for infants and little children; more singular still,
1f he had given them the place of adults; and worse than
singular, 1f he had appointed them to years of sin as the
necessary preparation for his merxcy (1l0).!

Parents should beware of their bad influence, the
real factor that keeps their children away from God.

'Parents who are not religious in their character,
have reason, in our subject, seriously to consider what
effect they are producing, and likely to produce, 1in
their children. Probably you do not wish them to be
irreligious; few parents have the hardihood or indiscre-
tion to desire that the fear of God, the salutary
restraints of religion, should be removed from their
children (11).'

There was bound to be a bad effect on children 1f they
were excluded from the church.
'tAnd what could be worse in 1ts effect on a child's

feeling, than to find himself repelled from the brotherhood
of God's elect, in that manner. What can the hapless

34
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creature think, either of himself or of God, when he 1s
told that he 1s not old enough to be a Christian, or be
owned by the Saviour as a disciple (12)7?' 'There 1s yet
another and widely prevalent misconception .  « that
Christ allows no place in the church for such as are
only children (13).!

The narents might be converted and thereby cut off, by
being in the ecclesia, from theair child.

'Consiaer again the remarkable and certainly painful
fact that, in the view which excludes infant baptism and
the discipleship of children, the conversion itself of a
parent operates a kind of dissolution in the family state
than which nothing could be more unnatural. It i1s much
as 1f our process of naturalization in state, were to
naturalize the parents and not the children; leaving
these to be foreigners still and aliens (14).°

rlow fair Bushnell was being to his contemporaries in
these strictures 1t is hard to tell. We have seen that
in New England Calvinism there was an emphasis on total
depravaity and the necessity for converlon(ls), The
Reformed tradition of pedobaptism had certainly been over=-
shadowed 1in periods of rev1vals(16). But Bushnell's
great craitic, Bennet Tyler, maintained he misrenresented
the practice of Christian parents. No parents, he said,
aimed to train up thear children in sin, Just because
they did not always expect immediate conversion. Of
course they wanted 1t as soon as p0551b1e(17)l Perhaps
we may conclude that Bushnell probably exaggerated the
outlook and procedure he condemned. Doubtless he also
wrote in high rhetorical style in what was meant to be a
polemical tract, as the extracts quoted above show, Any=-
how, since the concern of this study 1s theological,

there 1s no need to delve further into the actual prac-

tice of New England parents.
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Behind Bushnell's opposition to letting children
grow up for future conversion, what we have earlaier
termed the conversion approach, lay a wider craticaism
he made of sudden individual conversion as the only or
chief way of propagating Christianity. Revaival, as we
have seen, had beer and was in Bushnell's day a great
feature of New England Chrlstlanlty(la). Bushnell admit-
ted 1ts value but claimed too much emphasis was being put
unon 1t. Revival was not the only way to introduce chil-
dren to the Chrastian life, as was commonly supposed.

'Our very theory of religion is that men are to grow
up 1n evil, and be dragged into the church of God by con-
quest. Tne world is to lae in halves, and the kingdom of
God 1s to stretch 1tself side by side with the kingdom of
darkness, making sallies into 1t, and taking captive
those who are sufficiently hardened and bronzed in guilti-
ness to be converted (19)1}!

Children were being neglected in the hope of being
converted in a time of revaval.

'fgain there is another and dafferent way in which
parents, meaning to be Chraistian, fall into the ostrich
nurture without being at all aware of 1t. They believe
in what are called revivals of religion, and have a great
opainion of them as being, in a very special scnse, the
converting times of the gospel. They bring up thear
children, therefore, not for conversion exactly, but, what
1s less dogmatic and formal, for the converting times (20).!

Too much weight was peing put on expanding the church by
conduest,

'The former 1is the grand idea that has taken posses-
sion of the churches of our times -~ they are ooing to con=
vert the world. They have taken hold of the promise, which
so many of the prophets have given out, of a time when the
reign of Chrast shall be universel, exterding to all nations
anc peoples, and the expectation 1is that, by preaching
Chrast tc all the nations, they will finelly convert them
and bring them over into the gospel fold (21).°

The world, however, would never be converted 1f the

church relaied on individual conversions.
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'It 1s an argument which ought to be convincang,
that the universal spread of the gospel, and the unaversal
reign of Chraistian truth - that which propnets and apostles
promise, and which we, in these last times, have taken up
as our fondest, most impelling Christian hope -~ plainly
enough never can be compassed by the process of adult
conversions . « « (22).!

Certainly as many as possible should be missionized from
the inferior races (as Bushnell called them) but the

earth would not become populated with Protestant Chraistians
in that way.

'We are not, of course, to suspend our efforts to
convert the heathen nations - we shall never become a
thoroughly regenerate stock, save as we are trained up
into such eminence, by our works of mercy to mankaind,
It 1s for God to say what races are to be finally sub-
merged and lost, and not for us. Meantime, we are to
gain over and save as many as possible by conversion,
and so to hasten the day of promise. And what feebler
ard rore pitiful conceit could we fall into, than to
assumc that we have the grand, cver-populating grace in
our own stock, and sit down thus to see 1t accomplish
by mere propagation . . . (23).°

Piety had been too indivaidualaistic and began too
late in life,

'One prancipal reason why we are so often deficient
in charactecr, or outward beauty, 1s, that piety begins too
late in life, having thus to maintain a perpetual war with
previous habait (24).°

In a sermon Bushnell wrote,

'Religion never does i1ts will completely in a man,
or so as to prove 1its power, unless 1t can have 1ts way
in childhood or youth (25).!

There had been over-reliance on revivals.

'Piety becomes inconstant, and revavals of reliaigion
take an exaggerated character from the same causes. If
all Chrastian success 1s measured by the count of tech-
nical conversions from without, then 12t follows that noth-
i1ng 1s done when conversions cease to be counted. The
harvest closes rot wath feasting out with famine (26).!
Too frequently the churches haa depended on the immediate
agency of the Spirit, on 'ictic' grace, coming as a bolt

from the blue.




'e « o how great 1s the mistake, when we virtually
assume, 1n our efforts and expectations, that he will
come upon souls, only as the lightning is bolted from
the sky. How desvltory and irruptive 1s the grace he
rinisters, how little respective of the work he has
already begun i1in others, whom he might employ to be the
medium of his power (27)!'

The current view of the aivine 'ictus' was excessavely
supernatural.

'It makes nothing of the family, and the church,
and the organic powers God has constituted as vehicles
of grace., It takes every man as 1if he had existed alone;
presumes that he 1s unreconciled to God until he has
undergone some sudden and explosive experience in adult
years, or after the age of reason; demands that experi-
ence, and only when 1t 1s reached, allows the subject to
be an heir of life. Then, on the other side, or that of
the spirit of God, the very act or aictus by which the
change 1s wrought 1s i1solated or individualised, so as
to stand in no connection with any other of God's means
or causes - an epiphany, in which God leaps from the
stars, or some place above, to do a work apart from all
system, or connection with his other works. Religion
1s thus a kind of transcendental matter, which belongs
on the outside of life, and has no part in the laws by
which life 1s organised - a miraculous epidemic, a fire=-
ball shot from the moon, something holy, because 1t 1s
from God, but so extraorainary, so out of place, that
1t can not suifer any vital connection with the taies,
and causes, and forms, and habits, which constitute the
frame of our history (28).!

Before he wrote the Discourses on Christian Nurture,

he had already worked out his i1deas on revivalaism in has

famous early article on Spiritual Cconomy of Revivals 1in

Religion (1838). God, he there asserted, worked in
different ways at different times, as He did in the
natural seasons(zg). At times He was active 1in quietness,
at other times in exc1tement(30). In revavals there were

excesses to be deplored(SI). The divane Spirat operated

(32)

in the ordinary as well as the extraordinary Con=

(33),

versaion 1s 1mportant but so 1s building up There

was not only a time for revival but also for consoliadation
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in the faith of those converted(34). In his sermon

The Scene of the Pentecost and a Christian Parish he

craiticised American religion for over-excitement and
reliance on revivals and a desire to imitate the infant
church of the period of Pentecost before 1t had to
settle down to quaiet growth(35).

Such was the background to Christian Nur ture and

1t shows the direction in which Bushnell's mind was
moving. We shoulec also bear in mind his own comparative
lack of success in preaching rev1va1(36) and also that he
was not alone. The Episcopalian Bishop Brownell also

criticised this type of evangellsm(37).

(11) The Theory

Bushnell's positive theory of the Christian upbring-
ing of children was summed up in his famous prancaple farst
formulated in 1ts present form in the 1861 volume Chrastian
Murture:

'That the child a1s to grow up a Chrastian, and never
know himself as being otherwise (38).'

He explained 1t thus-

'In other words, the aim, effort, and expectation
should be, not, as 1s commonly assumed, that the chald
1s to grow up in sin, to be converted after he comes to
a mature age; but that he 1s to open on the world as one
that 1s spiratually renewed, not remembering the time
when he went through a technical experience, but seeming
rather to have loved what 1s good from his earliest
years (39).!

Such nurture was feasible only when parents took
their responsibilities seriously. If, as might be objected,
the children did not in fact turn out to be Christians,
this was due to the parents'! failure and to that of the

church in not planting and nourishing the spiritual seed

in the child.
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'Possibly, there may be seeds of holy pranciple in
them, which you do not discover. A child acts out hais
present feelings, the feelings of the moment, without
qualification or disguise. And how, many times, would
you all appear, 1f you were to do the same? Will you
expect of them to be better, and more constant and con-
sistent than yourselves . « « (40).' 'But suppose there
1s really no trace or seed of holy principle 1in your
children, has there been no fault of piety and constancy
in your church? no want of Chraistian sensabilaity and
love to God? no carnal spairit visible to them and to
all, and aimparting 1ts noxious and poisonous quality to
the Chraistian atrosphere in which they have had their
nurture (41)7?' 'Then, again, have you nothing to blame
in yourselves? no lack of faithfulness? no indiscretion
of manner or of temper” no mistake of duty, which, with
a better and more cultivated piety, you would have been
able to avoid? Have you been so nearly even with your
privilege and duty, that you can find no relaef but to
lay some charge upon God, or comfort yourselves in the
conviction that he has appointed the failure you deplore (42)?*

Sometimes the fault lay ain the character of parents.

'An objection from observation - asking why 1t ais, af
our doctraine be true, that many persons, remarkable for
their pirety, have been so unfortunate in their children?
Because, I answer, many persons, remarkable for thear
piety, are yet very disagreeable persons, and that, too,
by reason of some very marked defect in their religious
character . « . Sometimes they appear well to the world
one remove distant from them, they shine well in thear
written biography, but one living in their family will
know what others do notj; and i1f their chaildren turn out
badly, will never be at a loss for the reason (43).!

A harsh style of upbringing might explain the failure in
Chraistian nurture.

'There are, too, I must warn you, many who talk much
of the rod as the orthodox symbol of parental duty, but
who might really as well be heathens as Christians, who
only storm about their house with heathenish ferocity,
who lecture, and threaten, and castigate, and bruise, and
call this family government. They even dare to speak of
this as the nurture of the Loxrd.. . It i1s frightful to
think how they batter and bruise the delicate, tender souls
of their children, extinguishing ain them what they oucht
to cultivate, crushing that sensibilaity which as the hope
of theair being, and all in the sacred name of Jesus
Chrast (44).’

The church too may have been to blame-
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'Sometimes Chrastian parents fail of success in the
religious training of their children because the church
counteracts their effort and example. The church makes
a bad atmosphere about the house, and the poison comes
in at the doors and windows. It 1s rent by divisions,
burnt up by fanaticaism, frozen by the chill of a worldly
spirit, petrified in a rigid and dead orthodoxy. It
makes no element of genial warmth and love about the
child, according to the aintention of Chrast in aits
appointment, but gives to religion rather a forbiddang
aspect, and thus, instead of assisting the parent,
because one of the worst impediments to his success (45).°

Bushnell conceded not every child properly nurtured
would grow into a Christian but this should be the aim,

'To sum up all, we conclude, not that every child
can certainly be made to grow up in Chraistian piety -
nothing 1s gained by asserting so much, and perhaps I
could not prove 1t to be true, neither can any one prove
the contrary - I merely show that this 1s the true idea
and aim of Chrastian nurture as a nurture of the Lord.
Tt 1s presumptively true that such a result can be
realised, Just as 1t 1s presumptively true that a school
w1ll forward the pupils in knowledge, though possibly
sometines 1t may fail to do 1t (46).!

Children, he affirmed, were able to grow in grace
from infancy.

'And why should i1t be thought incredible that there
should be some really good principle awakened in the mand
of a child? For this 1s all that 1s implied in a Christian
state. The Christian 1is one who has simply begun to love
what 1s good for 1its own sake, and why should i1t be thought
impossible for a child to have this love begotten ain ham (47)>

The Holy Sparait could counter the depravity human beings
had from birth.

'Take any scheme of depravity you please, there is
yet nothing in 1t to forbad the possibility that a chald
should be led, in his first moral act, to clcave unto
what 1s good and right, any more than 1in the first of has
twentieth year. He 1s, 1n that case, only a child con=-
verted to good, leaaing a mixed life as all Christians do.
The good in him goes into combat with the evil, and holds
a qualified sovereignty. And why may not this internal
conflict of goodness cover the whole life from i1ts dawn,
as well as any part of 1t? And what more aopropriate to
the doctrine of spiritual influence 1tsclf, than to believe
that as the Spirit of Jehovah fills all the worlds of
matter, and holds a presence of power and government in
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all objects, so all human souls, the infantile as well
as the adult, have a nurture of the Spirat appropraiate
to their age and their wants (48)7!'

There could even be, Bushnell added in anothexr chapter(49),
an antenatal nurture-

‘*Bring into view the very aimportant, but rather
delicate fact, suggested or distinctly alluded to in the
apostle's words, that there 1s even a kind of antenatal
nur ture which must be taken note of, as having much to
do with the religious preparations or inductive mercies
of chaildhood (50).' 'Thas being true, 1t 12s impossable,
on mere physiological prainciples, that the children of
a truly sanctified parentage should not be advantaged
by the grace out of which they are born. And, 1f the
godly character has been kept up in a long line of
ancestry, corrupted by no vicious or untoward inter-
marriages, the advantage must be still greater and more
positive (51).°'

The seceds of regeneration would begin to be sown in
'‘the age of impressions', Bushnell's term for the pre-
lanquage period of the baby's life.

'So when a child, during the whole period of impressions,
Oor passive recipiencies, previous to the development of hais
responsible will, laves in the life and feelaing of hais
parents, and they in the molds of the Spirit, they will,
of course, be shapring themselves in him, or nim in them-
selves, and the effects wrought in him will be preparations
of what he will by-and-by do from himself; seeds, in that
mannexr possibly, even of a regenerate life and character (52).°

And this was the work of the Spirat.

'Of course these regenerated dispositions and affine
1ties, this general disposedness to good, which we call a
new heart, supposes a work of the Sparait; and, i1f the
parents live 1n the Spirit as they ought, they will have
the Spirit for the child as truly as for themselves, and
the child will be grown, so to speak, in the molds of the
Spirit, even from has infancy (53).!'

Again

'It only remains to add that we are not to assume the
comparative unimportance of what i1s done upon a child, ain
his age of i1mpressions, because there 1s really no charac-
ter of virture or vice, of blame or praise, developed in
that age. Be 1t so - 1t 1s so by the supposition. But
the power, the root, the seed, 1s aimplanted nonetheless,
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in most cases, of what he will be. Not in every case,
but often, the seed of a regenerate life 1s implanted -
that which makes the child a Chrastian in God's view,
as certainly as 1f he were already out in the testimony
and formal profession of his faith (54).°
Calvin was appealed to
'Even as Calvain, speaking of the regenerative grace
there may be 1n the heart of infancy i1tself, testifies =
"the work of God is not vyet without ex1§tence, because
1t 1s not observed and understood by us (55).!'
(Theologically 1t 1s important to notice that
regeneration here covers any beneficent religious change,
whether sudden or gradual, conscious Or unconscious,
empirical or metaphysical. Bushnell's usage was very
imprecise and Henderlite in her thesis maintained he

always used this concept in a very wide sense (56). Yet

in his late sermon Regeneratlon(57) he was more tradi-

tional, showing the Protestant emphasis on a once=~for=-all
qualitative change 1n sparitual status, expressed in
images such as the giving of a new heart, being reboxrn
etc.(sa).)

The importance of early nurture was summed up an a
striking aphoraism that might well appear in a modern book
on child-care.

'Let every Chraistian father and mother understand,
when thear child 1s three years old, that they have done (59) ,

more than half of all they will ever do for his character

Parents desire, Bushnell asserted in the Discourses,

their offspring should become Christians, why was thais
impossible®?

'It 1s a fact that all Chraistian parents would 1like
to see their children grow up in piety, and the better

Chraistians they arc, the more earnestly they desire 1t, « ¢ o
But why should a Christian parent, the deeper his piety and

the more closely he 1s drawn to God, be led to desire, the
more earnestly, what, i1n God's view, 1s even absurd or
impossible (6C)?!



Mature Christian experience and knowledge might be
impossible for the child but the gospel could be received
by the young from their parents as a living realaity.

'He cannot understand, of course in the earliest
stage of childhooa, the philosophy of relicion as a
renovated experaience, and that i1s not the form of the
first lessons he 1s to receive. Fe 1s not to be told
that he must have a new heart and exexrcise faith in
Chrust's 2tonement. We are to understand that a right
spirit may be virtvally exercised in children, when, as
yvet, 3t 1s not intellectually received or as a form of
doctrine . . . Nay, the operative truth necessary to a
new life may possidly be communicated through and from
the parent, being revealed in his looks, manners and ways
of life, before they are of an age to understand the teach-
ing of words, for the Christian scheme, the gosrel, is
really wrarped up in the life of every Chrastian parent
and beams out from him as a living epistle, before 1t
escapes from the lips or 1s taught in words. And the
Sparxt of truth may as well make thas living truth effec=
tual as the preacning of the gospel 1itself (61).!

Children ain the home could be sensitaive to God's truth.

'Nor 1s therc any age which offers 1tseli to God's
truth and love, and to that Quickening Spirit whence all
good proceeds, with so much of ductile feeling and suscept-
ibilities so tender (62).!

Christian nurture did not imply an optimistic view of
human nature, such as Unatarians held.

'There are many who assume the radical goodness of
human nature, and the work of Christian education 1is, 1in

their view, only to educate or educe the good that 1s an
us. Let no one be disturbed by the susnicion of a coin-
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cidence between what I have here said and such a theory (63)."

The reality of sin was taught in Scripture, to be expected
from heritability or would arise from the child's free
experaiment.,

'The natural pravity of man 1s plainly asserted in
the Scriptures and, 1f 1t were not, the familiar laws of
physiology would requaire us to believe what amounts to the
same thaing. And 1f neither Scripture nor physiology taught
us the doctrine, 3f the child was borm as clear of natural
prejudice or damage as Adam before his sin, spiratual
education, or, what i1is the same, probation, that which
trains a being for a stable, intelligent virture hereafter,
would still involve an experiment of evil, therefore a
fall and a bondage under the laws of evil (64),!
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Redemption in children was indeed required.

'The growth of Christian virtue 1s no vegetable pro-
cess no mere onward development. It involves a struggle
with evil, a fall and a rescue. The soul becomes estab-
lished in holy virtue, as a free exercise, only as i1t is
passed round the corner of fall and redemption, ascend-
ing thus to God through a double experience, in which it
learns the bitterness of evil and the worth of good,
fighting 1ts way out of one, and achieving the other as
a vaictory (65).°'

Not all Christians, Bushnell averred, could recall
their conversion and he cited the examples of Baxter,

German believers and the Moravians, who all practised

(66)

nurture with great success (At thais point Bushnell

was presumably in contact indirectly with Zinzendorf,
whose similar views have already been noted(67), and
whose i1nfluence Bushnell most probably encountered in
the Moravian communities in America.) The Bible also
prescribed nurture along the lines he favourea.,

'The phraseoloay of the New Testament carries the
same 1import. ''Bring them up in the nurture and admonition
of the Lord," a form of expression, which indicates the
existence of a Divine nurture that 1s to encompass the
chi1ld and mold him unto God, so that he shall be broaught
up, as 1t were, in Him (68).'

With nurture, Bushnell further believed, a much
deeper quality of piety could be achieved than was possible
with the adult only converted in later years in a revival,

'It 1s to be deeply considered, in connection with
this view of family nurture, whether it does not meet many
of the deficiencies we deplore in the Christian character
of our times and the present state of our churches (69).'
'Then, also, the piety of the coming age will be deeper,
and more akin tc habit than ours, because 1t began earlier.
It w1ll have more of an air of naturalness, and will be
less a work of will. A generation will come forward,
who will have been educated to all good undertakings and
enterprises - ardent without fanaticism, powerful without
machinery. Not born, so generally, in a storm, and
brought to Christ by an abrupt transition, the latter
portion of life will not have an unequal war to maintain
with the beginning, but life will be more nearly one and
in harmony with 1tself (70).!
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Finally the nurtured child could be received into the
church and make his own his inheritance, without being
considered a convert from without.,

'Then, when they come forward to acknowledge their
baptism, and assume the covenant in their own choice,
they ought not to be received as converts from the world,
as 1f they were heathens coming inio the fold, but there
should be a distainction preserved, such as makes due account
of their previous qualified membership, a form of assumption
tendered in place of a confession - something answering to
the Lutheran confirmation, passed without a bishop's hands (71).'

Just as behind Bushnell's opposition to the conversion
approach to Chraistian child-rearaing lay a wider disquiet
over revivals, so behind or associated with his theory
of nurture was his view of how the church 1tself should
increase, He hela that, 1f only Chraistian parents would
nurture their children properly sc they grew into
Christians, over the generations the church aitself would
grow and expand.

'Let us turn now, not away from revivals of relagion,
certainly not away from the conviction that God will
bring upon the churches tides of spiritual exercise,
and vary his divine culture by times and seasons suited
to their advancement, but let us turn to inquire whether
there 1s not a fund of increase in the very bosom of
the church i1tself. Let us try if we may not train up
our children i1n the way that they should go. Simply
this, 1f we can do 1t, will make the church multiply
her numbers many fold more rapidly than now, with the
advantage that many more will be gained from without
than now (72).'

In this way Christianity woula be propagated more
surely and effectually in the long run. Bushnell called
this the principle of 'the outpopulating power of
Christian stock (73).' The Christian population would

increase and, by the superior culture and civilisation

to which 1t gave rise, would displace lesser peoples.




So the Chrastian future of the world would be secured and
even the eschatological hope of the glory of God filling

the earth be realised. Bushnell summarised his views 1in

an aphorism,

'God 1s, from the first, looking for a godly seed;
or, what 1s nowise different, inserting such laws of
population that piety itself shall finally over-populate
the world (74).'

Parents and families have a place 1in providence to
this end.

*The whole scheme of organic unity in the family
and of family grace in the church, 1s Just what 1t should
be, 1f the design were to propagate religion, not by
conversions only, but quate as much, or more, by the
populating force embodied in 1t - just that force which,
in all states and communities, 1s known to be the most

majestic and silently creative force in their hastory (75).

A Chraistian majority could be bred - and Bushnell sees no
incongruity in using biological categories.

'Now 1f 1t be true that what gets power in any race,
by a habit or a process of culture, tends by a fixed law
of nature to become a propagated quality, and passes by
descent as a property inbred in the stock; 1f in this way
whole races of men are cultivated into properties that
are peculiar ~ off into a savage character, down into a
servile or a mercenary, up into civilisation or a high
social state - what 1s to be the effect of a thoroughly
Christian fatherhood and motherhood, continued for a
long time in the successive generations of a family (76)7!

The consequence would be a regeneration of the race.

'In this view 1t i1s to be expected, as the life of
Chraistian piety becomes more extended in the earth, and
the Spirat of God obtains a laving power in the success=-
1ve generations, more and more complete, that finally
the race 1tself will be so thoroughly regenerated as to
have a genuinely populating power in faith and godliness.
By a kind of ante-natal and post-natal nurturc combined,
the new born generations will be started into Chrastian
piety, and the world itself over=-populated and taken
possession of by a truly sanctified stock (77).°

Moreover the greatly multiplied Christian stock would

produce a superior culture.
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'By the well-=known fact, that the populating power
of any race, or stock, i1s increased according to the degree
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of personal and religious character to which 1t has attained.,

Good prainciples and habits, intellectual culture, domestic
virtue, industry, order, law, faith - all these go immed-
1ately to enhance the rate and capacity of population,
They make a race powerful, not in the mere military sense,
but in one that, by century-long reaches of populating

force, lives down silently every mere martial competitor (78).!

Protestant Chrastianity in North America would triumph in
the long run over the Catholicaism of South America.

'What a lesson also could be deraived, in the same
manner, from a comparison of the populating forces of the
Puritan stock in this country, and of the inferior, super-
stitious, half Chrastian stock and nurture of the South
American states. And the reason of the difference is
that Chraistianity, having a larger, fuller, more new-
creating force in one, gives 1t a populating force as
much superior (79).!

Bushnell's prejudices make the twentieth-century
reader raise his eyebrows, as do his saimilar views on
the victory that was or would be Chrastianity's over
Islam.

TNow the fact i1s that these two great religions of
the world had each, in 1tself, 1ts own law of population
from the beginning, and 1t was absolutely certain,
whether 1t could be seen or not, that Chrastianity would
finally live down Mohammedanisr, and completely expurgate
the world of 1t (80).'

Fortunately 1t 1s not for us to assess the historical or
sociological accuracy of fairness of Bushnell's opinions,
nor their moral propriety. Theyv do not affect his theolog-
1cal argument. It 1s clear, indeed, that shom of
rhetorical excesses, the theory stands that the church

as an institution does grow through the natural reproduc-
tion of 1its members., It is a fact that most or many of

the children of Christians remain Christians all their

lives (and the same 1s true moreover of every religion

and ideology).
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As with hias craiticism of revivals, so with his theory
of churcn-growth, Bushnell had long thought along these

lines and anticipated his Discourses. In his early

article The Kingdom of Heaven as a Grain of Mustard Seed

(1844), reproduced in his Views on Christian Nurture etc.

as Growth, Not Conquest the True Method of Chraistian

Progress) he argued that the church should grow like an

oak and not like a snowball. It was a matter of inner
organic expansion and not external mechanical accretlon(SI).
The church should grow ain various waysS, 1n plety(sz) and
character(BB), in the refinement of Chrastian truth(84),
in the assimilation of outsiders by the mediate and
immediate (1ctic) work of the Splrlt(85), above all in

(86)

"
family n@%ure Piety too often began latelllfe, the

church should not be a foundlaing hospital, parents could

do so much while children were ductlle(87).

(x12) Tne Organic Unity of the Family

Bushnell's theory of nurture 1s based on a crucial
premiss or principle. This 1s what he calls the organic
unity of the family., Two theses are combained here.

First 1s the truism that children are powerfully affected
by their parents' example and behaviour, their religion,
morality and charactex. Second, children especially

when young are not, therefore, independent, moral agents
but rather 1t 1s the case that their parents are respons-~
ible for what they do and are. Infants are not themselves
s1nners, as they were often regarded in New England.

Hence 1t follows parents can so nurture their oifspraing




that the latter's faith and moral growth are largely
predetermined, yet without detracting from the chaild's
freedom,

The original statement and descraiption of the
organic unity of the family i1s brief and i1s to be found
in Bushnell's farst Dlscourse(ss)e There was, he
asserted, something analogous to an organic connection
as regards character between parent and child,

'Once more, 1f we narrowly examine the relation
of parent and child, we shall not fail to discover some=-
thing like a law of organic connection, as regards charac-
ter subsisting between them (89).°

In consequence the parent could determine the child's faith.

'Such a connection as makes 1t casy to believe, and
natural to expect, that the fzith of the one will be
propagated in the other. Perhaps I should rather say,
such a connection as i1nduces the conviction that the
character of one 1s actually included in that of the
other, as a seed i1s formed in the capsule, and being
there matured, by a nutriment cerived from the stem,
1s gradually sevarated from 1t (90).'

The child was ircluded i1n the parents! will and was
not a distinct agent, even long after the physical separa-
tion of birth, when the baby's body parted from the

mother's,

'According to the most prover view of the subject,
a child is really not born till he emerges from the
infantile state, and never before that time can he be
sai1d to receive a senarate and properly individual
nature . . . And the parental life will be flowing
into him all that time, Just as naturally, and by a law
as truly organic, as when the sap of the trunk flows
into a limb (91).'

Children only gradually become separate persons.

'The tendency of all our modern speculations 1s to
an extreme individualism, and we carry our doctrines of
free wi1ll so far as to make little or nothing of organic
laws, not observing that character may be, to a great
extent, only the free development of exercises previously
wrought in us, or extended to us, when other wills had us
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within their sphere . . . (the child) 1s never, at any
moment after birth, to be regarded as perfectly beyond
the sphere of good and bad exercises, for the parent
exercises himself in the child, playirg his emotions
and sentiments, and working a character in him, by
virtue of an organic power (92).°

The child's nature was a2t first entirely determined
by the parent.

'Will, 3n connection with conscience, 1s the basas
of personality or indivaidualaity, and these exist as yet
only in their rudimental tyoec, as when the forr of a
seed 1s oeginning to be unfolded at the root of a flower.

At first the child 1s held as a mere passive lump
in the arms, and he opens into conscious life under the
soul of the narent streaming into his eyes and ears
through the manners and tones of the nursery (93).!

This truth Bushnell elaborated at great length and
further quotation 1s superfluous. Modern aindividualism,
he said, looking back at his Protestant New England
tradition, bad been overdone and had overlooked this
great truth of the organic unity of the famaly.

Hence Christian nurture was possable.

'And this 1s the very idea of Christian education,
that 1t begins with nurture or cultivation. And the inten=-
tion 1s that the Chraistian life ana spirit of the parents,
which arec in and by the Spirit of God, shall flow into the
mind of the child, to blend with his incipient and half-
formed exercises, that they shall thus beget their own
good within him - their thoughts, opinions, faith and
love, which arc t~ become a little more, and yet a little
more, his own se aratc exercise, but still the same in
character (94).!'

Indeed evcryone was influenced by the organic nature
of the corporate bodies to which he belonged.

'All society 1s organic - the church, the state,
the school, the family, and there 1s a spirit in each of
these organisms, neculiar to 1tself and more or less
hostile, more or less favorable to religious character,
and to some extent, at least, sovereign over the indavidual
man (95).'
Bushnell was, of course, careful not to deny individual

responsibilaty.
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'As regards the measure of personal merit and
dererit, 1t 1s doubtless true that every subject of
God 1s to be responsible only for what 1s his own (96).'

Yet there was an unconscious operation prior to the
individual will.

'But virtue still i1s rather a state of being than
an act or series of acts, and 1f we look at the causes
which induce or prevare such a state, the will of the
person himself may have a parl among these causes more
or less important, and it works no absurdity to suppose
that onc may be ever prepared to such a state by causes
prior to his own will, so that, t'hen he sets off to act
for himself, his struggle and duty ray be rather to
sustain and perfect the state begun than to produce a
new one (97).!

Here was an explanation of depravity.

'The declarations of Scrapture, and the laws of
dhysiology, I have alreaay intimated, compel the belief
that 2 child's nature 1s somewhat depravated by descent
from parents, who are under the corrupting effects of
sin (98)."

But this great fact could also work and be used for good.

'It 1s a singular fact that many believe substantially
the same thing in recgard to evil character, but have no
thought of ary such possibility in regard to good (99).!

Finally Bushnell affirmed that his theory of nurture
did not mean that parents could bring about the regenera-
tion of their child. The Holy Spairit had to act on the
child directly, as well as through the parents.

'Perhaps 1t may be necessary to add, that, in the
strong language I have used concerning the organic
connection or character between the parent and the child,
1t 1s not designed to assert a power in the parent to
renew the child, or that the child can be renewed by any
agency of the Spirit less immediate than that which
renews the parent himself (1CO).°
This caveat 1s important in view of the criticisms made
at the time and which we discuss later(IOI).

Bushnell also gave an exmanded treatment of these

doctrines in the later chapter he added to the origainal
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Two Dlscourses(loz) to clarify his key premiss. He began

by asserting that modern andividualism had lost sight of
the fact that state, church and family are more than mere
aggregates of individuvals and are indeed forms of
organic existence.,

'A national lafe, a church life, a family life 1s
no longer conceaived, or perhavs conceivable, by many.
Instead of being wrought together and penetrated, to
some extent, by historic laws and forces common to all
the members, we only seem to lie as seeds piled together,
without any terms of connection, save the accident of
proxaimity, or the fact that we all belong to the heap.
And thus the three great forms of organic existence
whick God has appointed for the race are in fact lost
out of mental rccognition (1C3).!

The connection between parent and child was not
only physiological, thouch obviously it was that. More
than the conscious influence of teaching and discipline
by parents was involved. There was an unconscious power
of atmosphere ané climate, of all the parents were.

'Perhaps I shall be understood waith the greatest
facility 1f I say that the family 1s such a body, that
a power over character i1is exerted therein which can not
properly be called influence. We commonly use the term
influence to denote a persuasive power, or a governmental
power, exerted purposely and with a conscious design to
effect some result in the subject. In maintaining the
organic unity of the family, I mean to assert that a
power 1s exerted by parents over children, not only when
they teach, encourage, persuade and govern, but without
any purposed control whatever. The bond is so intimate
that they do 1t unconsciously and undesignedly - they
must do 1t. Their character, feelings, spirait, and
principles must propagate themselves, whether they will
or not. However, as iniluence, in the sense Just given,
can not be received (104).'

Because of this profound connection every family had

i1ts own sparait or flavour.

'Cr, to use language more popular, we conceive the
manners, personal views, prejudices, practical motives,
and sparit of the house as an atmosphere which passes
into all and pervades all, as naturally as the air they
breathe (105).°
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The individual was important but was shaped by his
ancestors and was never what he was solely by his own
efforts.

'Besides, we are never, at any age, so completely
indavidual as to be clear of organic connections that
affect our character. To a certain extent and for
certain purposes, we are parts or members of a common
body, as truly as the limbs of a tree (106).!

Nations had a corporate identity over time, whereby
later generations 'inherited' the rights and claims of
earlier. It made sense for men to seek to revenge the
wrong done to thear fathers.

'Cne nation, for instance, had injured or oppressed
another - sought to crush, or actually crushed another
by invasion. A century or more afterwards the wrong is
remembered, and the injured nation takes the field, still
burning for redress (107).°

Bushnell did not develop thas poant, nor daiscuss whetherx
organic unity meant that parents and children were
responsible for each others' sins.

The organic unity of the family was also to be seen

(108)

in properties passed down the generations whether

by physical heredity or by social learning. Bushnell,
as a pre-Mendelian never clearly distinguished the effects

of physiological laws, as he calls them, from the effect

of example and training, 'the law of family infectlon(log)'.

New and desirable qualities of every kind could be bred
over the generations.

'Besides, 1t 1s well understood that qualities
received by training, and not in themselves natural,
do also pass by transmission., It 1s said, for example,
that the dog used in hunting was originally trained by
great care and effort, and that almost no training is
necessary; for the artificial qQuality has become, to a
great extent, natural in the stock. So there is laittle
room to doubt that every sort of character and employment
passes an effect and works some predisposition in those
who come after (110),!
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(Bushnell was in his day naturally unaware of the non-
inheritance of acquired characteraistics and so exaggerates
the power of organic continuity.) Vicious and godly
attraibutes thus in his view could be generated in children
and become more marked over the centuries,

Bushnell also pointed out that, because of organic
unity, nations, churches and families have a corporate
spirit that moulds the character and personality of all
their members. There was little hope for the child from
a godless family.

'In like manner, a thievish house perpetuates a race
of thieves. Consider also the ductility and the perfect
passivity of childhood. Early childhood resists nothing,
What 1s given 1t receives, making no selection. To
expect therefore that a child will form to himself a
spirit opposite to the spirit of the famaily, without
once feeling the power of a counteractive spirat, would
be credulous 1n the highest degree . . o (111).'

Beyond conscious influence, there was a common
solidarity and working of wills.,

'If the family subsist by plunder, then the infant
1s swaddled as a thief, the child wears a thief's gar-
ments, and feeds the growth of his body on stolen meat,
and, in due time, he will have the trade upon him,
without ever knowing that he nas taken i1t up, or when
he took it up (112).°

In terms of such factors Bushnell accounted for
original sin and depravity.

'Now 1t 1s 1n the twofold manner set forth, under
tnis and the previous head of my discourse, that our race
have fallen, as a race, i1nto moral corruption and
apostasy. In these two methods also, they have been
subjected, as an organic unity, to evil; so that when
they come to the age of proper indivaduality, the damage
received has prepared them to set forth, on a course of
blamable and guilty transgression (1l13).°

Yet indivaidual responsibility was not impugned.
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tNor 1s any thing more clear, on first princaiples,
than that no man is responsible for any sain but his own.
The sin of no person can be transmitted as a sin or
charged to the account of anothexr. But a1t does not
therefore follow, that there are no moral connections
between i1ndividuals, by which one becomes a corrupter
of others. If we are units, so also are we a race, ard
the race 1s one - one family, one organic whole (114),!

The great redeeming fact Bushnell pointed to - and
here was his original contribution - was that organic
unity could be turned to good account and made the
foundation of nurture,

'Takaing this comprehensive view of the organic
unity of successive generations of men, the truth we
asscrt of human depravation 1s not a half-truth
exaggerated (which many will not regard as any truth
at all), but 1t 1s a broad, well-authcnticated doctrane,
whaich no intellaigent observer of facts and principles
can deny. It shows the past descending on the present,
the present on the future, by an ainevitanle law, and yet
gives every parent the hope of mitigating the sad legacy
of mischief he entails upon his children, by whatever
improvements of character and conduct he 1s able to
make -« a hope which Chrastian promise so far clears to
his view, as even to allow him the presumption that his
ch1ld may be set fortih into responsible action, as a
Christian person (115).'

In the providence of God the organic law of family
unity was intended for redemption.

'The only supposition that honors God 1s, that the
organic unity, of which I speak, was ordained originally
for the nurture of holy vairtue in the beginning of each
soul's history, and that Christianity, or redemption,
must of necessity take possession of the abused vehicle,
and sanctify 1t for i1ts own merciful uses (116).°

Such a position was supporied i1in Scraipture. The Abrahamic
covenant was a family covenant and 1t was this that was
appropriately sealed by f{aith.

'snd thence 1t follows that the seal of faith,
applied to households, 1s to be no absurdity, for it 1is

the vnravilege and duty of every Christian parent that
his children shall come forth into responsaible action, as
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a regenerated stock. The organic unity 1s to be a power
of life. God engages, on his part, that 1t may be,

and calls the Chrastian parent to promise, on his part,
that 1t shall be. Thus the church has a constitutaive
element from the family in 1t still, as 1t had in the
days of Abraham (117).°

(Later we shall see that Bushnell made this understanding
of the family covenant the basis for infant bantlsm(lls).)
A similar stress on the organic connexion between

individuals anpeared in Bushnell's occasional writings,

In his essay The Condition of Solldarlty(llg) he asserted

tnis fact to balance individual responsibility. Men were

1nfluenced for bad by their env1ronment(120). Family

(121)

reproduction involved moral solidaraty If an

individual had been created alone with adult powers,
he would have becen weak through inexperiecnce and the

situation would have been even worse than 1f he had been

(122)

born in a famaly Soladarity also worked for good

as 1n a Chrastian home, a generation of good stock could

be reared to counteract 51n(123). Great souls, though,

could overcome the power of a bad upbrainging so men were

still at fault 1f they 31nned(124).

In his sermon Unconscious Influence(lzs), Bushnell

stressed the effect on others of what we are, as well as

(126)

of what we do Beyond the content of men's words,

there was the silent power of their tone, manner, mien

(127)

and gesture Unconscious influence welded men into

a mass and produced an organic group-splrlt(lzs). He

instanced the power of imitation, fashion and the con=-

(129)

tagion of relaigion We coula not cscape respons-

1bilaity for what we made others to be tnrough our

examble(lso).
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A brief assessment of this idea of organic unity
or family solidarity 1s called for. That parents
powerfully influence their children for good or 11l is
beyond question and i1s an undoubted observation of
common sense, Equally 1t 1s clear that the child as
not completely determined by his nurture, nor is all
resoonsibility removed from men for their adult choaices
by the fact of a bad upbringing. Bushnell's contention
1s also supported by developmental psychology ain broad
terms.

Crucial to a child's emotional and social growth
1s what 1s called the attachment relationship with a
mother-figure that Bowlby has made so famlllar(lal).
(Busnnell indeed comes close to thas.

'And, to make the work a surc one, the intrusted
soul 1s allowed to have no will as yet of i1ts own, that
this motherrood may more certainly plant the angel an
the man, uniting him to all heavenly goodness by pre-
dispositions from 1tself, before he 1s united, as he
w1ill be, by choices of his own. Nothing but this explains
and measures the wonderful proportions of maternaity (132).')
A warm loving relationship with parents 1s moreover essen-
ti1al to the growth of c0nsc1ence(133). The power of
models, espvecially of prestigious, admired figures like
parents, of imitation and of identification, 1s attested

by experimental psychology(l34).

That the young chald
1s not an independent agent 1s a truism today in law,
child=rearing and education. Nowadays, however, as we

shall see later(135),

the poaint 15 not that parents act
through the child and are responsible for what he does

(partly true though as this no doubt i1s), but that
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children are not independent moral agents, (Once more
Bushnell i1s remarkably perceptave,

'It might be imagined from the use of such terms,
that the infant or very young child has no waill at all,
But that 1s not any true conception. It has no responsible
will, because 1t 1s not acquainted, as yet, with those
laws and limits and conditions of choice that make it
responsible (136).')

It 1s better to claim the child cannot sin or believe
than that hais parents sin i1n him or that their faith

encompasses ham.

(1v) Parental Responsibility

Bushnell reinforced his case by discussing parental
resporsibility for Christian nurture., He took the
negative anproach of analysing what he called 'ostraich

)
nurture'(137).

His picture was the bird who was said to
lay 1ts eqg and leave 1t alone, abandonning the fledg-
ling to rear itself. Tnis natural phenomenon he treated
as a parable of parents who neglect spiritual nurture.

He distinguished various ways in which they diad so, undex
the 1nfluence of various false i1deas and misconceptions,
Our consideration of these arguments of Bushnell waill
throw light on the problems of Christian cnild-rearing

in the twentieth century and we shall usefully anticipate
criticisms of Bushnell and later develooments in our
discussion, It 1s 1lluminating to uncover Bushnell's
assunntions and the premisses on which the nurture approach

rests.

Busnnell began Chapter III of Chraistian Nurture by

observing that few mothers neglected physical nurture

but to ignore spiritual was sadly common and often




jJustified by apparently plausible arguments. One approach
was to give no moral or religious training at all, saimply
to leave the cnild to develop in his own sweet way.

'It 1s nothang less, 1t 1s said, than an effort to
£111 them with prejudices, and put them under the sway
of prejudices, all their lives long., Why not 1let the
child hauvahis own way, think his own thoughts, generate
his own pranciples, and so be developed in the freedom
and beauty of the flowers? Or, 1f he should sometimes
fall into bad tempers and disgraceful or uncomely
practices, as flowers do not, let haim learn how to
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correct himself and be righted by his own discoveries (138).'

Bushnell replied that chbildren need instruction af
they are not 1o become vicious, owing to the contagion
of san,

'Whereas, 1t 1s the misery of human childrer, that,
as free beings, answerable for their choices and theirx
character, and already touched with evil, they require
sone training over and above the mere indulgence of
their naturasl instincts (139).!

Animals, bhe aadea, did not train their voung but left

all to instinet. Man, however, had accumulated a culture
and oprogressed by passing this on to each new gerneration,
who thereby started life with the advantage of thear
elcers' experlence(l4o).

This 1s a thoroughly respectable argument for
socialisation and education, as one of the aistinguishing
marks of civilised man who 1s a2 socizl being.

"We find, then, a most solia ground for the obliga-
tions of Christran nurture. It 1s onc of the grand

daistirctions of humanity that 1t has such a power to
pass and 1s set in such a duty of passing, 1ts gifts,

nrinciples ana virtues, on 1o the ages that come after O4D5'

Now what was of most value to parents, what they would
most want to pass on, was their religion, the greatest

treasure they had to teach the young.




'God has given 1t to them, as rational creatures,
to transmit all possible becnefits to their offspring.
Ard what shall they rore carefully trarsmit than what
1s valuable above everything elsec, their crarcaiples and
their piety (142)7!

The trouble with this argument today 1is that, although
of course Chraistians believe their faith i1s their great-
est treasure, other gooa men disagree and the publac
standing of Chrastianity in our culture 1s problematic
and 1ts doctrines disputable. 1In Bushnell's day
Chrastian belief was sti1ll largely unchallenged.,

The second form of ostrich nurture, or rather a
reason given for 1t, was to do nothing because to give
Chrastian nurture would interfere with the chiaildren's
freedom and frecdom was crucial for religion. Parents,
therefore, absolved thenselves from thear cCuty,

'fssuming the unquestionable fairst truth that
religiocus virtue or viety, 1s a matter strictly personal,
the free-will offering of obedience and duty to God,
they subside into the impression that they are of course
absolved from ary close resvmonsibility for that which
lies so entirely in the choices of thear children them-
selves (143).!

The fallacy here, Pushnell claimed, was to 1ignore the
difference between chilaoren and adults in respect of
frcedom of choice., The child was certainly free but
weak, inexperienceC and prejudiced to evil, because of
the parents' own sin. Thus the young should be in the
charge of the old, until strong enough 1in character to
choose for themselves.,

"One generation 1s to be ripe in knowledge and
character, and the next is to be nut in charge of the
formexr, an the tendercst, most flexible, most dependent
state possiole, to be by them irducted into the choices
where theair safety lies. Furtherwore, they are bound to
fidelity in thear charge by the fact that, as they have
given exastence to the subjects of 1t, so they nave also

communicated the poison of their own fallen state to
increase the perils of existence (144).°
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This argument seems unexcebtionable in the roral
spherc. In Moral LEducation today 1t 1s generally agreed
that a basic social morzlit: should be inculcated 1in
children, even before they are capable of seeing for
themselves the reason why and motaivation for good
behaviour should be prov1ded(145). Equally, in respect
of recligion, the child cannot exercise effective and
inforred choice 1f he grows up 1in ignorance and unable
to thaink and act apprecpriately, should he want to(146).

The third justification parerts give for opting out
of spiritual nurture 1is because they adhere to the con-
version approach. As we have seen in describaing what
Bushnell ovnposed in section (1), Christians in his day
beliecved they could not and ought not to do anvthing
spiratual for the child - except to teach haim how sinful
he was - before he was ripe for being converted. They
vsed to wait for a revival to come along and thus avoided
parental responsibiliaity. The valadity of this approach
and of Bushnell's objection to 1t depends on whether
children can be Chrastians prior to faith and decision -
an i1ssue we discuss later in Chapter IV,

A fourth and more interesting variety of ostrich
nurture, whach Bushnell castigated, was to give moral
training without religious.

‘Again, there 1s another form of the unchristian
nurture, over opposite to tnose just namea, which 1s quate
as wide of the true character. I speak of that lower and
merely ethical nurture, which undertakes, with great
assaiduity 1t mav be, to form and whittle the age of child-
hood into character, by a merely pruning ana humanly
culturing process. It 1s a kind of nurture that stops

stort of religion and atones for the conscious aefect
by a drill rore or less careful in the moralities (147).!
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The grave failure here was to ignore the spiritual needs
of the child and the claims of religion.

'The world-ward naturc i1s cared for, but the
religious, that which opens God-wara, that whach aspares
after God and, occupied by nis inspiring aimpulse, mounts
into all good character - as being even liberty itself -
that which consummates and crowns the real greatness
and future eterrity of souls, 1s virtually ignored,
left to the wilc, dry motherhood of the sands (148),!

Moral training alone would not suffice because
the help of divine grace and of prayer was thereby
neglected, There was a danger of a morality of outward
semblance and of justification by works.

"Children trained in this mere ethical nurture are
inducted into no wav of faith or dependence on God. They
are taught to look for no spiritual transformation.
The virtue they practise 1s to be prayerless virtue.
They grow up thus or the roots of their natural pride and
selfishness, bred into the hapnit of testing their good-
ness by their appearances, and their merait by their weorks (149).!

Parents, Bushnell accusea, resorted to this naggardly

unspiritual nurture through their lack of plety(lso)x

Here 1t 1s relevant to note the moderm conviction,
widely supported in philosophical and educational writaing,

that moral education can proceed apart from rellglous(lsl),

because moralaity is logically distinct from religion.
There 1s sufficient consensus on basic social moralaty

to make ethical nurture possible., We believe today that
by ordinary parental training and enlightened child-
rearing at least a decent level of good citizenship can
be achieved. Moreover, Christian parents, because of the
problematic character of Christian doctrine in the con-
tenporary world and out of respect for the child's free-
dom, may hold 1t prover to postpone religious nurture

until after children have come to faith and have opted
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for Chrastianity. (This sense of 'nurture! 1s the one
that refers to building up Chraistians rather than to
religious education.) In Bushnell's day to separate
morality from religion was unheard of and their unaty
would have been an unquestioned assumption.

Bushnell also protested at another heresy that
produced ostrich nurture and that was the idea that
children have no place ain the church. This will be
considered later in Chapter 1V,

Fainally Bushnell apvrealed to parents to nurtuie
their cnildren spiritually out of love and a sense of

respon51b111ty(152).

The only cause he coula see forx
failure to do so was want of pacty. He admitted the
non-Christian parent did teach hais child about
Chraistianity but objected that without personal faith
and example such tcaching could not be effectlve(lss) -
2an argument that i1s still common. It may be pertinent
to ask would the same apply to teachers of other faaiths
and of Communism. Obviously if the aim is to induct
into these 'stances for living', the committed advocate
1s likely to be more persuasive., But 1f the object is
educational, to inform and to explore various contro-
versial belief-systems, the exponent of them need only

be informed, competent and sympathetic., What the 1issue

turns on, 1n thc context of this study, 1s whether the

role of the parent as a model and as a teacher of
religion differs from that of the school=teacher as a
public educator. Ought parents to ainduct their offspring

into theair own faith? Bushnell would have had no doubt of

his answer!}
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(v) Craitrcisms of Bushnell

In thais section we discuss criticisms af Bushnell's
theory., We begin with those of contemporaries and then
move to those we may maxke today. In his own day the
chief critic and opponent of Bushnell over Christian

nurture, as exvressed i1in the Two Discourses and the

later Views on Chrastian Nurture etc. was Bennet Tyler,

the vetcran conscrvative Calvinast theologian, whom we

(154)

have already referred to There were also important

reviews of the Discourses by Charles Hodge, the

distinguished Presbyterian professor at Prlnceton(lss)

and by John U, Nevain of the German Reformed Church(156).
Thelir assessments, while warm and sympathetic in many
respects, contained important theological criticisms.
wve shall conduct a running debate, passing from issue
to 1ssue, bringing in our modern assessnent where rele=
vant, before finally appraising Bushnell from the point
of view of twentieth century educataion.

Tyler, as a conservative Calvinist, asked what
happened on Bushnell's view to the children of unbelievers?
Were they damned for lack of organic connexion with

Chrastian parents®” That would seem hard on the off-
(157),

spring of non-Christians Bushnell i1n fact admit-
ted the children of unbelievers could come under the
Chraistian 1influence of pious families, schools and
church but on his view their cnances of grace were not

(158)
prornising .

Obviously on common scnse grounds he
was correct. Yet 1t does seem a weakness of the theory

he advances that 1t does not provide for the upbringing
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of all children and for the churches' mission to them,
Was God dependent on Christian nurture, enquired Tylerasgb
Perhaps Bushnell did not mean to treat of such children
who properly fall outside the scope of his work.,

Tyler made much of the fact that many children of
Chraistians did not turn out to be Christians themselves.,
They were not always devout. And 1t was not the fault

of the parents(léo).

It was false to assume, as Bushnell
did, that 1f only parcnts would make a greater effort,
their offspring would be holy. It was wrong to suppose
all children of Christians had sceds of holiness in

them(lﬁl).

The child might be converted when adult or
indeed at any tirc when young. There was no proof to
show the presence of holiness from the barth of moral
agencv, the child being born again without delay(léz).

Of course, parents wanted thexr offspring to be

Christians but that depended on God(163). Because 1t

was not absurd that such children should grow up
Chrastians, it was certainly conceivable but 1t might not

actually hanpen(164).

The organic connectiwon did not
always work, The Abrahamic covenant functioned for some
seed, though not for a11(165). The Church had always
been replenished by the children of Chraistian parents
but only some of these were ever rcceived into the

(166)

fold Conversions required grace as well as

nurture. (Hodge agreed that the Abrahamic covenant
was only a general promise of godly seed and there

could pe #e exceptlons(167).)




Bushnell's reply would presumably have been that,

while as he conceded not every child of Chrastians diad

actually beccome a Christian, many or most did, if properly

nurtured and that that must be the alm(lés).

It all
depended on the piety of parents. Bushnell's main
defence of thas theory was simply that parents were not
good enough(lég). Tyvler objected that no Christian

(170)

parent was ever perfect or claimed to be Even

1f 'educated by angels, amid the glories of heaven!,
the child would still remain a sinner, Tyler avowed(171).
Parents did not deliberately send their children into
the wilderness or consign then to 51n(172), but that dad
not mean that varcnts could overcome original sin or
presume on God's grace workinqg sooner than in fact 1t

dld(173).

Bushnell, however, could always claim better
nurture would bprobably keep more of the young in the
household of faith, provided that a hicher level of
ordinary fidelity, not heroic sanctity, was practised,
One might observe that since organic laws are supposed
to transmit sin, as well as grace, children will always
have a mixed inheritance so that Christian nurture can
never be expected to be altogether successful, If chil-
dren sin because of their parents' example, 1t 1s hardly
likely that every cnild wirll be saved by the same
cxamnle,

Tyler also detected presumption in Bushnell, The
latter restricted God's sovereignty and freedom by
claiming the children of believers could always be

regenerated from infancy. This point seems fair.
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When was 1t wise to remedy sin”? The sooner the better,
answered Bushnell, But was 1t for us to save sinners

or for God to do as he pleased(174)?

There seemed to
be here a conflict waithin Calvinism between God's freedom

in bestowaing elective grace to the children of Christians
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whether at all or at any particular aze - and the household

covenant idea, the »ronise to believers and to their seed.

The latter motaif, as well as the former, was part of

(175)

Reformed theology even 1f the difficulty appears

unreal to those of another persuasion.

The najor accusation, however, against Bushnell
was that his nurture was naturalistic, because 1t worked
through organic laws. Tyler alleged he mainimised total

depravityv and allowed only a natural pravity via the

(176)

consequences of a child's uopbringing Samilarly

grace could be inherited through the infant's organic
connection with his family and work by natural mechan-

isms, whereas in fact special regeneration by the Holy

(177)

Spirit was needed by everybody No wonder Bushnell

(178),

was popular with the Unitarians ILf the organic

laws were operative, they should be true for all children,

despaite the want of Scraptural support for the 1dea(179).

Hodge 1n his review strongly approved the nurture
of children of Christians in the covenant, a procedure
he believed to be well-founded on divine promise and
conditional for 1ts efficacy on parental falthfulness(lso)
He admitted character and sin were not the result purely

(181)

of indavidual choice His problem was the basais

of the organic connection., It might be grounded on the
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promise of God, which was his own view, or on the rites

of the church 1in baptism - a view both he and Bushnell
opposed. Bushnell unfortunately had fallen into
natura11sm(182). He had taught God was only a power

in nature, not over 1it. 'There i1s nothing supernatural

in thais process, nothing out of analogy with nature,
nothing which transcends the ordinary efficiency of
natural causes as vehicles of divine power.'! Bushnell
'tassumes that men are not by nature the children of

wrath, that they are not involved in spiraitual death(183).'
Bushnell had not taken natural depravity seriously, he had
'a naturalaistic doctrine concerning conver51on(184).'
Therefore, Just as sin was transmitted according to
Bushnell by organic connection, so was grace and thus
God works through nature. This was theasm, not a real
belief in the supernatural, quite apart from natural law,
as displayed in Christ's healings and salvatlon(las).
Redemption, Hodge alleged, 1in Bushnell was by a link to
to the parent after birth comparable to the vascular lank

h(186), The absence of the true supernatural \

(187) |

before birt

was snown 1n Bushnell's scorn for i1ctic grace
Nevin's attack was similar. He called Bushnell's

position 'Cducational Religion' of a 'theory of educational

(188),

piety Bushnell had rightly protested against

Protestant individualism and his stress on organic
connection was correct. Grace must have an organic

(1£9)

constitution Yet Bushnell was raticnalistaic,

basing redemption on the constitution of nature rather




than the supernatural. Could a natural organic connexion
overcome original sin? Bushnell's conception of sin

made 1t only an incidental fact of development and there-
by a process parents might remedy. But original sin was

a Ceeper [orce ana parents were merely 1its occasion, not

1ts ground. Bushnell care too close to redemption by

parents and not by the church(lgo).

Natural birth in a
family was not enough to yield an objective foundation
for redemption The higher pirth of baptismal regenera=-
tion 1n the church was required, according to Nevin with
nis catrolic learangs, as well as Christian nurture. For
Bushnell baptism was only a symbol, he had no real recog-
nition of 1t as a divine sacrament. Such a realaty
supplemented and enhanced the constaitution of organic
laws and proviced a mid-position between Bushnell's
rationalasm and Puritan 1nd1v1duallsm(191).

Bushnell'!s reply ain his Argument was that Cod diad
not work through actic grace in response to an outworn

(192)

theory of depravity s but through natural laws such

as those involved in the organic connecticn. The latter

was his defirition of the supernatural order(193).

It
1s only fair to Bushnell to remark how he worked out this

1dea 1n his later Nature and the Supernatural (1858), his

one major foray into systematic theology. There tihe
supernatural was the realm of Powers - persons, spirats,

wills, God - possessing freecom and opereting without and

on nature, the realm of Tnings, physical objects, governed

(194)

by natural law Just as man controlled his body by
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willing, so God controlled the whole natural order and
worked through 1ts mechanisms, without overthrowing

them(lgs).

The truth of the charge of naturalasm depends on
the meaning of regeneration. If regeneration just means
erpirical growth in holiness and morality, as we have

seen Henderlite alleges 1t does in Christian Nurture(lgé),

then the organic basis of nurture seems adequate to
explain how the children of Crristians care to behave ain
pious ways. But 1f regencration refers to a new barth,

2 new heart, forgiveness, Justification, then we require
to think in terms of a qualitative, spiritual change, a
non-empiricel, metanhysical transformation., This perhaps
1s the Torce of the belief of most Christians that salva-
tion needs supernatural grace and here Bushnell does seem

defective. He himsclf, 1n his later sermon Regeneration,
(197)
?

as we have seen held such a conception. Thus
Bushnell's account of nurture allows no scope for that
element 1n regeneration usvally termed conversion,

So we turn to another serious criticism of Tyler.,
Bushnell neglected conversion and uncduly disnaraged
revival, He made much of growth.

'But you think the Church ought to increase by
"growth" and not by '"conquest'". Growth! What 1s there
toc grow? Religion cannot grow before 1t begins to exist;
and therc 1s not an heesrt in which 1t has an existence,
t111l that heart has been gained by conquest (198).°
Regeneration must have begun at a particular moment and
have been a change at a specific time. Nurture could not
provide this. (Doubtless Tyler would have thought

riciculous Bushnell's revealing remark in conversation

"I don't see what right we have got to say that a child
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can't be born again before he's born the first tlme(lgg)")

Once a child hed sinned and repented, forgiveness would
have to be a new thing and conceptually could not be
gradual from bairth. Conversion must thercfore be sudden,

there could be no moment when the child was neither reborn
ot
noilyet reborn(zoo).

Tyler asserted conversion required an ‘'angular

(201)

experience' of conviction of sin And thais and

the resulting Christian character required testing by
relicious affections and views of God, not just by

outward devotion and the absence of immorality - as in

(202)

the old Half Way Covenant Bushnell's position

led godless children to think they were saved(203).

Mere Confirmation, on the Episcopal or Lutheran model, of

a child‘'s adherence toc the church was no use(204).

'Let baptised children be presumed to be pious
unless by outward immorality, or open hostility, they
gave decisaive evidence to the contrary, and let them
be received to full communion in the church on this
nresumption, without any examination with respect to
their religious feelangs; and 1t 1s my full conviction
that 1twould corrupt the church, anao be the means of
confirming multituces 1in delusion to their everlasting
ruir. That such 1s the effect of confirmation as
practised in the Episcopal or German Reformed Church,
cannot admt of a question (205).'

A more moueraete criticisr of Bushnell on these
(206)
lines came 1n a Baptist review of his work « Thais
writer denied that an organic connexicn of parent with
ch1ld could automatically lead to a child of Chrastian
parents becoming a Chraistian and that, however much
Bushnell had tried to esczpe this implication of his
(207)
words, that was the general impression he gave N

Chrastianity was nol a natural or universal religion



but one of grace to 51nners(208).

It could not be
assumed that parents and the church would provide perfect
nurture to the young, nor that God would invariably save

them in 1nfancy(209).

Bushnell was correct in objecting

to 'explosive conversion' and ictic grace but this was

not the only alternative to his nurture theory. Baptists
would only baptise regenerate people who had an 'effectual
calling'. This more moderate concept meant that redemption
was manifest in sensible, present experiences. In the

case of the children of Christians, such sensible experi-
ences of sin, the joy of parcon, and of faith, could be
gradual, of long standing since infancy and scarcely

noticed because they seemed so natural(ZIO).

Parents
waited and hoped for such signs of salvation in theair
children, who usually stood in need of salvation, but
they did not presume upon 1t. To assume that all the
children of Chraistians, who behaved waith propriety and
did not disbelieve, were thereby regenerate was a most
dangerous form of complacency, of which Tyler had
rightly warned(211).

Further the churches of New England had, according
to Tyler, expanded by revival and 'conquest'. Bushnell
had failed to distinguish genuine from spurious revaival-
1sm, he had confused side-effects with the real thing,

condemned use by abuse(212).

He had also attempted to
give naturalistic explanations of why waves of revaval
came like the seasons and ignored the need to accaunt

for conversions, at some times rather than at others,

of the same man under the same preaching, by reference
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to the Holy Splrlt(213).

Revival by sober ministers
with discraimination was the church's true need to
counter the frequent fallaing into coldness of

(214)

believers Tyler concluded:

'"Permit me to express the opinion that the Kingdom
of Christ never has made and never will make any progress
in tnis world except by conquest (215).' 'It will be seen
that our relaigion revolves, practically speaking, about
two single poants., First, every man i1s to be converted.
Secondly, he 1s to concern himself about the conversion
of others (216).°

These contemporary criticisms of Bushnell may be
summed up by discussing how various theological tradi-
tions, 1n the case of Christians' children, can provide
for the episoaic spiritual change in status that regenera-
tion 1in part signifies., The catholic's solution lies ain
baptism, the orthodox Calvinist relies on election to
the household covenant based on divine promise; the
evangelacal thinks ain terms of conversion at years of
discretion by the ictic grace Bushnell spurns (though,
today, even the latter and 1ts manifestations might be
explained by natural laws in psycholocical terms as a

(217).) Bushnell could resort

non-supernatural occurrence
to none of these defences and, therefore, could not
adecuately provide for receneration. Maybe his best
line would be that, with proper nurture, the child would
inevitably be converted when he grew up, but that seems
a different theory(218)x

If we look then at Bushnell simply theoloagically,
his views are open to seraious objections, He did not

explain how redemption might be communicated to the

children of non-Christians amd how the church touches any
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of them. He also did not sufficiently provaide for the
sin of parents which prevented them ever being good
enough for an adegquate nurture, With perfect parents,
Bushnell's approach might work but then, on his own
premisses of sin deriving from the organic connection,
nurture would be unnecessary. The episodic character
of God's grace converting the Chraistian child was not
allowed for and, as Tyler observed, many could clearly

(219). Above all the

remember their own conversion
theory of Bushnell was too naturalaistic and could not
accommodate supernatural regeneration as a datable event.,
How does Busnnell faie when assessed cducationally?
The crucial i1ssues have already arisen in discussing
'ostrach nurture'(zzo)i The chief problem 1s the
problenatic character of Chraistianity in the modern
world in contrast to early nineteenth century New England.
Thexe 1s no consensus 1n our society on the truth or
value of Christian belief, nor are there readily available
clear and agreed proofs of orthodoxy and Chraistian
theologirans themselves dispute basic doctrines and their
contemporary 1nteroretat10n(22l). This fact alone makes
the aim whaich Bushnell took for granted, of braingmg up
any children, whether those of Christians or not, to be
Chraistians quite inadmissible. Respect for truth, and
for the child's own freedom and autonomy in reaching the
truth by his own exploration, forbids induction into the
faith from the cradle, before years of discretion are
attained, a procedure which could only be justifiable 1f

the creeds of Christendom were objectively true and if
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Christian ethics did not emphasise maturity of mind an
reaching faith. Moreover, in the pluralistic and liberal
society we live 1in in the twentieth century, children
face many options in terms of life stances. Other
religions, Communism and Humanism are open possibilitaies
and the form of nurture which alone 1s proper in such a
setting 1s to prepare the young for informed and rational
choice.

It 1s also immortant to recall, as we have already
pointed out(222), the general acceptance today of the
autonomy of ethics and of the serious possibility of a
non=-religious moral education, which can be offered to
every chald., Sufficaient agreement exists on a basic
social morality to make the attempt to attach character-
training to a particular and controversial world-view
unnecessary. (The relation of this to original sin 1s
reserved for later examination in Chapter III.) Should
spiritual nurture in Bushnell's sense be abandoned, there
1s no reason why children should not grow up to be decent
citizens, 1f not saints.,

The situation of parents with their own children
does not alter the position., Tne parent, qua nurturer -
and not as witness or advocate or apologist - has as
much resw»onsibility and should have as great a reverence,
for truth and reason, as has any other educator. Agean
one's own child deserves the same resmect as the children
of the community in school. The values of the classroon

and college do not change at home, in the pravate sphere,

upon the domestic hearth.
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Of course, 1t 1s perfectly true that parental
influence by organic connection 1s very powerful and,
whatever the believing mother and father in fact do
about nurture, they will actually sway and predispose
their children towards their own faith, So however
undoctrinaire and open the style of child-rearing
adopted, 1t 1s more than likely that the children of
Chrastians will become Christians in the end., Growth
indeed, following Bushnell, remains for the church the
chief means of propagating Christianity in a2 settled
comminity. Later we shall discuss how this considera=~
tion 1s to be reconciled with Chraistian education in
the home and family today.

Meantaime we turn to the question of baptism, of sin
in the yvoung and whether there 1s anything to grow in the
child. We examine whether nurture should be of those
already Christian or should be directed to children who,
as well as being morally innocent, are religiously

neutral and only potentially Christians.
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Chapter III

Baptism and Sain

It 1s next necessary to investigate another premiss
of Bushnell's, viz that children (an Christian families)
can be Chraistians from birth. One particular reason
that may be used to back this premiss 1s that infants

become Christians through baptism. Discussion of this

rite 1s required not only for our assessment of Bushnell's

theory but also to prepare a theological foundation for

a positive aoproach to the educational relaigious nurture
we shall finally advocate. So this chapter is concerned
primarily with infant baptism,

First we describe and evaluate Bushnell's presenta-
tion of the paedobaptist case. Then we compare hais
interpretation with the catholic wvaew of baptism. That
raises the question of original sin and a position on
this matter will be sketched. 1In the light of this
discussion Bushnell's approach to original sin will be
considered., Against this framework we shall examine
the plausibility of attributing sin to children in the
light of contemporary knowledge of child-aevelopment.
M'inally we return to see whether a defensible case for
infant baptism can be argued today and may be used as
nart of any coherent theology of contemporary Chriaistian

child-rearing.

(1) Bushnell's View of Infant Baptism

Bushnell claimed that infant baptism had been

neglected or undervalued in the Congregational (and
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other) churches of his day(l). Generally, ever since

the Great Awakening, the bantism of children in the family
covenant, though part of New England's Calvinist heritage,
had been obscured and overshadowed by the need for indi=-
vidual conversion and profession of falth(z). Bushnell's
form of the nurture avproach gave paedcbaptism a new
lease of life and he sought to set 1t on a new (or
freshly redascovered, old) foundation. Hec needed to
defend his position against Baptist crltlcs(3), against
his fellow=-Congregationalists who had no real use for
this ceremony, and against Episcopalians and Catholaics,
whose views he found theologically obJectlonable(4).

So 1n his original second Discourse of 1847 he briefly
stated his approach(s), while in the 1861 volume

Christian Nurture he added whole new chapters on 'Infant

Bantism, How Developed' and the 'Apostolic Authority of
Infant Bartlsm(é)'.

For the purposes of our exposition we divide Bushnell's
arguments into those that were and have become customary
and conventional i1n the baptismal debate from the
Reformation to the contemvorary tneological scene and
into that argument which 1is peculiar to Bushnell and
whaich arises from his distinctive theory. We shall
simply state the conventional considerations he adduces,
in theirr barest outline, without discussing their meraits,
In the attached footnotes we girve evidence of the ongoing
controversy in theology abait infant baptism and show
severally that each of Bushnell's defences has received
considerable support in our own day, as well as weighty

criticism., It will then be sufficient for the ends of




this $tudy to assume that, on every single one or on
at least most of these points, a prima facie case of
some »lausibility can be argued and support found among
serious modern scholars.

The conventional arguments are these. DBushnell
appealed in suppnort of infant baptism to the baptism
of whole households in the NT(7). He quoted the
baptism of the children of proselytes as a precedent,
(yet 1in 1cnorance that the children of Gentiles, once
they had become Jews, were not baptlsed(s)). He caited
the famous saying of Paul in I Cor 7 l4 about the
believing sanctifving the unbelieving spouse, so their
children were not unclean but holy, as Scaiptural support
for his doctrine of the organic unity of the famlly(g).
He mace use of the Abrahamic covenant and the practice
of infant caircumcision as narallels and pre-figurations
for the new covenant ir Christ, an argument which played
a part as much 1n the Calvinist tradition as ain Reformed

theology tocay(lo).

Bushnell referred to Jcsus' appeal
to allow the children to comc to him and to enter the
Kingdom of Heaven, this was equivalent to the church,
thus children should be adritted into 1t and to baptise
them was 1eglt1mate(11). He pointed out that in
Colossians and Ephesians the saints and faithful aincluded
children, the latter presumably having been baptlsed(lz).
Finally he poirted to positaive, 1f indirect evidence
which, he claimed, showed that from the sub-apostolic
neriod onwards paedobaptism had been practised. Apparent

(13) (15),

references in Justin Irenaeus(14), Tertullian

85



(17

Orlgen(lé), Cyprian ) and 'fiaeles etc' on inscrip-

tions on childrenr's graves(18), were called in evidence.
In general Bushnell pursued the familiar line of

argument(lg) that the early church at Pentecost was in

2 missionary situwation but soon had to settle down to

a permanent existence in the world, where provision was

needed for the Chrastian rearing of children in the

home(zo).

Then 1n that setting, 1t was legitimate for
the church to revise or extend i1ts baptismal practice,
Just as 1t did with Sabbath observance, yet upon no
explicit Scraiptural authority. Why should not similar
adantztions be rade in respect of tne sacrament of
Zhristian 1n1t1at10n(21)7

Granting some plausibility in these consicerations,
today as in Bushnell's day, we rass to hais distainctave
argument. Ye deferded infont beptism by giving a faairly
clear ard not too ambitious interrretation of 1ts mean-
ing. Unlike the obscurity of Calvin, who mainly
resorted to mystert for the effect on a baby of baptlsm(
Bushnell's account was relatively perspicuous and plain.

Daptismal regeneration was presvmptive, not actual,

'The regeneration is not actual, but only presump-
tive. L] . (23).'

'We must distincuish here between a fact and a
presumption of fact. If you look upon a seed of wheat,
1t contains, 1n 1tself, »resumptively, a thousand
generations of wheat, though by reason of some fault ain
the cultivation, or some speck of disecased matter in
1tself, 1t may, in fact, never reproduce at all. So
the Christian parent has, 1in has charactex, a germ
which has nower, oresumptively, to produce 1ts like in
his children, though by reason of some bad fault in
1tself, or possibly some outward hindrance in the Church
or some providence of death, 1t may fail to do so., Thus
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1t 1s that infant baptism becomes an appropriate rite.
It sees the child in the parent, counts him presump-
tively a believer and a Christian, and, with the parent,
baptizes him also (24).!

Again

'(The child) 1s taken to be regenerate, not
historically speaking, but presumptively, on the
ground of his known connection with the parent charae-
ter, and the divine or church life, which 1s the life
of that character. Perhaps I shall be understood more
easily 1f I say that the child is potentially regenerate,
being regarded as existing in connection with powers and
causes that contain the fact, before time and separate
from time. For when the fact appears historically,
under the law of time, 1t 1s not more truly real, an a
certain sense, than 1t was before. And then the grace
conferred, being conferred by no casual act, but rest-
ing i1n the establashed laws of character, in the churxch
and the house, 1s not lost by unfaithfulness, but
remains and lingers still, though abused and weakened,
to encourage new struggles (25).!

Bushnell denied that praiestly hands at the font
conferred regeneration or that the faith of sponsors or
the church did duty for that of the child,

'TI hardly dare attempt to speak of the '"sacramental
grace', supposed to attend the rite of baptism, under
the priestly forms of Chraistianity, for I have never
been able to give any consistent and dignified meaning
to the language 1n which 1t i1s set forth. That there
1S a grace attendant fallaing on all the parties con=
cerned, 1s quite evident, 1f they are aoing theair duty;
for no person, whether laic or priest, can do, or
intend what 1s right, without some spairitual benefit.
But the chald 1s said to be '"regenerate, spiritually
united to Christ, a new creature in Chraist Jesus', under
the official grace of baptism. Then this language, so
full of import, is defined, after all, to mean only
that the child 1s in the church, where the grace of God

surrounds him - translated (not internally, but externally)

from the sphere of nature into a new sphere, where all
the aids of grace available for his salvation are
furnished. Sometimes 1t 1s added that his sains are
remitted, though no man 1s likely to believe that he has
any sins to remt, or, i1f the meaning be that the
corrupted quality, physiologically ainherent in his
nature, 1s washed away, he will show in due time that
1t 1s not, and no one, in fact, believes that it is.
Then, 1f 1t be asked whether the new sphere of grace
will assuredly work a gracious character, ''No," i1s the
answer "If the child 1s not faithful, or hinders the
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grace, he will lose 1t" - that 1s, he will not stay
regenerate. And then as the chila, in every case, 1S
sure, 1n some bad sense, not to be faithful, he is
equally sure to lose the grace and be landed in a
second state that 1s worse than the first. And thus

1t turns out, after all, as far as I can see, that

the grace magnified in the beginning, by words of so
high an import, 1s a thing of no value - 1t 1s nothaing.
It 1s, i1in fact, one of our most decided objections to
this scheme of sacramental grace (paradoxical as 1t

may seem) that, really and truly, there 1s not enough
of 1mport 1n 1t to save the meaning of the rite. The
grace 1S words only, and an air of imposture is all
that remains after the words are explained. The rite
1s fertile only in maintaining a superstition. Prac-
tically speaking, 1t only exalts a prerogative. By a
motion of his hand the priest breaks in, to interrupt
and daisplace all the laws of character in life -
communicating an abrupt, 1ctic grace, as much wider of
all dignity and reason than any which the new-laght
theology has asserted as the regenerative power i1s more
subject to a human dispensation. A superstitious homage
collects about his person. The child looks on haim as
one who opens heaven by a ceremony! The ungodly parent
hurries to him, to get the regenerative grace for his
dying child. The bereaved parent mourns inconsolably,
and even curses himself that he neglected to obtain the
grace for his child now departed. The priest, in the
eye, displaces the mgmory of duty and godliness in the
heart. A thousand superstitions, degrading to religion,
and painful to look upon, hang around this view of
baptism (26).!

Current New England Congregationalism was little better.

'We have much to say of baptismal regeneration as
a great error, which undoubtedly it 1s, in the form in
which 1t 1s held, but 1t 1s only a less hurtful error
than some of us hold in denying 1t. The distinction
between our doctrine of baptismal regeneration and the
ancient Scraipture view 1s too broad and palpable to be
mistaken. According to the modern church dogma, no
faith i1n the parents 1s necessary to the effect of the
rite. Sponsors, too, are brought in between all
parents and their duty to assume the very office which
belongs only to them. And, what 1s worse, the child
1s said to be actually regenerated by the act of the
priest. According to the more ancient view, or that
of the Scriptures, nothing depends upon the priest
or minister save that he execute the rite in due form

Catholic sacramentalism and ex opere operato theories
were thus firmly excluded.
Instead of such conceptions, Bushnell appeared to

mean that Daptism effected no present change in the baby

(27) _,
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at the time of 1ts administration but that, because
1t could be presumed that the child of a Chraistian home
would grow up a Christian, baptism as a symbol of
regeneration was appropriate. There were no sins to
forgive and experience showed no corrupted quality,
inherent in nature, was washed away(zg). Infant
baptism on this view 1s a declarative or cognitive
rite, signifying what will be the case, 1t 1s a
sacrament of the future and Bushnell's view may be
compared with P. T Forsyth's(zg) or with O, Quick's,
according to which the 'symbolic' aspect of a sacra-
ment applies to the baptism of a babe, while 1ts
'anstrumental'! significance only becomes effective
later when the child reaches personal falth(3o).
Bushnell, of course, Jjustified his presumption
that the children of Chrastians would grow up to be

or to become regenerate by his crucial premiss of the

organic unity of the family.

'This brings me to my last argument, which 1is
drawn from infant or household baptism - a rite which
supposes the fact of an organic connection of character
between the parent and the child; a seal of faith in
the parent, applied over to the child on the ground
of a presumption that his faith 1is wrapped up in the
parent's fairth, so that he 1s accounted a believer
from the beginning (31).' 'The regeneration 1s not
actual, but only presumptive, and every thing depends
upon the organic law of character pertaining between
the parent and the child, the church and the child,
thus upon duty and holy laving and gracious example.
The child 1s too young to choose the rite for himself,
but the parent, having him as 1t were 1n his own life,
1s allowed the confidence that his own faith and
character will be reproduced in the child, and grow up
in his growth, and that thus the propriety of the rite
as a seal of faith will not be violated (32).!'




The organac law Bushnell believed in so strongly would
ensure a high probability that the children of Chraistaian
parents, brought up in the nurture of the Lord, would
become professing believers and thus paedobaptism found
1ts warrant. Similar arguments are employed by modern
theologlans(33) and some empirical evidence can be

cited that the children of worshipping parents, when

eventually confirmed, remain fairthful communlcants(34).

(11) Baptism and Sin

To gain an adequate conception of baptism as it

applies to children and to anticaipate possible objections

to the posaitive approach to an educational, religious
nurture which we shall later adopt, Bushnell's views on
the baptism of infants need comparing with the stronger
doctrine of baptismal regeneration held in the catholac
tradition of Chrastianity

It seems that in the NT baptism was believed to

(35). Now since the earliest

confer forgiveness of sins
converts were adult, the sins remitted in baptism would
be actual offences committed before conversion or the
baptismal bath. Once, however, infant baptism spread
and became the norm, the problem arose of what sin 1in a
baby required washing away. The orthodox answer,
following Augustine, was provided by the doctrine of
oraginal sin and guilt. Babies inherited both the
vitium and the reatus of Adam's 51n(36).

Baptism was therefore said, by the Council of

Trent, really to work regeneration in the child and
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to remove original gu11t(37), for the sin of Adam,
in which the infant shared. Original sin, an 1inherited
flaw 1n the will or bias in 1t towards evil, was also

to some extent countered, though the precise nature

of this claim in the case of paedobaptism 1s not clear(ag).

This tendency to sin, which the child was deemed to have
by generation, certainly to some extent remained, since
experience has always testified that baptised Christians
are still sinful, even after they have passed through
the laver of regeneration. Indeed Quick asserts the

view of common sense that the baptism of a baby makes

no empirical dlfference(39). Bushnell, as we have seen(40)

agreed that the child had no actual sins to be forgiven,
while the inherited corruption of nature persisted.

Bushnell certainly believed that the organic unity
of parent and child, on which he laid so much stress,
transmitted a sinful tendency.

'The natural pravity of man i1s plainly asserted an
the Scraptures, and, i1f 1t were not, the familiar laws
of physiology would require us to believe what amounts
to the same thing. And a1f neither Scrapture nor
physiology taught us the doctrine, 1f the child was
born as clear of natural prejudice or damage as Adam
before his sin, spiritual education, or, what is the
same, probation, that which trains a being for a stable,
intelligent virtue hereafter, would still involve an
experiment of evil, therefore a fall and a bondage under
the laws of evil (41l).' 'Now, 1t 1s in the twofold
manner set forth, under this and the previous head of
my dascourse, that our race have fallen, as a race,
into moral corruption and apostasy. In these two
methods also, they have been subjected, as an organic
unity to evil, so that when they come to the age of
proper indaviduality, the damage received as prepared
them to set forth, on a course of blamable and guilty
transgression. The question of original or imputed sin
has been much debated in modern times, and the effort
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has been to vindicate the personal responsibility of
each indiviadual, as a moral agent. Nor is any thing
more clear, on first principles, than that no man 1s
responsible for any sin but his own. The sin of no
person can be transmitted as a sain, or charged to the
account of another. But 1t does not therefore follow,
that there are no moral connections between individuals,
by which one becomes a corrupter of others. If we are
units, so also are we a race, and the race 1s one -

one family, one organic whole (42);!

Therefore there was in the child a real weakness of
will that needed countering by divine grace and forgive=
ness was required for actual sins committed.

'The growth of Chraistian virtue 1s no vegetable
process, no mere onward development. It involves a
struggle waith evil, a fall and a rescue., The soul
becomes established in holy virtue, as a free exercise,
only as 1t 1s passed round the corner of fall and
redemption, ascending thus unto God through a double
experience, 1in which 1t learns the bitterness of evil
and the worth of good, fighting aits way out of one, and
achieving the other as a victory. The child, therefore,
may as well begin life under a law of hereditary damage,
as to plunge himself into evil by his own experiment,
which he will as naturally do from the simple impulse
of curaosity, or the instinct of knowledge, as from any
noxious quality in his mold deraived by descent. For i1t
1s not sin which he derives from his parents, at least,
not sin 1n any sense which imports blame, but only some
prejudice to the perfect harmony of this mold, some
kind of pravaty or obliquity which inclines him to
evil (43).!

The claim Bushnell also made(44), whaich his critics

strenuously denied, was that the natural organic
connection of parent and child was the channel of God's
grace to the infant and not some character or effect
implanted in the baby's soul by baptism. Here Bushnell
stood in a mid-position, apart from the catholic view
that grace 1s in the child since baptlsm(45) and from
the evangelical view of Tyler and his 1lk that regenera-
tion only occurs when God chooses to give faith and to
convert a sinner - presumably not normally in infancy,

but more commonly in maturity on the Baptist theory(46).
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Now, 1t 1s further necessary to the argument of
this Study, that we take up a defensible position on
these matters and not merely expound nineteenth century
and other ancient controversies. The doctrine of
original sain 1n 1ts Augustinian or any other classic
form, taken as a liateral theory of human origains and
not as a myth, has been subjected to devastating craiti-
cisms, such as those of Tennant(47) and chk(48).

Belief in original guilt in Augustine's sense has been
abandoned by most modern Protestants because of the
moral objection that 1t 1s unjust to impute Adam's sin
to his successors who have no responsibility for ait.
In any case evolution and current knowledge of pre-
history have made the presupposition of an historical
Adam untenable. Hence the traditional account of the
origin of sin can no longer be maintained and in thas
study that problem of sin's beginning in time need not
concern us further and will not be discussed.

What, however, does need explanation 1is the unaversal
tendency to actual sin in man. Why do men, who know what
1s right and are able to do 1t, do otherwise and succumb
to temptation? In particular cases normal psychological
accounts of why we act as we do can be girven in common-
sense and psychoanalytic terms of motive, reason, passion,
impulse and character-trait. In general there seens,
though, to be the existence at a deeper level of acrasia
and weakness of will to explain. Whence arises also
the proneness of men sometimes to be deliberately
wicked and to choose to put their interests, desires or

1deologies above the moral law?
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It may be ob)jected that there i1is nothing here to
explain. One would expect men to be imperfect in thear
moral conduct, just as they are in every other sphere
of life, where standards exist for appraising action.
In education, for example, despite all the efforts of
teachers, few children learn to spell perfectly and
many fall far short of a bare competence 1in literacy.
Why should moralaity be different and socialisation,
moral education or character-building be any more
successful in producing good men?” It 1s sufficient
to reply that to many morally serious men sin has
seemed a mystery. The situation 1s unlike that of
incompetence in other areas, such as those that involve
knowledge or Sk111(49), since 1n the ethical sphere we
d¢ .~ know what we ought to do and how to do 1t, we
are capable of choosing the better and yet we do the
worse. Temptation should be overcome but so often
the agent succumbs. Saints and philosophers, from
AIlStOtle(SO) and Pau1(51) to Kant(52) and Reinhold

Nlebuhr(53)

in our own day, have found ainiquity a
problem. Moreover 1t also appears surprising that
despate all his scientific and technological progress,
modern man 1s still so prone to evil: the moral monsters
who perpetrated the holocaust were 'persons belonging
to an "advanced society' in the heart of the European
family of peoples, sharing a common cultural and
historacal herltage(54).'

A tentative answer to the question of why men are
prone to sin 1s that moral weakness 1s ocontagious and

(55)

spread culturally Every child has morally imperfect
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parents and teachers and grows up in a sinful environ-
ment. Poor models to imitate and adentify with are
provided and therefore moral learning i1s bound to be
defective. Standards of right and wrong are only
gradually grasped and often are only very poorly
internalised, while the will i1s not adequately
strengthened to withstand temptation. Virtues are
only partially inculcated and a positive sensibility
embracing altruism, love, compassion, conscience and
social sensitivaity 1s often lacking in the young person
at the end of his upbringing. At a deeper level, the
emotional bonding with the nurturing parent (in the
psychological sense of'nurture'(56)) 1s often weak and
distorted and not surprisingly children grow up morally
stunted(57). All these factors explain why the child
1s a moral cripple and then each failure or sin enfeebles
the will and makes further lapses easier. Character is
infected by past weaknesses, bad habits are established-
a whole sinful nature 1s developed in a person, which
like a bad habait, explains but does not excuse his
mi1sdeeds.

A further factor, to which the doctrine of original
sin points, 1s well brought out by Nlebuhr(SB) and

Oman(sg).

Bad actions flow from dispositions such as
habits, vices or a man's whole moral character, and
for these factors themselves sinners are also respons-

ible. The vitium of sin, a person's bias towards evil,

1s his own fault(6o). Here may be the true meaning of
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original guilt, once the literal associations of the
Adamic story have been stripped away. Indeed our
character, for good or 1ll, 1s created by our previous
choices and therefore culpability for past sins makes
the sinner blameworthy for the weakness of will and the
tendency to disregard the moral law that those sins
generate. Thus sin presupposes 51n(6l), sinful acts
sins as character-traxts and those in turn earlier
sinful acts. In this way the tragic progression 1in
iniquity in each individual may be traced back to his
first delinquencies and lapses from goodness and so to
the sinful climate in which he grows up and the
inadequacies of his childhood socialisation and moral
education. But, of course, though 1t follows that all
adults will have 1n them the vitium and possibly the
reatus of original sin, 1t does not follow that children
inherit this bias and are to blame for it They are
only beginning to sin and are free of the effects of
previous failure.

Such an account of original sin in modern terms
may have some plausibility in 1tself and be i1n accord-
ance with common sense and psychological knowledge.
It will be provisionally and tentatively adopted for our
purposes. As an explanation of the vitaium all men
possess this view may perhaps do Justice to the bablical
myth of the Fall, to Paul's conception of universal sin-
fulness as we may receive 1t today and to general
Chraistian experience. Bushnell's interpretation based

on organlC connection was essentially raight. What,
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however, might be questioned in Bushnell, ain view of
the way he thought sinful tendencies were passed down
the generations (and setting aside his invocation of
the 'physiological' laws of heredity that confuse the
i1ssue and obscure moral responsibility), 1s whether
parents, even devout, conscientious, Christian parents,
could ever be channels of grace sufficient to counter

original 51n(62).

Fathers and mothers begin as sinners
and i1n sin they rear their offspring, despite thear
faith and God's grace in them quis custodiet custodes®
Some regeneration beyond parental nurture (and that of
school and church as cultural environment), beyond all
human and natural social agencies, 1s required if men
are to be redeemed. In that sense Bushnell's critics
were rlght(63), whatever the doubts we may have about
fictaic' grace. The forgiveness of sins and the gift

of the Holy Spirat seem necessary 1f the children of
Chraistians are to be redeemed despite organic connection
and 1t appears to be the teaching of the NT that these
graces are sacramentally conveyed by baptlsm(64). None~-

theless 1t 1s not obvious that thas baptismal regeneration

1s needed ain childhood and to that question we now turn.

(113) Sin in Children

Do children need baptism® The answer to this
question depends on whether and when children may be
said to sin. We have 3just seen how original sin may
be understood today as moral weakness caused by an

imperfect moral environment and defective socialisation
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But does 1t follow from this conclusion that children,
before adulthood, commit actual sins”?

We need satisfactory criteria for a sainful act.
We make use in this tudy of Tennant's account(65) and
provisionally assume 1t 1s correct. He asserts that a
theologically and ethically adequate concept of sin
must conceive a sin as an act that fairstly violates

the moral law(66)

» secondly, he claims that the law
concerned must be known to be binding on the agent at
the tlme(67), thirdly that the act occurs in a situation
of choice between two lines of conduct to which the
agent 1s 1mpelled by impulses of different intensity
and moral value, 1.e. 1S an act done in response to
temptatlon(ée), fourthly that the act 1s free and
1ntent10na1(69).

In the case of children, as opposed to infants,
the fourth criterion may be assumed to apply. Once a
child can grasp, move about and talk, some minimal
level of i1ntentional acting i1s possible to i1t, even 1f
much less self-control i1s expected than ain the case of
an adult. To a very limited extent, a toddler can help
doing what he does and he becomes from that time onwards
in his mother's eyes more and more responsible for hais
actions,

The crucial criterion i1s the second. A child must
be able to know his act i1s wrong af 1t 1s to count as
a sin. Otherwise 1t i1is unjust to blame him saince 1n

morality, invincible ignorance of the law 1s a real
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excuse and exculpates, especially with children. What
we next require 1s some accaunt of the development of
conscience in the young and of the understanding of
moral principles. Much research in psychology and
child-development has led to the conception that moral-
1ty develops in stages(7o). At first the toddler's
control of his conduct is i1in accord with no rules and
1s completely impulsive and egocentric. Then behaviour
becomes prudential and children act so as to gain
reward and approval and to avoid punishment, takaing
these terms in the widest possible sense. At thas
stage wrong only means what authoraty, that i1s parents
or teachers, forbid or punish, right what they enjoin
or reward. Hence the child's morality 1s undifferent-
1ated and all commands bind equally. Asked what were
the greatest sins, the schoolboy answered, "Murder and
shouting in corrldors(71)1" Moral subjects who see
nothing incongruous in this response are incapable of
knowing which of their bad actions are contrary to
conscience and which are only contrary to the convenience
of authorities.

The moral law can only then be said to enter the
child's conscience when he learns that some thaings are
ri1ght and some are wrong 1in themselves, irrespective
of the consequences to him, without regard to incentives
or penalties., This 1s the minimum development of
conscience that 1s required before we can properly

speak of sin. It 1s not necessary to go further up the




scale of moral development and for children to become
rational, autonomous and to know the reasons that
Justify moral rules. So few reach the stage of rational
autonomy that, were that to be made a precondition for
the ascraiption of sin, only a small minority of the
human race would be sinners! We recoil from this
counteraintuitive conclusion, as from a reductio ad
absurdum, by claiming that for a child to be a sinner
he must at least appreciate the categorical nature of
the moral imperataive and be able to distinguash thas
from hypothetical imperatives and from the crude
commands of authority.

When 1s this stage of moral development reached?
The fullest recent British study i1s that of N. Bu11(72).
He claims children begin from a stage of 'anomy', when
morality i1s what 1t pays to do or to avoid on particular
occasions, through the stage of 'heteronomy', where
morality 1s based on the external authority of the parent
and justified or motivated by rewards end punishments.
Thence the child passes into the stage of 'socionomy',
where morals derive from peer-group pressure, the
authority of society and the need for approval, and on
to the stage of autonomy where interior guilt occurs
and the belief that things are wrong per se(73). In
terms of this scheme children must at least have passed
beyond the stage of heteronomy before they can be said
to sin. Since heteronomy on average at a roungh estimate,
ends no earlier than 1ll, according to Bu11(74) and often

in some cases persists to 13 or even to 15, at follows
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that certainly young children, those in the primary

school, those usually said to be 1n the stage of middle-

childhood or pre-adolescence, cannot sin and thus do not
| need baptism on this account,.

Similar findings occur in Kohlberg, the most famous
contemporary worker in the psychology of moral development(75)
For him there are three levels of growth in moral thinking
with two stages 1n each. His earliest level 1is the 'pre-
conventional', where moralaity is understood in terms of
prudence and expediency, that 1s through punishment from
those in authority or through rewards via the instrumental-
1ty of others. Such an interpretation of the ethical con-
flicts with Tennant's second criterion. Hence we may
speak of sin only when the 'conventional' level of moral
thought 1s attained. This comprises the stages of
'interpersonal concord' and of 'law and order' orientation,
where the moral law 1s derived from peers, from the social
roles of 'good boy/nice girl' stereotypes or later from
some legal system backed by an ultimate authority such as
the law of Moses stemming from God

Unfortunately Kohlberg 1s not very clear on age-norms

for his levels and stages waith children. But his general

position 1s that most adults (in many daverse cultures)
have only reached the conventional level (and not the
'post-conventional' level of rational or principled
morality), while children and morally-backward young
people are still at the pre-conventional level. Thais
broadly concurs with our conclusion that sin, as a moral

offence, 1s not possible before adolescence and that
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baptism for this period seems unnecessary. The tradi-
tional Jewish age of 12 or 13 for moral and legal
respon51b111ty(76) appears about right, as does
Tertullian's estimate of 14 as the time of puberty

and the onset of sin, while the offaicial Catholic view
of innocence ending at 7(77) 1s far too early.

Suppose then chilaren in early adolescence can do
moral wrong, 1t does not follow that even then they can
sin 1n the full sense. Sin 1s not only a moral concept
but a religious one ard Tennant's account 1s 1inadequate.
Theologically speaking - and this 1s the universe of
discourse to which 'sin' belongs - a sin 1s an act
contrary to the moral law in the sight of God, an
infraction of the diaivine law, rebellion against God's
will and an injury or hurt to divine love. The exist-
ence of God 1s necessary for there to be sinj; we may only
speak of a moral offence as sin when we place 1t 1in

relation to God, upon the assumption that God exists.

Now 1t 1s not necessary to believe 1n God in order
to be able to sir An atheist who murders someone, not
only commits a craime against the municipal law and an
offence against the moral law, but he also sins in the
sight of God, granted God exists. He may be said to sin
objectively. But an unbeliever cannot sin subjectaively,
that 1s he camnot see his moral lapse as a sin, he cannot
think he offends God and he cannot logically or reasonably
repent (though he car and indeed must feel moral guilt
and regret at his deed, 1f he has a conscience), Sub-
jJective sin, therefore, presupposes faith. Men have to come to

believe 1n God before they can be expected to repent.
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As we shall argue in Chapters IV and V, children
before the age of maturity cannot reasonably and properly
be expected to believe 1n God or to have faith. Christian
belief cannot be rightly assumed in the child because of
the value that ought to be given to a young person's
autonomy ain the light of the controversial nature of
religious truth. Thus, 1f the positions to be defended
later are acceptable, the early adolescent, before he
reaches years of discretion when commitment to Christianaty
1s legitimate, cannot sain subjectively. God, we may then
suppose, being just and respecting a child's integrity
and his raight to think for himself, will not demand
repentance for objective sin or condemn a youth of thas
age dying unbaptised. A practical incapacity to sin
st1ll applies and baptism 1s as inappropriate as in the
case of a conscientious agnostic or as in the case of
someone ignorant or only partially informed of the Gospel.

It may be objected that the children of Christian
homes do i1in fact sometimes believe ain God before they can
properly be expected to come to faith and choose to
follow Chraist. Faith may simply be induced quite uncraiti-
cally by the mere fact of a pious upbringing. Such a
child, once old enough to do moral wrong, may therefore
be said to sin subjectively, to repent and to seek divine
forgiveness., Surely baptism 1s appropriate in such a
case, It does indeed follow, on the view of paedobaptism
we are about to advance in (1v), that 1f children are
baptised in infancy, then whenever they show glimmerings

of moral awareness, faith and repentance, their baptism




comes into effect This result 1s quite compatible with
not expecting or allowing final public commitment to
Chrastianity until a later date but 1s inconsistent with
an educationally sound practice of believers' baptism
upon 1irrevocable profession of belief and dedication.
Such a position now needs defending in the context of a

full discussion of the justifiability of infant baptism.

(1v) A Defence of Infant Baptism

It remains to present our case for infant baptism to
the extent 1t 1s necessary or compatible with the general
ibeory of an educational religious nurture towards which
we are working in this study. On paedobaptism four 1issues
need distinguishing. First there 1s the propriety and
Justaifiabilaty of baptising babies, in view of the
apparent absence of this practice in the church of the

first two centurles(78).

Second 1s the question of whom
to baptise. Third 1s the problem of what happens spiritu-
ally in the baptism of an infant. Fourthly we have to ask
whether there 1s any advantage in this hal lowed custom.

We have already noticed the conventional considera-
ti1on Bushnell aoduces(79) and the fact that they consitute
a prima facie case for the justification and propriety of
infant baptaism in the church today There seems to be
here a typical controversial issue where arguments aof
some weight can be found on both sides and there 1s no

easy resolution of the matter with either the case for

paedo- or exclusive believers~baptism appearing clearly

the weightier.
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Two additional arguments for infant baptism may be
presented. There 1s farst the appeal to tradition,
Christian history and to the almost universal practice
of the church since 200 A.D for more than a millenium
and continued in the greater part of Christendom since
the Reformation If developing Christian praxis 1s a
prima facie sign of the Sparit's leading, 1t 1s hard to
believe such a development in sacramental administration
as paedobaptism 1s mistaken. There seems a welghty case
to answer and there 1s the question of the fate of count-
less millions of Christian souls baptised in infancy, if
the baptism of babes 1s 1llegatimate and ineffectual,
when baptism 1s held necessary for salvation and children
are burdened waith original sin. That a theological erroxr
of such magnitude has occurred is counter-intuitive and
affronts commonsense.

Second 1is Bushnell's distinctive argument from the
organic unity of the famlly(BO). Interpreted as the
empirical claim that the children of devout parents are
likely to come to faith and repentance and thereafter to
remain Chraistians throughout their adult life, Bushnell's
defence 1s a powerful one. What fitter subjects for
baptismal regeneration can there be, especially i1f the
crucial consideration is, as Cullmann asserts(sl), to
1identify those who most probably will laive a Chrastian

life after baptism, waith a subsequent faith in what God

did for them in 1t, 1in applying the 'general baptaism' of
(82),

the Cross to their own case
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Our tentative conclusion 1s that paedobaptism 1is
Justified and those parents and churches, which practise
1t as their long=-established custom, can continue so to do,
1f they waish, with a good conscience.

The second issue of who should be baptised in infancy,
1f anyone should be, 1s easily answered in the liaight of
Bushnell's distinctive argument and 1ts contemporary
presentation by Cullmann. It 1s only fitting to baptise
the children of Christian parents (or of some equivalent)
where the effect of Christian models and environment is
likely to be felt. That such children will probably an
the end ir fact opt for Christianity 1s quite compatible
with the educational aims of the type of religious nurture
that tries to promote informed choice, exploration and
autonomous decision in the realm of spiritual or i1deological
commitment. It 1s a fact simply to be recognised that the
offspring of the faithful are likely to become faithful,
in the same way as those of Communists become Communists,
Jews Jews and so on.,

Thas approach may indeed require change in baptismal
liturgies. It 1is clearly wrong, on the argument of thas
study, for sponsors to promise on behalf of babies that
they will choose Chraistianity or believe in God when they
are mature or even for parents to vow to bring up their
children as Chraistians or with that as their objective.
Tre proper promises for a Christian father or mother
to make, as parcnts, who reverence truth and autonomy
qua Chraistians as well as qua rational belngs(83), are

that they will ensure that the young people receive good
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physical and psychological nurture(84) and a sound

religious educatlon(gs).

(Issues of baptismal refarm
or raigorism, however pastorally perplexing, are not
discussed here.)

No defence of infant baptism 1s complete without
discussion, 1n the third gﬁgxe, of what the sacrament
effects, We begin from the teaching of the NT about
the baptism of believers. There 1s a fair consensus
among NT scholars that baptism confers forgiveness of
51ns(86), gives (normally) the Holy Splrlt(87); admits
to membership of the church(aa); and i1dentifies the candi-

date with the death and resurrection of Chrlst(Bg).

This
operation 1s conceived as a once~for-all, qualatative,
metaphysical or spiritual change for convenience we
shall now refer to a1t as a whole as 'regeneration', how-~
ever the precise meaning of this term has varied in
theological usage. The crucial question then becomes
does 1t make sense to speak of the regeneration of babies
and younger children, since 1t cannot be assumed that the
NT intended what 1t said of baptism to fit infants.

It 1s hard to predicate of an ainfant any of the effects
or changes of status that baptism in the NT brings about.
We have seen, following Bushnell(go), that the child has

no sins to forglve(gl),

or any original guilt to wash
away. We shall argue in Chapter IV that young children
cannot be members of the church in the sense of beaing
members of Christ. It i1s unclear what a1t would mean to
say a young child has the Holy Spirat. What fruit, gaifts,

guidance or strengthening of the Spirit makes sense in child-

hood?
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To consider f{irst the fruit of the Spairait, as listed
by St. Paul in Gal 5 22 (in the NEB translation). The
love, joy and peace which manifest the Holy Spirat are
not just any cases of these emotions but these feelings
when they arise in reaction to the Gospel and ain the
context of the Christian life. We are concerned with
love for the Lord or the brethren, joy in redemption, the
peace of salvation and of sins forgiven. Such passions
are beyond the scope of young children 1f they are, as we
shall argue in Chapter IV, incapable of being Chraistians
and members of Christ.

The remaining varieties of fruit are virtues that
cannot be properly ascribed to children. We do not
expect a child to be patient when he has little sense of
tame and capacity for delayed gratification. While a

ch1ld waits for something, he may not show impatience

because he 1s distracted but we would not call him patient.
Kindness 1n the form of impulsive generosity does occur in
children but 1s scarcely a virtue i1n the absence of the
preoccupations and distractions adults have to contend
with which give this quality moral value. Goodness 1is
merely a general term for the possession of other

virtues and does not merait separate discussion.

Fidelaity presupposes obligations, commitments,
promises and contracts that children cannot take on and
gentleness 1s only possible to those who possess a fine
and delicate control of movement and action uncharacter-

1stic of and indeed beyond the capacity of the young child.
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Self-control 1s scarcely intelligible ain the case of or
to be expected from children. The appearance of 1t
might be thought precocious in infants or be only
prudential or expedient, the restraining of impulses orx
passions to gain advantage or to avoid punishment. To
be a virtue self-control must show 1tself in a person
mature enough to have moral standards(gz), in the laght
of whaich he controls his desires.

St. Paul also teaches in 1 Cor 12 4-11 the Sparat
1s manifest 1n certain gifts. (We use the NEB trans=-
lations of these gifts.) Can these be ascribed to
young children? The Holy Spirit gives 'wise speech',
the ability to 'put deepest knowledge into words' and
'faith'. Such properties or attributes depend on under-
standing and belaeving in Christianity and i1f our argument
in Chapter IV 1s sound, the child cannot understand or
believe the Gospel. Also given are 'healing' and
'miraculous powers'. Suppose signs and wonders were
performed by an infant. Unless they were done in faith
or i1n the context of the child's prayers for say the
sick, they might just be miracles, magic, bizarre
phenomena, perhaps diabolic, and not necessarily or
properly to be ascribed to the Holy Sparait. But faith,
and prayer which demands faith, are beyond children, as
we argue in Chapter 1IV.

'Prophecy' may be the gift of imaginative Christian
thinking in response to some contemporary challenge, an
essentially adult function. Or 'prophecy', along with

‘the ability to distinguish true spirits from false',
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'ecstatic utterance of different kinds' and the 'ability
to interpret' (such utterance) belong to a context of
glossalalia and other charismatic gifts., It is question-
able in the laight of 1 Cor 14 how far these capacities
are genuine manifestations of the Holy Spirat in adults.
In any case, again, a context of mature faith and devotion
on the part of older Chraistians 1s presupposed, a context
beyond the range of childhood. Of course a child in the
company of charismatic Chraistians might begin to speak

1n tongues but 1t would be hard to ascribe such a
phenomenon to a God who respects integrity and autonomy
1in children the Sparit can scarcely be thought to bestow
his gifts without a person's knowledge and consent.

Beyond fruit and gifts, the Holy Spirit 1s commonly
thought to grant guidance and strength to Christians in
leading their laives Once more adult contexts are required
to make sense of these functions of the Paraclete. Chil-
dren do not require direct, inner guidance since they are
controlled and directed by teachers and parents an all
important matters. Strengthening for servaice or witness
or i1n the face of temptation 1s a need of the adult
Christian 1n a ministry young children do not undertake.
Empowering 1s needed in situations beyond the grasp of
children whose conscience has not developed so far as to
make moral conflict possible, as we have seen(93).

Thus 1t 1s not obvious how the Holy Spairat could be
manifest in babies and young children before older chald-
hood. There i1s then no way of determining 1in prainciple

whether a child has the Spairat but cannot show his
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presence - unless the qQuestion 1s begged by assuming

the Sparat dwells in the soul of the baptised baby =~

or whether the Spirit 1s only receaved at a later date.
And i1n that case force or meaning 1s lacking 1n assert=-
ing the Paraclete to have descended on the infant at

his baptism. Augustine wrote 'we say therefore that the
Holy Spairait dwells in baptised infants, although they
know 1t not(94).' Our problem 1s how anyone else,

beside the child, could know the Spirait i1s in him, since
this attrabution seems unverifiable. It 1s indeed true
that the Spirit might be i1n a particular adult without
manifestation. The difficulty with the child is more
radical. Where every overt expression of the Paraclete's
indwellaing fails to make sense in a whole class of person,
possession of the Spirit by such subjects would make no
discernible difference and have no laiteral significance.

Yet J. D, C, Fisher in Confirmation Then and Now has

recently claimed 'children of seven years are capable of
receiving the gift of the Holy Sparait' but he has given
no reasons for this astonishing claim, whiaich as we have
seen 1s hard to support(95).

Baptism, further, identifies the candidate with
Chrast's death, burial and resurrection, as an Rom 6.
Thas difficult notion may be ethical ain which case 1t
cannot make sense 1n respect of children, who are not
yet capable of moral awareness and sin, Baptism may be
the act by which God applies the atonement to the aindi-

vidual who then shares once for all in Chrast's sacrifice,
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Once again 1t 1s hard to see how one can ascribe thais

act except to a moral subject, such as an infant cannot
be, Participation in Jesus' death, burial and resurrec-
tion may be a metaphor or symbol of giving up a sinful
existence and assuming a new way of life or the meta-~
physical or logical foundation of for giveness and the

gift of the Holy Spairit or a poetic periphrasis for
receiving these endowments. If this 1s so, there 1s no
need to add to the criticisms above of babes as sinners
needing salvation or of the vacuity of attributing the
presence of the Spairait in them. The suggestion that all
this can be true of a baby in some unconscious mode 1s
problematic. The unconscious possession of any attribute
or factor in the mind makes no sense unless 1ts expression
1in conscious behaviour, emotion and belief can be sketched
out and such a sketching would require the context of a
minimum personal understanding and morality that infants
lack.

It may therefore be concluded that the baptismal
regeneration of infants does not make sense. Hence
paedo-baptism has no immediate effect, empirically (as
1s clear to commonsense), nor spiritually or metaphysic-
ally. Is thas hallowed practice then vacuous and infant
baptism an empty sacrament?

There 15 also the fundamental diffiaiculty that a child
cannot meaningfully be said to have faith, despite the
necessitv of this in the NT as a precondition and accom~

(96)

paniment of baptism This argument is not, however,




conclusive as 1t might be thoucht possible for God to
regenexate a sinner without faith - wherever regeneration
1s applicable - even though 1t may not be fitting for

God to act in faith's absence. In catholic theolgy

there 1s an ancient distinction between the validity and
fruitfulness of a sacrament a man can receive valid
baptism without faith but his baptism only later becomes
fruitful when he repents and has true bellef(97). The
crucial consideration is the temporal dimension of sacra-
mental efficacy.

So far in our discussion there has lain in the
background a hidden assumption that has not been challenged.
This 1s the proposition that the effect of baptism, the
spiraitual change 1t brings about, must coincide in time
with the outward rite and also be synchronous with the
appropriate attitude on behalf of the candidate. Suppose
then this premiss 1s questioned and baptism treated as a
'delayed-action' sacrament, which only comes into operation
later when faith and repentance are present in the
baptlzand(gs). Consaider the case of an adult who 1is
baptised for the wrong reasons, when still inwardly an
atheist and a notorious evil liver. Would we say after
his baptism that he i1s a Christian or member of Christ an
any real sense? Maybe there 1s some metaphysical stamp
or character implanted in the soul of such a man but pro

tempore 1t 1s 1nactaive and 1noperat1ve(99).

To use the
netaphor of a seed sown, the seed can be dormant in the

ground for long before 1t shoots up and flowers. Afterx
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some time our man repents and believes. At that point
in universal catholic practice he 1s never rebaptlsed(loo);
his original baptism is held sufficient. Now 1t operates.
Once the sinner seeks forgiveness and comes to faith, has
past baptism comes into effect, regeneration occurs and
from that date on, but not before, he becomes a Chraistian
and member of Chrast. The metaphysical 1issue of sacra-
mental causalaty 1s not discussed here. It does not
matter for our argument whether God acts in the baptised
person 1n some mysterious way immediately before faith
and repentance, or not until the cardidate comes to
believe and to repent,

Such a line of thought makes sense of infant baptism.
When the baby is baptised, nothing happens at the time.
It must therefore be said, clearly and emphatically, that
the baptised child - however paradoxical 1t may sound -
1s not a Chraistian, not a member of Christ (as will be
argued in Chapter IV), not empirically or spiritually
different in status from an unbaptised child, Both are
children and require, in addition to physacal and
psychological nurture, religious education because they
are human beings. This complete spiritual equality of
all children, whether baptised or no, 1s the reason why
there must pe no special nurture for the child in a
Chrastian home. But when such children in years of
maturity decide for tnemselves Chrastianaity is true
and choose to become Christians, their faith and repent-
ance (for by now they are liable to actual sins) brang

their baptism into operation, and regeneration happens.
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(In sacramental terms, in traditions like the
Anglican and Lutheran which practise Infant Baptism and
adolescent Confirmation, ideally this mature coming to
faith can neatly and conveniently coincide with the
ratification of baptisnal vows which the Confirmation
candidate makes i1n the course of the post=Peformation
forms of this service., Then the gaiving of the Spirit
in Confirmation and in delayed baptismal regeneration are
identical and coincident in tame, as in the early church,
and can be regarded as one reception of the Comforter.
Fruitless, speculative questions of whether the Spirait
18 given only 1n Baplism or only in Confirmation or in
both in two stages are av01ded(101).)

Though a possible defence of infant baptism can be
argued in this way, 1t 1s still unclear whether the
traditional procedure has any advantage. This 1s the
fourth problem to consider. It might well be thought that
believers' baptism coheres better with the general approach
of thas study to an educational nurture. The child ais not
to be brought up a Christian but to choose for himself
whetner or not to become one. Surelv, 1t might be said,
that 1s the obvious time for baptism and the sophisticated
case put forward here - 1f not sophistical - 1s unneces=
sary. Let the young person be baptised when he makes his
act of faith, so that regeneration comes into effect
immediately and at the same time as the outward aimmersion
or affusion. ’

There 1s indeed much to be said for such a point of

view and 1f 1t ever becomes the norm in the church, there
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will be no great objection from the writer of this study.
Different Christians on this matter may do what seems best
to them and both the paedo-baptist and believers'-baptast
positions are reasonable and harmonize with the approach
advocated here of educational religious nurture. Never-
theless there are possible slight advantages in ainfant
baptism i1in the context of the treatment of the children
of Chraistian families of the kind suggested in this and
later chapters.

As we have seen(loz), in fact faith and repentance
may be found before the child comes to the time for a
mature sparitual decision., Before that day of choice
believers' baptism 1s premature, as irrevocable, public
commitment 1s premature. Further there 1s evidence that
in American Baptist churches, young children are converted,
'givaing their hearts to Jesus', yet their baptism 1s post-
poned until their late teens when they are deemed to be
fit for the responsibilities of churchmanshlp(103).
Theologically 1t seems undesirable to splait receiving
Chraist from entering the body of Chrast! But 1t 1is true
that significant churchmanship requires the maturaity
necessary for belonging to an adult organisation, whereas
religious conversion 1s apparently within the capacity of
a primary school child. This kind of difficulty could be
avoided 1f baptism took place in infancy and regeneration
came 1into effect whenever the appropriate attitude occurs.
Conceivably not all elements even in regeneration happen

at once, Maybe sins need forgiveness before the Spirit is

required or before churchmanship can be a reality.




117

We should also beware of accepting too saimple and
clear-cut a conception of the spiritual evolution of
children. They may come to faith gradually and spasmodic-
ally, now in this aspect of Christianity, later in that.
Some kind of simple discipleship and pious practice is
possible, even 1f 1t 1s not desirablg, before a mature,
intellectual appraisal of the Christian creed as a
controversial belief-system, on a par with larxism or
Humanism can take place Moreoever in the Chrastian
family a child's faith may come by a dialectic with has
elders, at times following th3g“at others asserting has
independence by adopting a sceptical wviewpoint,

If believers' baptism 1is properly delayed until
such childish fluctuations in belief are replaced by a
firm faith, making appropriate a public profession
thereof, then God's uncovenanted mercies must be left to
care for earlier spiritual needs, Or 1t could be claimed
that a 'baptism of desire' applies to child-catechumens
prior to water-baptism. But then 1t must be recalled
that catechumens were adults, already committed to faith
and therefore differing in status from believers' chil-
dren, as Baptist writers are apt to overlook, when they
advocate a restoration of the catechumenate for Christian

offsprlng(104).

So we argue that 1f baptism has already
been performed in infancy, God can r espond sensitively to
these children's needs and explorations through their
sacramental endowment, as their minds grow in untidy wayse.

Perhaps i1n the end one's preference ain this matter

1s determined by the weight one gives to more general




considerations of the part sacraments should play in
Chraistianity. In the light of differences in theology
here, divergence 1n practice over the baptism of the
children of Chraistians are understandable and justifi-
able. Those who stress baptismal regeneration, as God's
mode of saving men, including the child as he moves,
perhaps uncertainly, towards free and responsible commit-
ment, will prefer to baptise first before exploration
begins rather than after the goal of faith 1is finally

attained.
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Chapter IV

The Chaild in the Church

In this chapter we move to a substantive discussion
of the relation of the child to the church. First we
examine the arguments Bushnell gave for the church
membership of children 1n addition to those he advanced
for infant baptism. Second we assess the discussion of
this 1ssue 1n the recent British Councal of Churches'

report The Child in the Church(l). Third we consider

dairectly the question 'Can children be Christians and
churchmen?' Four th, 1n the light of this analysis, the

view of nurture The Child in the Church presents is

scrutinised and criticaised. Thus the ground will be
cleared for the positive approach to an educational,

religious nurture that we shall present ain Chapter V.

(1) Bushnell on the Church Membership of Children

Bushnell in the 1861 final form of has work, entitled

Christian Nurture, added a chapter on The Chuxch Membership

of Chlldren(z) to complete the case he had based on infant

baptism. He aimed to show why baptised children should be
in church and how desirable this was. We examine his
arguments one by one. It 1s necessary to bear ain mind
that in c¢riticising him we mean by children, as we shall
in the next subsection unless otherwise stated, young
children and not older ones.

Bushnell once again used the argument from the
occurrence of 'faithful' to include apparently children

in Colossians and Ephe51ans(3), he appealed to the
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analogies of circumcision and of proselyte baptism as
admitting babes to the membership of Israel or Judalsm(4);
he cated 1 Cor 7 14 to prove the fittingness of the off-
sprang of Christians to be in the church(s). We have
already seen the powerful criticisms which scholars
opposed to infant baptism make of these con51derat10ns(6).
Yet we also admitted that a prima facie case for paedo-
baptism could also be based on these factors(7). Suppose
then this case 1s sound, 1t only shows the admnistra-
tion of baptism to babies may be legitimate. It does not
necessarily follow that baptised infants are immediately
members of the church. On the view of infant baptism
defended above(s), this sacrament only ooumes into effect
when the child comes to faith and repentance, and the
status of being forgiven, of having received the Spirat
and of having been made one with Jesus' death and resur-
rection can only then become a realaity. For not until
that stage do descraiptions of the status of being baptised
make sense in relation to the yvoung and a1t 1s these
descraptions that imply or are equivalent to church member-
ship. Incorporation into Christ's body, 1t wall be argued
in sub-section (111), 1s not predicable of babes and there-
fore arguments for the propriety of paedopbaptism cannot be
employed to support the contention that infants belong to
the church,

The first new argument of Bushnell was the logacal
peant that children were not in ordainary usage not counted as
men because they were children, just as colts and lambs

were still horses and sheep, though 1mmature(9). Children
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were potential believers and gradually became adults.

Not only adults should belong to the church but human
beings at all stages of development. This argument

begs the question of whether any others than actual
believers can be churchmen or whether the relevant class
of application for the predication of being-in-the-church
can be composed of non-adults. (The matter will be fully
discussed in (111).)

The second argument was from the law of the state.
Children were citizens and given rights at birth. Wwhy
should they not similarly belong from childhood to the
corporation ecclesiastical® If children could not them-
selves exercise their assigned rights, the elders could
act on thear behalf(lo). The question here i1s precasely
what legal facts should be taken as analogies to church
membership. Critics of a Calvainistic bent, Bushnell
alleged(ll), argued that children could not be in the
church because they were not subject to ecclesiastical
discipline and 1f they were not under this regime, how
could they be proper members? His response was that
membership should be graded and grow wath the child's
age like caivil and craiminal liability., Our reply to
Bushnell 1s to point out that the distanctive privileges
of the church, like participation in the eucharast, are
denied to children in almost all communions (except the
Orthodox) With thais restriction may be compared the way
the key privileges of citizenship like votaing, buying and
selling property and contracting debts and equally the

main legal liabilities are denied to the i1mmature and the




underage. The legal status of infants 1s clearly defined
by the courts and statutes, whereas the status of an
unconfirmed, uncommitted, non-communicant person in the
church as obscure and problematlc(lz).

Bushnell's third consideration was the rhetorical
question of whether excluding children from the church

did not mean God abandoned them(l3).

The answer, of
course, 1s that God loves the child and his status if
he dies as a child i1s secure. But 1t does not follow
that a non=-adult 1s a suitable candidate for membership
of an organisation requiraing in 1ts members years of
discretion and responsibility, as we shall argue in (111).
Moreoever, since (as 1t has been maintained) children are
sinless, their souls are in no danger, even 1f there 1is
no salvation for sinners extra ecclesiam,

The fourth claim made was the interesting suggestion
that the church could be thought of on the analogy of a
school. It was the school of Christ and that parents
properly could choose such a school for their child to
enter and 301n(14). Our response 1s that the church is
a school 1in two senses In one sense 1t 1s the place
where Chrastians are trained in a faith they have adopted
at some minimal level of understanding and belief but
beyond the lamits of what can properly be asked of the
young. In another sense the church can provide religious
education for children in the way a County school can in
this sense a child can be quite legitimately attached

externally to the church, while as yet being personally

uncommitted to 1t and not a Christian.
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Bushnell's fifth contention was that, 1f not in the
church, a child would be cut off from i1ts church-affiliated
parents(IS). But 1n the modern world, unlike ancient
society, children are no more sundered from their famly
by not being on the church roll or by not receavaing Holy
Communion than are the offspring of parents who belong
to a secular adult society, like a drama league or social
club, by not being proper members of these and at best
belonging to some créche.

A sixth arcqument 1s more sympathetic and attractive.
This was that the presence of children would improve and
humanize the quality of worship ana that the church could

learn from her little ones(lé).

Thas seems true but i1t
1s still possible for such learning to occur, even if
children are not responsible and committed church members
The church can profat from the child through those adult
members who are parents and who come across the viewpoint
of the youngest at home. Even organisations that exist
for the benefit and welfare of young children and to s tudy
them do not rejoice in their actual presence at meetings
and conferences. It 1s true, perhaps, as Bushnell says,
'Even the church life 1tself, two, or three, or more,
generations deep, will be qualified by the grandfather and
grandmother spirit, the father and mother spirait, and the
reverent manners of the little ones, and the whole volume
of religious life will be unfolded thus, by taking into
1tself the whole volume of nature and fam ly feeling (17).!'
Now on the view of educational nurture to be presented ain
Chapter V 1t wi1ll be made clear that children may justifi-
ably attend services of worship to watch and to observe,

though thev are not expected to participate as committed

believers. Hence from their attendance a gracious sparait
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of warmth and loving concern may be generated, as Bushnell
saw, without that fact constituting a reason for the church
member ship of children. 1Indeed this effect may be created
by the entry of any child, even 1f he 1s unbaptised, not
from a Christian home and quite unconnected with the
institutional ecclesia.

Finally, in the seventh place, Bushnell argued that
Christ's blessing of the children and his welcoming of
them to haimself meant the church should welcome the child

into its fellowshlp(ls).

(The significance of this Gospel
saying will be discussed further in the next subsection (11)
in the setting of a contemporary report.) Here 1t suffices
to point out that no one disputes that children should be
welcomed by the church in the gereral way any communaity
organisation should. The question at issue 15 in what

mode are little ones to be welcomed and whether church

membership 1s entailed. If the church does what 1s appro-

priate for the child, this 1s ain effect to welcome haim,
even 1f the appropriate treatment i1s not to bestow what

we shall suggest below(lg)

1s the meaningless accolade
of belongang to the fellowship.

Bushnell concluded his chapter by lasting and quoting
various authoraties, ranging from the Fathers to his New

England predecessors, in support of his position, as

opposed to the conversion approach which he deplored.

(1) The Christian Understanding of Chiaildhood

The report The Child an the Church i1s the product,

publaished in 1976, of a working-party set up by the

Consultative Group on Ministry Among Children of the Brataish




Councal of Churches in 1973, The working party was charged
'to take note of current thinking in the Churches concern-~
ing the Chraistian education of children in the context of
the local church and community, and to assess the means
whereby children are nurtured in the Chriaistian Faith (20).'
The farst two chapters of the report sketch the religious
and social background to nurture and to growing up 1n

Braitain today. Then in Chapter 3 there 1s a consideration

of the Christian Understanding of Childhood and this we

assess 1n this subsection, together with some later
material from Chapter 6

The report claims that theology and adults of every
church tradition have been concerned with adults believ-

(21)

ing thaings 'Childhood (therefore) requires a

theology of i1ts own(zz).'

So the report turns to Jesus!
attitude to children as normative, 7Two famous passages
are considered. In Mark 9 33-37 (and parallels) there 1s
the dispute about greatness, when Christ places a child
in the miast, embraces ham and says, 'Whoever receaives
one such child in my name receives me (v. 37)'. Then an
Mark 10 13-16 (and parallels) Jesus rebukes the disciples
who were forbiading children to approach him and exclaims,
'for to such belongs the kingdom of God (v. 14). Truly,
I say to you, whoever does not receive the kingdom of

God 1like a child shall not enter 1t (v. 15)', and lastly
he blesses them. The report wisely refrains from delving
into the craitical and exegetical problems of these diffi-
cult sayings with their many possible 1nterpretatlons(23)

and so shall we. The sentimentality that so often

surrounds these episodes 1in the Gospels 1s also deprecated

129
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and with this attitude we agree, even 1f 1t 1s not clear

that the report itself always avoids thais snare in 1its

discussion'
| The logion 'whoever receives one such child in my
name, receives me' 1s used by the report as an argument
for the reception of chilaren by the church. The report
argues

'The acceptance of a child withain the Church, and

the service given to the child by the Church constitutes
an acknowlecdgement by the church of the Lordship of
Chraist. This may be understood mystically, 1t must be
implemented practically. Christ is as always with the
most helpless (25).°
Presumably children are here taken as representing Chrast
in such a way that to accept them in the church, and so as
members of 1it, 1s regarded as acknowledging Christ's
Loraship. Hence we have an indirect argument from a
saying of Jesus to the conclusion that the child can be
a church=-member. But in this saving chaildren functaion

as representing Christ not in the way a fellow Christiian

does, when other Christians receive him into the church,

but ain the way the poor and naked and hungry do in the
parable of the Sheep and Goats (Mt 25:31 f.) This mode
of embodying Jesus i1s not like to or comparable with the
sense in which Christ 1s received by a person in baptism,
in that person's becoming a Christian and in his entering
the Church. The needy who are Christ's least brethren are
not necessarily Christirans and so children can symbolise
Jesus without being disciples and members of his church.
The report also argues from Jesus' statement of
children 'for to such belongs the Kingdom of God!

(Mt. 10:14) that the kingdom therefore belongs to the child
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in that he 1s weak and helpless and not on account of has
being innocent, humble, baptised, pious or converted(26).
The reign of God 1s alleged to be already among children
whom adults should i1mitate in saying the 'Abba' of
Gethsemane when they pray(27). The meaning of this saying
of Christ 1s as obscure as the report's discussion of 1it.
We heartily agree that all children whatever have the same
status and raights, as we argued in the context of defend-
ing infant baptlsm(za). What then does it mean to say

the kingdom of God belongs to children? Just that they
matter in the sight of God and have a part in the provi-
dential order? Such an interpretation seems platitudinous
and an unsafe base for any inference or impliacation for
policy. The precise nuance of the meaning of this logion
1s best left to the NT experts and 1t 1s i1n any case a
precarious premiss from which to argue. As for children
being a model for prayer, the report overlooks the great
problems in maintaining that children either can or ought

(29). Of course Jewish

to pray -~ as we shall see below
children ain the first century could say 'abba' to their own
human father. And adults 1f they believe in God must,
Christ teaches, adopt an analagous attitude to their
heavenly father.

It 1s strange that the report aignores Mark 10 15
'T tell you, whoever does not accept the Kingdom of God
like a child will never enter i1t.' Jesus i1s here presum=
ably drawing an analogy between some property natural

children have and a property - be 1t innocence, receptivity,

humirlity, freedom from sopbistication or whatever - which,
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when found ain adults, 1s a spiratually relevant qualaifica-

tion for receaivaing the klngdom(3o).

After dascussing Jesus' attitude, the report then turns
to more philosophical and doctrinal considerations about
childhood. It claims a value and perfection for each stage
of life, therefore for 1hat children are living through
and asserts that the child not only exists for the future
but for his present(31). This assertion for Christians
1s grounded in the doctrine of the Incarnation 1in words
reminiscent of Irenaeus(32), 1t 1s maintained the Son of
God was equally and as much incarnate in childhood as in
adulthood.

'Thus, traditional theology affirms that Jesus was
neather more nor less the Son of God at the age of twenty
or tharty than he was at the age of six months. The Word
was 1incarnated fully and perxlectly in the child as child,
Just as i1n the man as man. And yet the child grew (33).'

Hence Jesus was 1n an appropriate relation to God in his
infancy and youth(34).

'If the humanity of Jesus was as perfectly expressed
by his childhood as by his manhood, then 1t must be
affirmed that there 1is potentially for every child, at
every age, an appropriate Chraistian maturity. Whether
at ten years, ten months, or ten days there 1is the right
rclationship to God fitted to that age (35).°

Thus the Church must not think of childhood as merely
preparatory to adulthood.

"This forbids our beginning exclusively with some
defainition of what a Christian should be in terms of what
a Chraistian adult should be and then planning only what
must be done to turn the child ainto the man. Our theology
of childhood concentrates on the 'continuous now' of the
child's laife, Just as we emphasize the 'now!'! of the adult's
life, without neglecting what the child and the adult
will some day become. A child at any age may be wholly
human and wholly God's. Because Christ was a child, a
child can be a Christian (My 1talics) (36)"
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The last sentence quoted and underlined should be noted
particularly. It stands as a conclusion to this section
of the revort's argument and 1s a glaring non sequituxr.
Indeed the whole discussion needs careful analysais.

We accept the claim that childhood 1s valuable and
the moral imperative that children should be treated
kindly and lovaingly, their varying needs met and thear
personality and freedom respected. This can be seen by
our opening stress on all children receiving appropriate

physical and psychological nurture(37).

Modern styles

of child-rearing and of education embrace these values
independently of Christian doctrlne(38). The ‘'great
educators' and the romantics have traditionally emphasised
this approach of reverencing children's present and not

only thear future(39).

Not merely, as Dewey ma1nta1n5(4o),
1s the best preparation for the future, paradoxically, to
meet the needs of the present, but the present 1sworth-
while for aits own sake, even i1f 1t did not bear fruait
later. For example play i1s precious as the characteristac
and distinctive activity of toddlers and nursery-school
pupils, and not Jjust for the useful by products that it
has, for the things that are learnt incidentally through
1t(41). Now secular humanists will find arguments to
support this valuation of childhood. Christians, as
rational men, will adopt this reasoning but will in addie
tion welcome the backing the Incarnation gives to the
sanctaification of anfancy.

Further we agree Jesus as a child had an appropraiate

relation to God.

'Throughout his childhood Jesus enjoys that complete-
ness of life in relation to God proper to his age which 1s
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the expression 1in childhood of his perfect humanlty(42).'

However, what this 'completeness of life 1in relation to
God' was in a Jewish culture in first century Palestine
1s one thing, what i1t 1s for a twentieth century person
of the same age i1n a secular period may be another.
Probably for Christ it was fitting to be taught about and
take the God of Israel and his nearness for granted, to
grow imperceptibly in faith and prayer and never to know
himself as being otherwise than a pious Jew - to echo
Bushnell's famous phrase. But we have seen(43) why, an
a society where religious belief 1s disputed by educated
people, such an approach to the nurture of a Christian
child 1s unfitting and the awareness 1t will generate in
the infant mind 1s inappropriate. If Christianity ais
true, the growing contemporary child i1s in fact related
to God and 1s surrounded by has love mediated through
parental love. But such a child 1s, as we shall argue(44),
scarcely capable of knowing God when young and not properly
to be expected to know God when older, though in fact thas
may happen.

The actual inference 'Because Chrast was a chaild,
a child can be a Chrlstlan(45), 1s invalad because it
assumes that whatever Christ can be, can also be
predicated of Chrastians. For example, 1t does not
follow that since Jesus 1s diavine, Chriaistians can be
daivine. In thais case there 1s also the suppressed premass
that Christ 1s the first Christian. When this premiss 1s
questioned, 1t becomes clear that all other Christians
stand 1n a derivative relation to Jesus and are Chriaistians

in that they are hais disciples or followers. But that




role implies knowledge of and commitment to Chrast (and
also to God) which children eather cannot have or be
assumed to have before years of discretion. 7To be a
Christian a person needs attributes other than those
Jesus had and whaich cannot be taken for granted before
maturity.

The discussion of the theologaical status of chil-
dren contains no further distinctive arguments The
appeal to 'houses' 1in the NT, already con51dered(46),
1s added. The report asserts the church membershaip of
children roundly without further justification.

'Within the New Testament period, the right of the
child to belong to the Church was never called in question.
The chilc belongs to his family and, 1f hais family belongs
to the Church, so does he (47).'

It 1s also malntalned(48), as we certainly admt, that
children can be examples to the church of important
Chraistian qualities, as Jesus taught in Mark 10:15

'The Lord of the Church sets them in the midst of
the Church, today as in Galilee, not as objects of
benevolence, nor even as recipients of instruction, but
in the last analysis as patterns of discipleship (49).'
(It should be noted thoucgh that in actual children these
qualities are unintellagible - for can children be
innocent or humble? - or not morally meritorious like
receptiveness or lack of sophistication, as not requiring
effort. The point 1s that such properties only become
religiously significant when adults, who can be guilty
and proud, only too easily unreceptive or sophisticated,
manifest them.) What does, however, need to be emphasised,

as against the report, i1s that for the church to learmn from

children, 1t 1s not necessary for 1t to 'accept children
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unconditionally into 1ts fellowshlp(So).' Church member-
ship 1s not 'rightfully theirs (the children's), nor are
children 'deprlved'(SI) by being associated waith it in

an external association of educational nurture, such as
we outline 1in Chapter V(Sz).

Later in the report, in Chapter 6, Christian Initia=-
tion 1is con51dered(53). The treatment i1s largely descrap-
tive of the various approaches of the Orthodox, Roman
Catholic, Church of England and Reformed to inducting
children into their life and worshlp(54). The report's
attitude 1s one of comprehensive and uncraitical sympathy,
both with those who offer children worship specially
adapted to their age in preparation for adult worship and
also with those who encourage the child to be present and
participate in worship as 'the very means of nurture(ss).'
The assumption made here 1in the report without question,
that the anduction of children into Christian worshaip is
legitimate, 1s discussed in (111) in the context of the

whole problem of the spairitual status of the child.

(211) Can Children be Christians?

It 1s first necessary to define a Christian. We
hope that what we now offer i1s a brief but not wholly
unsatisfactory account of the concept of a Chrastian,
which would be supported by most mainstream confessions
and denominations and by most theologians today. Also
we would hold thas explacation of the word 'Chrastian'
1s not too wildly out of line with ordinary usage. At
the outset we put aside the popular employment of the term

to mean a decent citizen and moral man as being too wide




137

and inclusive to be useful, since such a use 1s compatible
with a 'Christian' being a humanist, agnostic or Jew and
runs counter to normal speech, which contrasts these
latter groups with Chraistians.

A double definition 1s proposed A Chrastian 1is
(a) a man (not necessarily adult - to avoid begging the
question) in Chrast, (b) a follower of Christ (or disciple
or believer these terms are roughly equivalent and
equally appropriate). Definition (a) 1s meant to indicate
the objective aspect of being a Chraistian, as found in
the NT, especially in St Paul and as more emphasised in
the Catholic and Orthodox traditions. (a) expresses the
spiritual or metaphysical status of the redeemed in the
sight of God. To be in Christ i1s what 1s effected by
baptism, what we have called regeneratlon(56), and com-
prises receiving the forgiveness of sins, the gift of the
Sp::i;, identification with Christ in his death and resur-
rection and incorporation into his body, both in the sense

of his heavenly humanity and in the sense of the empirical

reality of the institutional church. Definition (b) covers
the more subjective dimension, which has perhaps been more
stressed in Protestant and Liberal Christianaty. To follow
Chrast means to accept his teaching and values and to laive
by them, to share in building or manifesting his kingdom.,
Such dascipleship could be merely ethical obedience but

in almost all living forms of Chrastianaity involves more,
an existential commitment and personal relationship to

Jesus who 1s treated as a unique and final authoraty and




138

source of inspiration and grace (through his close
relation to God). Thais attitude may be summed up as one
of faith.

Both these definitions, 1t should be noted, crucially
involve faith. Waith regard to being in Christ, in our
discussion of baptism, 1t was argued(57), that regenera-
tion only comes into effect in response to faith. Follow=-
ing Jesus also inwwlves faith in ham., Now such faith ais
not only trust or belief in Chrast ‘Belief that', belaief
about Jesus 1s presupposed. Personal trust i1s unintellig-
1ble and an unreasonable stance for a man who does not
believe that Christian doctrine is true.

What degrce or extent of belief 1s therefore required
by our definition of a Chrastian?® Clearly orthodox
Chrastianaty, in which a general assent i1s given to the
catholic creeds in the“ﬁaln outlines, 1s the historic norm
and standard in articulating the theological foundations
of commitment to Christ. A sufficient 'belief-that . . !
element 1s also to be found in Unitarian or Modernist
variants on or departures from orthodoxy, since in experi-
ence those taking these positions seem able to practise
Chraistian laife and to worship and exhibait a deep devotion
to Jesus

It 1s important to see what our definition excludes.
Humanists and agnostics will not count as Christians
because they do not say they believe in God, Jews and
Muslims because they hold Jesus 1s only one prophet on a
level with others. A humanist will also fail to be
entitled to the name of Christian since he reverences

Christ as merely one among the world's great teachers
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and not more significant than the others. Radical
Chraistians, like the 'death of God' theologian Van Buren(sax
are allowed ain by our definition, in that, although they
find belief i1n God unintelligible and outmoded, they have
personal faith in Jesus as a unique and fainal authorlty(sg).
It 1s worth noting that such positions cannot be described
or made intelligible except by reference to the traditional
concept of God which people like Van Buren deny or questlon(éox
A person cannot reasonably hold this type of view, nor define
1t, 1f he 1s not cognisant with classic theism to a minimal
degree. The same 1s true of the Process theologlans(él).
Thus we may finally formulate our definition in the form-
a Chrastian 1s (a) a man in Chrast, (b) who follows Jesus,
and (c) who has sufficient belief in Chriastian doctrine to
make his position reasonable.

How then does this definition apply to children®? We
consider first young children (by 'young' we mean to
include babies, toddlers, those in Infant and Junior
schools, except, perhaps for the top-~Junior year, and
allowing for some exceptions of an early maturaty, as one
must do in all rough generalisations about human beings.)
Second we shall look at older children and discuss thear
situation (by 'older' we mean roughly the age-bracket from
the upper-Junior years to the school=lecaving age or Sixth
Form period or majority.)

So can younger children be Cnristian? We have already
seen reason to doubt this in connexion with baptismal

regeneratlon(oz). The descriptions of the sparitual status
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this term denotes do not make sense when predicated of
infants. Not until a child is able to have faith can

his baptism come into effect in a meaningful way. One

element, however, 1in the meaning of regeneration has not
so far been discussed i1n this study, namely that of
incorporation into Christ's body. 1Is a child capable

of being a member of Christ? The problem again is to

see what such a descriaption can mean in the case of chilgd
ten. To consider then the content of being in Chrast,

a member of his body.

In the NT and in later theology the body of Chrast
has become a key concept for understanding the nature of
the church(63) In the thoughtof St. Pau1(64) the body
1s an i1mage or metaphor for the church as a community an
the world. The reference of this notion covers the local
community, the church in Corinth, the church in Ephesus
etc.,, and the whole Christian ecclesia throughout the
world. As time passed, the range of this concept was
extended not only to embrace the church down the ages in
history in this world but also the church in heaven, the
aggregate of all the Christians there had ever been,
added to Christ in their baptism and remaining his members
thereafter. The 1dea of church membership 1s not, there-
fore, that of belonging to an organisation or ainstatution
that 1s empairical or observable or even of one that is
partly transcendent, projecting into the next world. The
background to opeing a member of Christ is that of being a
member in the sense of a limb or organ in a body.

The meaning of being a member 1s in part empirical

and functional. What the Christian does in the world 1is
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thought of and descraibed as Christ's work in the world.
What different Chrastians do in their several roles or
cavacities 1n the church 1s compared to the different
limbs and organs of the human pody, so as to bring out
how these diverse roles and capacities complement one
another and how i1deally they shauld co-operate in harmony
together in serving Jesus., But the meaning of being a
member 1s also metaphysical. The body image 1s so
developed that Chraist, reigning in heaven, is conceived
as the head of the body, who operates through Chraistians
on earth as his members. Some spiraitual, non-observable
1dentaty or linkage is supposed between Christ and the
Christian. Chraistians are held to be in Christ, included
in his heavenly humanity or manhood, 1n such a way that
Jesus really acts in and through Christians in this laife,
as well as i1n that of the lafe of the world to come, and

(65). The ascended Lord

also that he suffers in them
becomes, i1n a baptised person, the ultimate subject of

his action and of his experience, as when Christ's members
act or are persecuted 1n the name of their Lord.

Can then Christ be said to suffer or to act in young
children? The question becomes can the suffering and the
action of the baptised infant be significantly described
as suffering fﬁgm Christ's sake or as a person acting in
his role as a Chraistian. It 1s not enough to say the
child can potentially suffer and act on Jesus' behalf
and so be one of his members, for every man has this

potentiality. If the claim 1s advanced that baptised

children have this potential in such wise that they do
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not need further sacramental incorporation ainto Chraist

(apart perhaps from Confirmation) then this 1s precisely
the position being argued for in this study. The proper
issue for daiscussion at this juncture 1s whether being a

member of Christ makes any difference in childhood an

respect of suffering and action.

In the case of suffering it 1s not enough for anyone
Just to feel pain oxr to be i1n some way disadvantaged.
The person, who 1t i1s claimed 1s a member of Christ,
must suffer qua Christian, e.g. the child must be
persecuted i1n Chraist's name. But this presupposes
baptised childrer can be correctly identified as Christians,
We shall argue below by the second element (b) and the
third (c) of our definition of a Christian, by the criteria
of discipleshaip and belief, that the young child camnot be
a Christian. The first element (a), the criterion which
amounts empirically to having been baptised, 1s 1nadequate
by 1tself. It 1s implausible to describe a baptised per-
son, who does not follow Christ or practise or believe
the faith to any significant degree, as a Christian simply
on account of his baptism. Nor does 1t make any theologic-
ally important difference that a baptised infant has
Christian parents and that he 1s associated externally
with the institutional church. It 1s true the persecutor
may class the babe in these circumstances as a Christian
and persecute him for this reason but such an identifica-
tion 1s a mistake and constitutes the injustice of con-
demning the young child for his parents' beliefs and cult-
practices. The children in themselves are not then

suffering really as Christians, 1n such a way as to make
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the 1dea of suffering for Chrast applicable, and 1t makes
no sense 1n these cases to hold that Chrast suffers in
these infants as members of his body.
The same goes for Chrastian action. Chriastians act
for Christ by serving and witnessing in the world. But
| their acts cannot count as doing this unless the agents
act with the intention of serving and witnessing. Thas
amplies they know what they are doing and therefore have
faith and the relevant concepts in terms of which faith
1s articulated and which discipleship requires. Below
1t will be argued that this belief and understanding
cannot be attraibuted to small children. Christians also
operate as Christ's lambs and organs in characteristic
church activities. These marks of being a churchman will
now be considered in relation to children.

A churchman 1s a person who can join in public worship
and 1n pravate prayer as 1ts extension and supplement. But
prayer 1s speech addressed to God and presupposes belief
in God. It 1s unreasonable to pray i1f you do not believe
in God. Further, prayer 1s unintelligible unless the one

who prays has a minimal conception of God+ you cannot

sensibly speak to you know not what. Now whether thas
minimum concept of deaity can be ascribed to young children
we dascuss below. Unless, however, this ascription is
possible, a child cannot have this mark of belonging to
the church.

Another mark of being in the church 1s participation
1n the eucharist and the reception of Holy Communion. A

first vpoint 1s that until a person 1s regenerate in the
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sense of being one with Chrast's death and resurrection
and has received the Spirit and forgaiveness of sins, 1t
seems 1nappropriate for haim to take part in the liturgy.
Hence young children are not appropriate recipients of
Communion, because they are not yet regenerate, as thear
baptism 1s not yet operative, 1n as much as they have

not and cannot have come to faith. A second requirement
for a fitting reception of thas sacrament is to have an
intention to receaive what 1t conveys(66) and this neces-
sitates i1n the communicant some minimum comprchension that
what 1s to be eaten and drunk 1s more than literal bread
and wine. Children to communicate properly must there-
fore be able to think in terms of symbols - whatever theory
of the eucharistic presence 1s held - and thlgﬁgne aspect
of Piaget's stage of formal operations or of propositional
thlnklng(67). Indeed in a much wider sense understanding
Chrastianity requires a grasp of analogy and metaphor and
children do not in general attain to this before theair
teens. A third daifficulty i1s S. Paul's insistence that

a man should examine himself and repent of his sins

(68) and we have seen

before approaching the Lord's Table
that children in the Praimary school or middle-age range
are normally incapable of this degree of moral sophistica-

tlon(ég).

Hence 1t seems that pre-adolescent children are
not usually qualified for a spiritually proper receiving

of Communion and can hardly thus act as members of Chrast's
body i1in a way that orthodoxy regards as essential. It 1is
hardly accidental that, whatever haprens in eastern

Christianity, all forms of western Christianity bar young

children from their altars.
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One other mark of a churchman 1s that he should be
able to take an intelligent part in the life of the
ecclesia as an institution. The Christian i1s expected
to share in church government, and to participate in
committees and boards, Synods and Councils and in some
cases to become an elder, deacon, lay-preacher, reader,
church-warden etc. Now 1t seems clear to commonsense
that young children lack the experience af affairs, the
mature powers of rational decision and of abstract thought
and language necessary to ecclesiastacal administration.
Democracy 1s out of place wrth the child of Praimary age.
Most churches do not allow children to vote untail they
reach years of discretion or to be on electoral rolls or
to attend church meetings below 16 or 17. Doubtless the
fundamental factor behind this commonsense judgement of
all traditions 1s the slow growth of the capacity for
formal operations such as Piaget has charted. Once again
to describe children as churchmen 1s wanting in content.

However, 1t should finally be noted that children
can be considered churchmen i1f this only means an external,
psychological and social association with the community.

A chi1ld can be 1n a créche and can attend a service in the
way 1in which he can be present at an adult performance 1in

a concert hall or theatre. Young children can legitimately
experience a sense of belonging to a fraiendly group of
grown-ups. This fact 1s important, as we shall see in
Chapter V, but does not justify the conclusion that chil-
dren are part of the church in the sense of being through

this baptism members of Chrast.
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We now turn to the second element (b) in our defini-
tion of a Christian and ask whether children can be
followers of Christ Ethical obedience to Jesus' command
1s precluded because before adolescence children are
scarcely moral beings as we have seen(7o). The Sermon on
the Mount and the Parables appear to be well beyond the
young child, quite apart from the difficulty which he
w1ll have with the symbolic or analogical language in
which Jesus' teaching 1s couched. Again the disciple of
Christ requires some knowledge of the Gospels and of the
facts about Jesus. A very voung child can hardly have
this knowledge, though children an the upper Primary school
micght. We have seen that probably the childlike gqualities
whaich Christ exhorts his followers to have will not be
appreciated or even be intelligible virtues much before
maturity. Also i1n little children of the infant age
there has been shown to be considerable confusion about
Jesus' person, the sense in which he 1s Son of God, 1s
related to his heavenly Father or to has mother(71). Of
course these theological i1ssues are hard and perplexing
for adults but the kind and level of crass misunderstandings
displayed by the childish mind rule out serious disciple-
ship.

Faith i1n Chraist has, as we have seen, to be under-
pinned by some measure of Chrastian belief, It seems hard
to accept that young children can have even a minimal
understanding of these propositions and of the concepts
that figure in them, for questions of belief (or of
unbelief) to araise Again there 1s the inabilaity to

comprehend symbols which debars having a grasp of the
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language of Atonement , Ascension, Pentecost or the Last
Thangs. More centrally there 1s the difficulty and slow-
ness of children's coming to grips with the concept of God
as creator, as Just, as the object of prayer, in other
than childishly laiteralastic and artificial ways, as
common experience of children's questions and academic
research 1nd1cates(72). Indeed recent work on adolescents
suggests there 1s little greater comprehension at this
stage(73), though this sad finding may be as much due to
poor teaching as to the intrinsic inability to understand
theological concepts that belongs to the immaturity of
early years. Finally we should note the truism that
Jesus' whole life turned on his devotion to God. Now a
person can hardly commit himself, therefore, to such a
Chrast, even 1n the manner of 'death of God' or of secular
theology, who cannot grasp something of what Jesus himself
meant by God.

Hence our final conclusion to this long discussion is
that young children cannot follow Jesus or be meaningfully
described as being in Christ and so cannot be Chraistians.
Now we go on to examine the question whether older chil-~
dren can be Christians by the definition given.

Even early adolescents or the top-Junior child or
certainly normal teenagers seem capable of being Christians
in precisely the ways young children cannot be. Such oldex
children can have faith, so their baptism may come anto
operation. Their moral development enables them to be
able to sin and to repent(74). They can have sufficient
belief 1n God for prayer and worship to be antelligible

activities. Thus they are qualified to receive Holy




Communion through being regenerate by baptism upon belief
and repentance. They have some understanding of symbolic
language, so some minimum 1idea of what 1t 1s to eat the
bread and drink the cup at the Lord's Supper. They are
beginning to be old enough to participate in democracy,
as the trend to establish and promote school councils
shows(75). Therefore, they can share in the government
of the church, although the usual convention is for this
responsibility and right not to be granted to young people
before the school-leaving age or the age of majority. So
older children can be churchmen. Moreo Ver, teenagers'
growing moral maturity makes possible an ethacal obedience
to Christ and their increased intellectual powers enable
some elementary grasp of Christology and of the concept of
God. The symbolic character of the Gospel language and
of much Chrastian belief begins to make sense., Hence the
older child can be a Chrastian, by being a man in Christ
and by being able to be a simple follower of Jesus. Much
pastoral experience supports this contention, and the case
for early admission to Holy Communion, i1f not for early
Confirmation, rests upon 1t(76).

It further appears to be true that some of the chil-
dren of Christian homes, who have been brought up in a
church atmosphere, are likely (as we have seen(77)) in
fact to believe 1n God and to want to practise the liafe
of discipleship So areat 1s the power of Bushnell's
'organic connexion' - which we 1interpret empirically as
the power of parental ainfluence and example. It would be

pastorally hard to refuse children in this category who

148
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wish to worship and to communicate. Their case may be
compaled with the adult enquirer, partially informed about
Christianity, exploring Christian belief and wanting to
experiment with prayer and devotion. It 1s not unreason-
able for such a person at this point tc act in ways that
1deally presuppose firm adherence to the creeds and clear
commltment(78), since, as we observed earller(79), men
often become believers gradually, uncertainly and in
stages, and since, though the Church's faith is a
controversial option ain the modern world, 1t 1s a tenable
position for educated people to hold and for which a
prima facie case can be argued.

Nonetheless 1t 1s necessary to stress that Christianity
1s a controversial option, in a liberal, open society,
after free discussion ard debate, there i1s no consensus
on 1ts truth among informed people, and that, therefore,
3t 1s a matter for mature and responsible decision. If
rational autonomy and freedom be valued and a child's
right to make up his own maind and to follow his conscience
be accepted, as we shall argue in Chapter V that they must,
1t 1s clearly wrong to expect or assume faith before years
of discretion. On commonsense and psychological grounds
children, even olcer children, seem unable to evaluate
properly disputable belief-systems like Marxism, Humanism
or the great world religions. For one thing 1t i1s most
unlakely that anyone before the Sixth Formr stage will
know enough to produce a sensible choice. For another,
not untail a person has been able to explore religious
truth for some period of time at a maturc 1eve: can he

be reasonably regarded as capable of making the final and
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life-Jong promises of the present Confirmation (and
adult Baptism) raites.

In all other spheres, those who educate and counsel
young people think 1t wise to encourage them to keep
their options open and to avoid premature commltments(so),
before the age of 16 or 18, children are generally held
to be too young responsibly to marry, vote in a local or
parliamentary election, choose a career or course in
higher education, take on debts, buy a house, run a car
or drank alcohol. Deciding to follow Christ seems no
less i1mportant. Hence our conclusion 1s that older
children can be Christians by the definiation we propose
and sometimes are better allowed to pursue their faith
in a provisional, tentative and exploratory way. However,
there 1s a crucial sense in which they ought not to be
Christians or be assumed to be i1rrevocably committed as

members of the Church. The positive implications of

this position will be worked out in Chapter V.

(12v) Nurture in 'The Child in the Church'!

In this subscction we examne the idea of Christian

nurture as presented in Chapter 4 of The Child in the Church,

a chapter headed An Understanding of Chrastian Nurture. It

1s assumed that nurture 1s a continuous process of teach-
ing and training Christians in the faith. It i1s pre-
supposed that, when this process 1s applied to children,
they are already Chrastians. The report in Chapter 4
does not concern itself with what we have called physical

or psychological nurture(81) but with specafically rela-

gious nurture,
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'"We are mainly concerned with the Chriaistian nurture
of children. We are concerned not pramarily waith the
kind of general nurture ainto loving community which all
children need, whether they be from Christian families
or not, but with that understanding of specifically
Chraistian nurture which grows out of the New Testament
and out of the nature of the Church (82).!

1t 1s here taken for granted that the children of
Christians are not only themselves Christians from bairth
but that 1t 1s perfectly proper to train them up in the
faith. Further a1t 1s admitted that just as nurture so
understood 1s legitimate for Christians, so fairness
demands that those of other religions should braing up
their offspring in a parallel way.

'Just as 1t 1s perfectily proper to speak of the
nurture of the children of Muslim families into the full
li1fe of Islam, and similarly, the nurture of Humanist
children i1nto the values and ideals of Humanism, SO we
are concerned to descraibe a nurture which 1s dastinctaively
Chraistian (83).'

The report suggests that i1n contemporary society parents
should deliberately choose Christianity as the faith anto
which to induct theair voung.

'Indeed, one of the reasons why, for many Christian
varents, the whole i1dea of nurture has become diffaicult
1s precisely because Christian nurture must become more
self-conscious and more specific in a society 1in which
daifferent religious and non-religious traditions exast
side by side in mutual respect. The parent committed
to one of these traditions cannot leave the responsibilaity
of nurture i1nto the things most deeply cherished by has
tradition to society as a whole He, with his community,
must take deliberate steps to promote the nurture of the
voung of has faith. This ainvolves the conscious selec-
tion of Chrastian faith, as one amongst many possible (84)
faiths, as the context and goal of this specific nurture o!

It will be recalled that such a procedure conflicts
with several of the premisses or conclusions of this study,
developed 1in our craiticisms of Bushnell and in later

chapterg We have argued that 1t 1s mistaken to treat
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voung children as Christians, because they cannot be
sensibly so described, and that whereas older young
people can be Christians, 1t ought not to be assumed
that they have faith and they should not be trained as
though their Christianity can be taken for granted.
A tentative adoption of the faith by a teenager may be
permissible for some of the children of Chrastian homes
but even here the way must be left clear for mature
delaiberation in years of discretion about whether to
accept or to reject belief in God and Christ. The
report'!'s argument here deserves detailed scrutiny.

It 1s pointed out that parents are bound to influence
their children one way or another(as). Those who bring
up the young cannot escape responsibility., We agree:
the question i1s therefore what kaind of nurture 1s to be
provided beyond that any concerned parent offers(86).
Our case 1s that any responsible mother or father will
secure for his ¢hild a good religious education of the
open~ended variety and that there 1s a lamit to what can
properly be done so far as conscious teaching and other
nurturing processes are concerned.

The report goes on to contrast Christian nurture
as 1t conceives 1t with indoctrination, instruction and
secular educatlon(87). Secular education rightly claims
there must be teaching about Christianity, Humanism,
Islam and Communism, but the outcome i1n terms of the
pupil's resulting commitment must be open. Otherwaise

there could not e schools for all children in a
pluralistic community and there would have to be instead

(88)

places for sectaraian teaching
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'In so far as Christians, Humanists, Muslims and
Communists can all be free, thoughtful and enquiring
people, secular education can result in all these
varieties of commitment, but a1t cannot, in our western
world, seek only to make Christians, or only to make
Humanists. If that were the case, then only children
of the favoured community could attend the state schools;
others would have to have schools for their own, or each
community of faith would have to have 1ts own schools (89).'
In response to our modern situation there has evolved ain
the last fifteen years what has come to be known as 'open-
ended' religious education, where the aim 1s to get chil-
dren to think for themselves and to explore the theological
choices the world affords(go). Such an education is not
neutral in value terms(gl) but 1s committed to the prima
facie worthwhileness of the religions of the world as not
being empty superstitions but as deserving a place 1in
the curraiculum., Moreover there 1s commitment to the
procedural values of autonomy and respect for truth,
relevance and cogency of argument and for evidence 1in
religious as 1in every other subject of study(gz).

Now 21f such values are also held, as we shall argue
in Chapter V they must be by Chraistians as Christians,
in church and home, then open-ended religious education,
what we refer to as educational religious nurture, 1s
the only form of religious teaching and training that
can be legitimately given to children. Yet despite such
considerat.ions, and the weight we claim theology must
71ve to them, the report proposes a 'closed-ended' kind

(93)

of Chraistzan nurture The distinction 1s shown quite

clearly in terms of the essentially different kind of

outcome expected.
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'Secular education and Christian nurture have this
in common they both seek to give the child his past so
as to enable him to create his own future. But whereas
education conceives of this future broadly in terms of
the values of our liberal democracy, Christian nurture
conceives of 1t in terms of the Christian future.
Secular education fails 1f a person becomes a bigot
but not 1f he becomes an atheist. Chrastian nurture
fails both 1f he becomes a bigot and 1f he becomes an
atheist. Certain things about the future have been
decided in Chrastian faith, since Christ 1s both Alpha
and Omega, first and last. Chrastian nurture is thus
less open towards the future than secular education,
and 1t 1s more specific i1n 1ts intentions, namely to
create a Chraistian future. Christian nurture occupies
a middle position between closed and authoraitative
instruction on the one hand, in which the past 1s simply
reduplicated, and open, enquiring education on the
other (94).!

Instgction 1s set aside by the report as the mere
telling to the pupil of previously acquired knowledge

and skllls(gs).

Such 1instruction i1s by itself not
adequate for a secular education aiming to produce
reflective persons(gﬁ). What does not appear to be
realised, though, 1s that nurture as the report con-
ceives 1t propably involves instruction in tellang
children authoritatively facts as being the case about
God or Christ, which education cannot allow with i1ts
resnect for truth, because these alleged facts are
disputable and may not be true. The only legitimate
place for instruction in the educational nurture we
advocate - though that 1s a large place - 1s as a means
of conveying historaical and sociological facts abaut
Chraistianity, about what has been believed in the past
and about what Chraistians believe today.

The report defines indoctraination

'Indoctrination, however, seeks to deprive a person
of has personhood by securing mgirre conformity to a set of
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doctrines, a conformity which will not be swayed by
evidence or rational argument, a wearing down of the

will and the imagination by constant repetitaon (97)
and by deliberately avoiding discussion of alternatives o!
This account seems roughly right and we condemmn 1t, as
much as the report implicitly does. We also accept
indoctraination 1s not involved in 1ts concept of

Christian nurture and affirm that still less is 1t
involved in our educational nurture. Yet the report is
nonetheless worried as to how the nurture 1t prescraibes

1s distinguished from indoctraination, because al though

a ch1ld 1s not depraived by Chraistian nurture of has
independence altogether, 1t does seek to predetermine

his future.

'TBut how then can nurture be distinguished from
indoctrination, which deprives a child of his independence
altogether? For Christian nurture seeks to create a
Christian future. Is this not to determine the future
of the child~ Any nurturing group which seeks to work
in the middle of a plural society in which an open,
craitical kind of education 1is functioning will be exposed
to the charge that 1t is aindoctrainatory, simply because
1t selects one possible future (in the case of Chrastian
nurture, a Chrastian future) and ignores others (98).°
Thus to select one controversial option to aim at 1s open
to the charge of indoctraination.

The reply of the report is that openess towards the
future 1s notl necessarily virtuous and that even secular
education hopes to avoad outcomes of bigotry, anarchy

and nlhlllsm(gg).

What the report fails to see 1s that
1f the educator cares for rationalaty, while he will
try to prevent children reaching airrational positions,

he cannot adjudicate between Christianity, other faiths,

humanism and Marxism, which to the educator - including
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to the Chrastian 1in this role - appears equally reason-
able and acceptable as out-comes for the pupil's search.
To give preference to Chraistian belief, as the report
does, while certainly not entailing the indoctrination
of the child since he will remain free to think criti-
cally for himself, does not properly reflect the disput-
able nature of theological truth.

The report further argues that the child's Chrastian
future 1s not fixed and need not simply reduplicate past
expressions of Chrastian truth,.

'What does 1t mean to seek to create the Chrastian
future? A religion can only encourage the personal free~
dom of 1ts young people towards their future 1f the reli-
gion 1s free with regard to 1ts own future. If Chrastian
faith sought merely to reduplicate itself, to form young
Chraistians who were the exact repetition of the previous
generation, to pass on Christian faith as i1f 1t were like
a parcel handed down from generation to generation, then
1t would be very daiffiaicult to distinguish between the
passing on of this sort of thing and closed, authoritative
instruction or even indoctrination (100).'

Christianaity 1 containually taking new forms.

'"This means that when Christians seek to nurture
their young into Christian faith, they literally do
not fully know what they are nurturing them into. They
only know what they are nurturing them out of, 1.e. out
of the Chraistian past. They know the resources but not
the use which will pe made of them. What we pass on to
our children 1is not the painting but the paintbox.
What 1s 1t, then to seek tocreate a Christian future
for our children? It canmnot be to deny them thear own
distinctive contraibution to 1t, or to close the future
for them, or to seek to make little copies of ourselves,
This would no longer be Chraistian nurture, because 1t
would not be true to the developing nature of Christian
faith., It would instead be to offer religious instruc-
tion about Chrastianity, or, i1f 1t tried to produce an
irrational commitment, 1t might cven become indoctrination.
It 1s because Christian faith 1s like this that 1t can
offer a nurture which both puts the child into dialogue
with his past, and also leaves him free to develop his
own personhood, in continuity with that past, but in a
manner which we, the nurturers, cannot predict. Thas
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1s also the reason why Christian faith i1s able to under-
stand and even to produce a view of secular education
which sets education free for constant scrutany and
further enquiry (10l1).'

Presumably at the level of belief (and that 1s all P
we are concerned with, not new devotional, liturgical or
institutional forms), Christian nurture can contemplate
a future in which the Chraistology of the Myth of God
Incarnate might replace Chalcedon and in which a radical

Remaking of Chrastian Doctrlne(loz)

might be undertaken.
But why should children be expected to remain Christian
at all in any sense? If the child ain the church becomes
an unbeliever, has nurture really failed, any more than
Marxist parents' nurture will have failed, should thear
offspraing grow up liberals®? The report also states that

'« « o nurture 1s offered to the normal and healthy
of whatever age, who are still learning and growing. The
nur turing task of the Church i1s thus one and indivaisible.
The children of Abraham learn to journey as they wander
with faithful Abraham (103).!

Yet thais 1s to 1gnore the vital difference of children
from adults, who may be presumed to have committed them-
selves (in theory) in a mature way. These latter may,

of course, continually reconstruct theair fabraic of belief
as they proceed onwards in the Chraistian liafe,

Another imoortant argument i1s that not to nurture
children, i1n the report's distinctive sense, 1s to deny
them thear past and identaty.

'Not to nurture a child in the tradition of his
family 1s to deny ham that part of his self-hood wnich
should be given to him. It i1s to deny him the past,

which 1s his own past, out of which his creation of his
own unique selfhood should take place (104).'
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Now while continuity with a person's past and with the
tradition of his family 1s important and a key part of
his 'core personality', does 1t legitimately extend to
continuing in the controversial beliefs of his parents?
Do the children of a socialist lose touch with thear
heritage and suffer a loss of self-identaity i1if they do
not grow up socialists themselves” A nurture that aims
at walking forever 1in one's father's footsteps 1is lack-
ing in respect for autonomy and for truth.

On this 1ssue our contention 1s that sufficient
regard 1s had to a person's past and to hais family
inheritance, when he learns about 1t and comes to
sympathise with what 1t stands for, without himself
necessarily being committed to 1t and to the truth of
any controversial claims 1t contains. There may be
special problems today in this country with minoraity
religious communities, where continued adherence to
the ancestral faith i1s essential to mental health,
cultural adentaity and family integrity. Even here
questions of the truth of a religion cannot for ever
be avoided and the possibiliaity of pluralism will sooner
or later arise, when members of the same culture or part-
ners in the same marriage may coexist quite harmoniously
with diverse religious convictions. It 1s worth notacaing
that the approach to spiritual nurture advocated in this
study solves one traditional vexed dilemma of maxed
marriages, namely that of in whaich faith to rear the

children. For i1f the assumption i1s dropped that children
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should be brought up i1n the parent's religion and instead
they are trained with no one faith in view but to learn
about both and to have a sympathetic understanding of
both, 1n an atmosphere and culture where truth and auto=-
nomy are respected, then family unity will not be
impaired (1O5).

It 1s possible that the account given here of the
report's conception of Christian nurture 1s unfaair,

because 1n the later Chapter 6 on Christian Nurture and

Response Individual and Corporate there is a section on

Nurture for Decision. The kind of criticism we have

presented seems there to be anticipated.

'It 1s all too easy to think of Christian nurture
1n protectave terms, shielding the child from certaain
experiences and influences and ensuring others, so that
at the end of the tunnel a permanent place in the
Chrastian community 1s assured (106).'

The aim, the report says, has to be that children must
on growing up face a real choice of personal belief or
unbelief,

'The aim of Christian nurture, however, 1is to
enable the child in the end to face a radical challenge.
The nurturer must have a real choice in mind belief or
disbelief. This choice 1initially 1s presented as part
of the child's own development when in early adolescence
ability to handle abstract 1deas enables him to refine
his beliefs by critical examination . « . . However
smooth the passage from birth to adult life, there can
be no real personal belief in any depth until 1t can be
called 'my belief', and this pre-supposes a proper
questioning of what has been received, Christian nurture
must prepare for this and not try to avoid 1t (107).°

There 1s, however, a mistake even here 1in implicaitly
assuming that positive Christian commitment 1s the only
desirable outcome of nurture. Such an assumption may be

legitimate on the part of the evangelist and in what in
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Chapter V we shall call 'advocacy' or 'apologetics' and
there 1s a place in youth for these enterprises as
maturity 1s reached. But what 1s 1nappropraiate 1s to
aim at evangelistic success 1in Christian nurture during
childhood 1n education, even 1f laiberal procedures are
consistently followed. For with a proselytising purpose
there 1s always the danger of falling into 1lliberal
approaches, albeit unconsciously and of giving the child
the damaging and wounding aimpression that he 1s a failure
and disloyal to his fam ly or church, if at the end of
the day he does not espouse Chrastianity. Respect for
truth and valuing autonomy mean that any reasonable
result of a person's religious quest 1s equally welcome
to the Chrastian, as a rational man, 1f not to the
Chraistian as a passionately committed apologist or
advocate.

This paradox 1s 1intellaigaible because unbelief on
conscientious grounds 1s to be treated as a case of
invincible i1gnorance. A Chraistian may indeed be saddened
by the ambiguity of human experience and the resultant
cognitive freedom on the part of a rational person to
believe or not to believe. The advocate or apologist
must risk his case being rejected and cannot fail in has
task without disappointment. Education indeed involves,
beside the neutral teacher's role someone taking the
controversialist's role and the Christian must espouse
them both. In one capacity he will accept with equanimty

the young pcrson's unbelief and in the other he will feel




keen regret. Yet this failure to agree with one's point
of view 1n a controversy 1s not a moral failure of the
sort that arises when somebody believes the creeds to

be true and sti1ll refuses to commit himself to Chrast,
despite the advocate's i1mpassioned pleas, But this
difficult matter camnot be pursued further until our
full posaitive programme of educational religious nurture

1s set out in Chapter V.
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Chapter V

Educational Religious Nurture

In this chapter we present our positive theory of
educational religious nurture as the form of Christian
upbringing of children appropriate in modern society
(andln prainciple in other circumstances). This concept
of nurture, one sub-variety of the religious nurture we
distinguished in Chapter I(l), w1ll be placed in the
wider setting of Chrstian communication, of the trans-
mission of Christian truth to the unbeliever, the
uninformed, the uninterested and the uncommitted in the
world today. The conclusion of our previous argument
in Chapter PJ(Z) 15 assured, viz that young children
cannot be Christians and that older ones in general
ought not to be expected to be believers and that
irrevocable commitment 1s improper before the threshold
of adulthood,

We first discuss three factors that should control
Christian communication in contemporary culture (and an
principle, elsewhere). Then we draw oaui four main impli-
cations for the character of the communication enterprise.
A logical model of the form which the passing on of
religious truth to adults ought to take is outlined and
1ts four stages deduced The model 1s next applied to
the upbrainging of children, both those of Christians and
of others so far as 1t can be influencea by Chraistians
and men of goodwill. The four stages are schematised
over taime into a developmental sequence. Special considera-

tion will be given to the place of prawver and worship in
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this series of stages in the educational nurture of the
child in religion. Fainally we examine how moral educa~
tion in home or school 1s related to the kind of religious

rearing prescribed in this study.

(1) Controls on Christian Communication

From our analysis of what 1t 1s to be a Chrlstlan(3),
we assume the church has a gospel, a message with a con-
tent regarded as true. Further we take for granted that
the church properly has a mission to the world outsade
itself and in distainction from 1t. Part of this mission
we also suppose 1s to communicate Chraistianity conceived
as a body of belief and as the way of life this belief
implies. So arises the enterprise we term Chraistian
communication by which the church attempts to communicate
Christian truth to the ignorant, the unbelieving and the
uncommitted, Ve shall argue that this enterpraise today
has to be thought of in educational terms and has to be
governed by educational values. In particular the Christian
education of children in home and church, as well as school,
1s to be considered on our view as a special sector of this
endeavour to communicate, since the child i1s outside the
church, neither a member of Christ by baptism nor a church-
man, and 1s not a church-member by Bushnell's organic
connection with his parents 1like any other of the
unconverted qua man or man-in-the-making, he 1s but »
potential Christian.

Our contention 1in this sub-section 1s that Chraistian
communication should be governea by three factors that

w1ll control the way this activity 1s conducted. Two of
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Respect for truth may also be defended theologically.
The first argument 1s that a Christian i1s a man who
believes certaln doctrlnes(é). Presumably he does so
and only should do so because he thinks they are true.
Believing p, where p 1s any proposition, implaes think-
irg p true. It would then be paradoxical to think
Chraistian truth 1s important, as the foundation of the
Christian way of lafe, without having a general concern
for truth and for finding 1t, wherever 1t may be found.

Secondly 1t 1s widely accepted that part of Chrastian
discipleshaip for some people 1s the pursuait of theology
and that the vigorous aevelopment of this enterprise by
Christians down the ages has assisted the understanding
and deepening of the faith and the church's message.
Further 1t 1s held this activity should be energetically
undertaken today. If this 1s the case, because theology
1s an academic dascipline, committed to the dascovery,
clarification, systematisation and dissemination of truth,
1t may be argued that Christians in general, in every
aspect of their mission, should seek truth and be governed
by the restrictions reverence for i1t i1mposes on word and
deed.

It may also be argued, thirdly, from the doctraine of
creation (and from redemption as God's way of restoring
creation to its true character) that part of man's purpose
and destiny 1s to build caivilisation in which the arts and
sciences flourish. God 1s to be gloraified by the discovery
of truth about nature in science and about man in the
humanltles(7). Therefore, Chraistians, as men being

restored to their proper humanity, should pursue truth,
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respect 1t wherever found and accept 1ts demands and
restrictions.

The second oontrollang factor in Christian communica-
tion ought to be the value given to autonomy, that men
should be or become autonomous and that autonomy in
persons 1S to be encouraged as a central goal of human
development. Autonomy means the individual governs his
thought and action by lms own reason., He should only
believe as true what he thinks to be true., John Oman

rightly stated

'There 1s only one right way of asking men to
believe, which 1s to put before them what they ought to
believe because 1t is true, and there 1s only one right
way of persuading, which is to present what 1s true in
such a way that nothing will prevent 1t from being seen
except the desire to abide in darkness (8),'

Similarly an autonomous man only regards as raght
what his conscience tells him 1s so (and, 1f a Chrastian,
he must treat this as the will of God and the manifesta-~
tion of the moral order). Oman again puts the point well,
with force and clarity.

'Action, thouch otherwise not wrong, 1s less than
right, unless we, of our own insaight, Judge 1t raght
and, when 1t conflicts with that insight, 1ts innocuous-
ness does not hinder it from being, for us, wrong. What-
scever 1s not of our own faith is, for that sole reason,
sin. What 1s called heteronomy, that i1s legislation for
us by others, i1s, at best, a non-moral state, i1n constant
danger of becoming immoral. As being towed 1s not steer-
ing, and, on damage to the tow-line, may be shipwreck, so
1s an externally directed morality (9).'

Agaain

'More exclusively than our relation to our neaighbour,
our whole relation to God i1s determined by the independence
of our moral judgement. The ground of respect for all
sincere Judgement of right is not that 1t 1s ainfallable,
for 1t 1s often mistaken and always inadequate, but because
the only way of seeing more clearly the absolute righteous-
ness 1s to Judge of 1t with greater independence. Then,
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1f we find God's will as we see right, our moral independ-
ence 1s the condition of depending on Him and 1t must
be so 1f the will of God and the moral order are one . « .
« ¢ «» God cannot be served by setting conscience on one
side and consecration on the other. To be independent
moral persons, legislating for ourselves, so far from
being hostile to true knowledge and right service of
God, 1s the imperative condition without which God can
neither be known nor served (10).'

In discovering truth then, in theory or practice,
the autonomous person thinks for himself and relies on
his own insight. Nonetheless the reason he employs will
indeed be human reason 1n 1ts various forms with publac
canons and standards and by 1ts use he wall claim to
ascertain what 1s objectaively true and rlght(ll). Hence
1t 1s crucial that men learn not only to think for them-
selves but to think well and rationally and in so doing
to draw on public debate and the great traoitions of
human thought. Without regard for objective truth ox
morality, autonomy 1s 1neffective or disastrous self-
deluded people and great criminals can be autonomous(lz)l
Clearly a truly autonomous person in every sphere has to
rely on the expert and the scholar. In religion reference
to expert authoraty i1s indispensible, 1in practice largely
to be relied on in non-controversial matters and in the
aprroach and background to controversial ones(13). This
kind of autonomy 1s an ideal, an aim for teachers and
parents to have in guiding growth in children and a
fact to be respected as adulthood 1s approached. So too
we argue autonomy i1in everyman should be respected ain

Christian communication. Obviously the attainment of

autonomy 1s a matter of degree, achieved it i1s to be hoped
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in most people through a liberal education and upbringing
to a significant extent, even 1f 1t makes little sense
with the mentally handicapped.

Autonomy may be defended by various philosophical
arguments(14). A transcendental defence might try to
show that autonomy 1s involved in asking for the justafica-
tion of autonomy. There could be an utilitarian argument
that autonomy 1s useful in workers in a modern, fast-
changing economy, 1s essential in the professional man
as re has to use his own Judgement in applyaing the
principles of his profession to concrete cases, and
coniraibutes to a person's happiness and aignaity. Again
in a world of uncertainty and controversy over values,
where the old do not know or are divided on what to teach
the young, autonomy can be agreed on as a goal of upbring-
ing with responsibility for choice of ends and norms trans-
ferred to the young themselves. In a pluralastic culture
the last consideration has a special appeal.

Chrastians, i1n addition, should support the autonomy
of every man on grounds arising from their own faith. It
1s held men are made in the divine image and should attempt
tc grow i1n this. People then are to be like God as rational
agents and free sparits, so that for persons to flourish
in the way they are created, they need to have autonomy.
According to Hodgson, the purpose of creation is to
develop men 1in freedom(ls), and 1f also the task of under-
standing the world i1s a Christian goal(lé), the autonomy
of the indaividual should be cultivated so that each may

make his own sense of experience. Faith, moreoever, may
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be defined as responding to the reality a person apprehends
and therefore as believing what he sees to be true, as
opposed to what other people see or think or to the
second-hand response of heteronomy(17). If this free-

dom of the faith-resporse applies in the sphere of
religion, 1t 1s hard to accept that personal insight

and conviction ought not to be everywhere supreme an
determining assent and that i1s autonomy.

In ethical matters catholic theology teaches that,
after givaing due weight to the teaching of the church, a
man should follow his own conscience and regard as raight
what ne thinks right, no matter what external authority
says(ls). Assuming here that conscience means the mand
thinking morally, this teaching amounts to prescraibing
moral autonomy and 1t seems arbitrary not to extend thais
independence of indiviaual reason to theoretical questions
of all kinds, especially disputable ones Before 1t 1s
right for a person to submit to God, to his waill and hais
truth, as we have seen Oman also taught(lg), the person
must apprehend for himself what 1s God's will and truth.
The human dignity of God's children demands no less.

The thaird factor which must control Christian
communication 1s the controversial nature of Christian
truth. We have already pointed out that basic theological
claims are debatable both at the popular and at the learned
level ain contemporary 5001ety(20). There are three impor-
tant facts here relevant to the church's mission that
should be distinguished. The first i1s social pluralism,

the diversity of the views on religious matters actually
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held and the consideration that Chrastian belief is
perhaps a minority option in modern culture. Such a
situation might counsel caution and humility ain
Chraistian proclamation or nurture but intrepidaity an
witness and boldness in teaching could also be defended
as the proper approach, since majoraties might be
prejudiced, 1ll-informed or just plain mistaken.

The second fact bearing on controversiality is the
absence of an informed consensus on Christian truth,
the deep debate between Christian and sceptical philos-
ophers of religion on issues of theological meaning and
truth, and of theologians themselves on the fundamentals
of doctrine. It 1s because of this situation, and not
Just on account of popular disagreement between faith
ana unbelief, that central Christian assertions are
profoundly controversial and their logical status
problematic. The third fact 1s that today informed
discussion occurs in a free and open society, where the
war of i1deas 1s unimpeded by legal, social or institu-
tional constraints and where truth has a fair chance to
emerge 1n the market place or public forum. In other
cultures Christians cculd well hold that their views
never had a proper hearing or could not be tested by
radical craticaism in a context where all positions could
be clarified and scrutinised in academaic dialogue.

In the Middle Ages and ages of faith the popular and
learned consensus was in favour of Chraistian truth, and
even though society was not liberal, basic doctrane

could be taken as uncontroversial. By contrast in the




nineteenth century, while there may have been a popular
consensus on central religaous claims, at the level of
philosophical and theological debate in a social situa-
tion of free discussion, there was no informed agreement
and Chraistianity was far more confroversial.

Although 1t 1s hard to think of haistorical examples,
one can point to circumstances, where in a liberal cul-
ture, there 1s learned unanimity or near-convergence on
one policy or prescription and at the popular level much
support for the opposite, as there may be in this country
in respect of racism, sexism, capital or corporal punishe-
ment. Here minority opinions can be properly accepted
as well-~founded and academically non-controversial among
the informed and even legislation to enforce or enact
them may be appropriately ainstituted and claimed to have
an educative effect. Prejudice logically arises in
precisely these cases where large groups do not follow
what can be objectively established about, e.g. racial
or sexual equality. It follows that 1t was not or would
not be unreasonable for church, home and school whethex
in some socleties as dominating majorities or in others
as minorities, to propagate their own doctrines to the
children of Chraistian families (and to others), because
they were not as aware as we must be of the problematic
character of faith in the public forum. But in our
culture, with every opportunity for making her case,
the church's gospel is certainly disputable among the

simple and the learned.
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(11) Four Implaications

When the three controlling factors of respect for
truth, autonomy and controversialaity are combined, they
have four main 1mplications for Christian communication,

The first implication 1s that Christian truth must
be presented in the mode of possibility. By Christian
truth 1s meant the distainctive religious assertions that
concexrn God or that presuppose or imply God, like state-
ments about heaven, sin, creation, grace, sacraments,
etc., those propositions which i1involve such characteristic
theological concepts. Other kinds of statement, empirical,
scientific, commor sense or historical can be asserted to
be true, provided they are uncontroversial, The Christian
can say Jesus existed, liaived, taught, was crucified and
so on but not simpliciter that he healed the sick and rose
from the dead. TI'or some of the historical or quasi-
bistorical claims that the Christian message requires are
controversial, such as those entailing miracle, as much
as those which are symbolic, mythical or metaphysical or
wihitch logically connect to belief in God -~ like Chrast
ascended into heaven or 1s the Son of God.

The moral statements bound up with the Christian
way of life also have to be presented according to their
objectiive status. Thus those claims of Christian moralaity,
e¢.g. the non-religious commands 1in the Decalogue that are
uncontroversial parts of any rational, social morality
common to mankind, can be asserted to be valid. The
Christian communicator cap say 1t 1s wrong to murder,

steal, lie or commit adultery every whait as much as the




moralist can treat the same rules as banding i1n a merely
ethacal context.

How then should controversial religious (or any
other) claims be handled?” What cannot be honestly said
categorically 1s that God exists, that Jesus rose, that
Chraist 1s Son of God or that ihere 1s life after death.
To assert these propositions to be true 1n the context
of communicating with non~Chraistians would be as
inappropriate as to affirm the disputed moral contention
that the foetus i1n early pregnancy is a human being or
as to asseverate the debated empirical claim that money
suprly determines inflation., Such affirmations so put
fai1l to represent the objective situation as 1t 1s and
they deny the value of respect for truth.

What can be properly said in such cases amounts to
the historical claim that Christians have believed these
doctrines like the resurrection. There 1s also the true
sociological assertion to pe made that they are believed
by the church today, or at least by 1raditional and
orthodox believers. The Christian communicator snould
also add he himself believes and why he does so As we
shall see(zl), 1t 1s not wrong but entirely proper and
indeed essential i1in communicating the gospel, to reveal
one's own commitment. The 'I thank that p' of faith has
a central role. However ithe correct aporoach for the
communicator who respects truth 1s in the end to assert
that Chraistian doctrines may be true, are possibly true,
because a prima facie rational case for them can be

argued and 1s to be found in the acadermac laiterature
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This context of Christian communication contrasts
with the liturgacal context. In church, 'n worship and
liturgy and creed, in preachaing to and teaching the
committed, 1t 1s of course perfectly proper to assert
categorically the controversial claims of the Christian
religion. This 1s because, 1n services and in an
ecclesiastrcal setting, 1t 1s assumed the congregation
are believers who also accept Christian claims or are
enquirers, old or young, who freely attend to observe
prarse and praver, to see and hear for themselves the
committed stance these acts express.

Tre secona implication of our controlling factiors
1s that Christian communication involves exploration.
Because Christian truth i1s controversial and since
autonomy ought to be valued by Christians, those we
try to communicate to, our pupils, children or potential
converts, must investigate faith for themselves,
Communication, under the restraints Christianity itself
imposes, implies discussion and debate between believers
themselves and with non-Christians, i1in whach each
individual 1s forced to think for himself, to follow
the argument where 1t leads and only to believe what he
sees to be true

The situation i1s unlike that in much communication,
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and at the lower levels of education, shere non-controversial

material may be propcrlv accepted oy the pupil and beliecved

on the authority of the teachexr. External, heteronomous

authority 1s appropriate for acquiescing in undisputed
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historical facts, like those belonging to the chronology
of the kings of Israel, though even here 1t i1s preferable
and more 1in accord with the 1deal of autonomy for the
student to know the evidence and grounds for an uncontro-
versial claim or at least how such a claim is justified
and the general methods by which scholars determine what
happened in the past. In disputable matters, however,
when ex hypothesis learned men disagrece after informed
debate, autonomy and respect for truth require each to
enter the discussiorn, so far as he 1s willing and able,
and to reach his own conclusions. And 1t 1s inappropriate,
in presentaing the gospel challenge and in appealing for
commitment, to take for granted assent to the controversial
assertions of Christian doctrine, until personal explora-
tion has resulted in personal belief that these doctrines
are true

The thiard implication of the controversial character
of Chrastian belief, where the communicator respects
truth and encourages autonomy, 1s that the non-Christian,
old or young, must be helped to consider altematives.
To some extent this i1s implaicit in exploration. Obviously
faith 1n Goa can only be explored i1f tne possibilaty of
atheism, agnosticasm and positivism 1s seriously taken
into account. Similarly, investigating the resurrection
or the person of Christ entails examining reductive and
sceptical interpretations of these doctrines. But con-
sideration of alteinatives to orthodoxy needs to be wider

and more constructive, as in contemporary Religious
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Educatlon(22) Our claim 1s that Chrastian communication
mist ensure 1ts recivients are aware of other religious
and secular outlooks like Marxism or humanism.

Partly other options should be examined because the
positive and distainctive features of Christianity are
betlexr understood by comparing them with raival faaiths.
Partly, however, and more fundamental than this pedagog-
1cal reason, 1s the 1dea that reverence for truth and
the desire to foster autonomy require that the alternatives
to Chrastianity are not i1gnored. For the characterastaic
doctrines of these other 'life-stances' may be true and
since they fall withain the religious universe of discourse,
1n 1ts positive or negative aspects, the Chrastian has to
see that these possibilities are open to non-Christians,
Just as much as Christian possibilities. These alterna-
tive possibilities occur in the world in which Chraistianity
has to be communicated today, a prima facie case can be
found for them at the level of informed debate and hence
the church must undertake that i1ts assertions are explored
as part of a wider dialogue. The uniqueness of Christ can
only be accepted with integraity in the one universe of
falths(23) after some attention has been given to the
claims of Moses and huhammed, Confucius and the Buddha.

The fourth implication of respecting truth and
fostering autonomy in the light of the controversial
nature of Chrastiian truth concerns the aim and intention
of Christian communication, The aim and intention has to
be, so far as the communicator can rationally control his

aim and i1ntention, not to convert men to Christian truth
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but that they should find spiraitual truth for themselves
whatever 1t 1is The Christian will think the truth to
be that whlcﬁ75;sus, or more accurately, in view of its
daisputed character, the truth which he thainks 1s in
Jesus. But he cannot properly aintend his hearer will
believe as he does, since to intend means planning to
secure this result, which will only be certainly achieved
by lapsing into 1lliberal procedures like indoctrination.
It 1s true that in a debated topic the controversialist
must thaink hais own view better grounded and more rational
than his opponent's ~ or else he would not hold the posi-
tion he does. But he has to admit that other rational
men, equally reasonable and learned by publaic crateria,
reach different conclusions by emphasising and selecting
other arguments and considerations than those he places
weight on The situation 1s like that with what have
been called, i1n a famous discussion, 'essentially con-

tested concepts(24).'

The same description, such as
'good Christian' -~ on the exemplar of which, Christ, all
agree as the norm - 1s contested by different people in
1ts application 1n disputes which are not rationally
resolvable. Equally appropriate criteria are accorded
contrasting relative weights in deciding 1in ever-changing
circumstances who counts as a good Christian and though
each party to the debate thinks his own attitude is the
more defensible, he cannot reject the others' viewpoint
as altogether untenable or confadently require any other

intelligent person to share in his use of the contro-

verted term.
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Now compare the Christian communicator to a judge.
His intention 1s that justice should be done and that
the jury should reach a verdict in accord with how best
they think the law 1s applied to the evidence. The judge
may indeed have a praivate opinion that the prisoner is
guilty but 1t would oe wrong for the said judge, before
the trial, to intend the Jjury should braing in the verdict
he may want and hope for. For the meaming of intending
that the man 1n the dock should be convicted would be to
take steps to see this outcome ensued and what could such
steps consist in which would be compatible with the jurors
being free to approach the case with open mind and to find
in accordance with fact and law?

Because, however, the Christian communicator cannot
rightly aim to convert non-Christian children or adults,
1t does not follow that he cannot desire, hope and even
expect his hearers to come to faith. In the case of
children in a Christian home, through the ainfluence of
parental example - Bushnell's organic connexion empiric-
ally interpreted -~ these young people most probably will
bec~me Chraistians when they reach the age of a proper
commitment. Hence to expect conversion in these cases
1s quite rational and 1s fully consistent with promoting
the child's autonomy. But because the turnaing to Chraist
of such a child cannot be properly intended as the goal
of what we term an educational nurture, 1t 1s 12llacat

and improper to speak of bringing up the young as

Christian or of nurture in Bushnell's sense.
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One qualification, which we shall later see i1s
1mportant(25), 1s that the Christian communicator
sometimes takes on the roles of apologist or advocate,
which 1s how we may roucghly define the role of an
evangelist, and that in these roles he passionately
urges his case and pleads for commitment. Tnis he
cannot do rationally or psychologically without interd-
ing and aiming to convince or to convert, any more than
counsel for the prosecution in court can fail to be
determined the jury shall bring in a verdict of guilty.
This role 1s legitimate but specialised within the total
context of Chraistian communication and 1s only to be
played at a certiain stage i1n the enterprise. Even here
though 1t could be argued that counsel's job, straictly
interpreted, 1s to make the best case he can for his
side and hiais intentions should be no more than that
justaice should be done and the jurors find according to
conscience.

The two sub-roles that have just been subsumed into
the role of the evangelist need distinguishing. Qua
apologist he 1s in a similar position to the lawyer in
putting the positive case for Christian truth. But in
appealing for commitment, qua advocate, the evangelist's
proper aim 1s to get the non-Chrastian to act on beliefs
he already has, since rationality demands once a person
believes he should commit himself existentially and
personally to Christ. That he should do so 1s a legitimate

intention for the advocate. As 1t appneared in an earlier
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dlscu591on(26), failure to believe after exploration that
Jesus rose etc, 1s a case of i1nvincible ignorance and not

a matter for condemnation or intense regret(27), whereas the
failure of one who does accepnt the resurrection to believe
in Christ as Lord can be a moral failure to be deplored

and lamented and such feelings on the evangelist's part

are appropriate. Uncommtted believers are the scandal

of the gospel, not unconvinced sceptics. Thus 1t 1is

when, and only when, the evangelist 1s acting as apolo@m st
that he may not properly aim at persuasion, for it is
incoherent to intend a man shall freely and rationally
reach a controversial conclusion, to intend such a result
would involve measures 1nconsistent with free assent to

2 belief over which rational men disagree., The apologaist
must intend to put the Christian case as best he may the
advocate, however, in urging commitment can quite fittingly

aim at and intend conversion.

(111) A Logical Model of Christian Communication

We now define a logical model of how the enterprise
of Chrastian communication must proceed, so as to be
consistent with our three controllaing factors and the
four implications just outlined in subsections (1) and
(11). Four stages in Christian communication will be
distinguished First we argue backwards from the last
to the earliest stage, i1in terms of how each presupposes
1ts predecessor, numbering in reverse oxder from four to
one. Then we indicate the temporal sequence of stages,
their cumulative character and why the whole actaivity

they comprise may be correctly termed educational.
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A Chraistian 15 a man committed to Christ, who
accepts the Chrastian way of life 1n its practical
implications for conduct and cult and who practises as
a churchman(zs). His commitment 1s expressed normatively
in the NT and in the theology of Christian 1initiation by
baptism or, 1in confessions that have infant baptism, by
some such ceremony as confirmation or the ratification
of vows(zg). Hence Christian communication must challenge
man to such commitment, to acting on the basis of the
belief they have in the gospel. So arises the fourth
stage i1n communicating Christianity, what we shall call
that of Challeng=. This corresponds to the popular mean-
ing of evangelism or mission, where people are invited to
commit themselves, taking the kerygma for granted. Such
1s not quite the word-usage of thas study We thank the
term 'evangelism' can be profitably employed also to cover
apologetics, when the evangelist attempts to persuade a

person to believe that the content of the faith 1s true,

a belief logically but not practically distinct, as waill

be seen(3o),

from exhortation to belief i1in or commitment
to Chrast.

The stage of Challenge presupposes a person believes
the gospel 1s true. If he does not, 1t 1s wrong for him
to commit haimself, indeed faith 1in Jesus does not logically
arise. The agnostic cannot properly put his trust in God,
the man who thinks Christ merely a dead Jew can hardly
accept the raisen Lord. Hence before the challenge of

Chrastaianity must come belief and belaief, 1t has been

argued in sub-section (11), can only today appropriately




arise through personal exploration of Christian truth
and consideration of alternatives. Thus arises the
third stage in Chrastian communication, that we term
the stage of Exploration. To thas stage especially the
controlling factors apply

Exploration in 1ts turn 1s not logically possible,
or 1s f(utile and ineffective, on the basis of ignorance,
Unless a man knows what Chrastians believe, at least in
outline and in i1ts main variations, both orthodox and
radical, he has nothing to investigate. Moreover, 1f he
1s not aware of a great deal of packground and supporting
naterial about the Bible and 1f he has not received much
explanation and exposition of Christian doctrine, of 1ts
vocabulary, concepts and history, the content of the
gospel will be unaintellaigible to him and effective think-
ing about 1t impossible. Hence arises our second stage,
that of Information. Here the main weaight will be on
teaching about Chraistianity (and alternatives to 1it).
Now 1n order that the controversial nature of i1ts main
claims are not obscured, and that crucial questions are
not begged ain the minds of non-Christians, both child and
adult, 1t 1s important that what 1s taught 1s presented
1n what we termed above the mode of possibility and that
alternative faiths are described,

Conceivably a person may simply want to learn about

religion and Christian communication could start at thais

point. But this happy state of affairs is not very likely

In a secular age, with adults and children, 1t would be
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surprising to find non-Christians already interested and
ready to be taught in the stage of Information It 1s

a truaism in education that the pupil will not learn
unless he 1s well motivated to do so and until he 1is,

1t 1s futaile to begin teaching. Hence there is needed,
though 1t may not be invariably necessary, the first
stage i1n Christian communication, what we shall call the
stage of Motivation. The deduction of our stages may
however be savea by ainsisting that though this stage of
Motivation may not involve the Christian communicator
doing anything positive, 1t must always occur even if 1t
13 sometimes just a pre-evisting psychological conditaion
of natural, unaroused interest. Yet usually the church
must start her mnission of communicating the faith to
outsiders, young and old, bv arousing interest, by evok-
ing the will to learn and to explore and by generating
a positive attitude not only toward the message to be
passed on but toward the institution, the church, that
1s 1ts source for the hearer Interest in Chrastianaity
but hostilaity towards or prejudice towards the church
may be common, but i1s fatal to or gravely impairs
Christian comrunicataion.

From this deduction or derivation of our four stages
in Christian communication, 1t might appear to follow
that these stages must follow one another in taime, each
succeeding 1ts predecessor so that we begain first with
the stage of Motivation, then second comes that of
Information, next succeeds the third, Exploration, and

lastly the fourth, the stage of Challenge crowns the
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process. Things are not however so simple as this crude
schematisation suggests and three important qualifications
have to be made. First, 1t 1s logically necessary for an
earlier stage at least to have commenced before a later
1s 1nitiated, though not to have been completed. Dearden's
fallacy of 'perfected steps' must be av01ded(31). It 1s
indeed true that you cannot learn very much i1f you are
not in the least intierested (and in the case of Chrastian
communication other motivations like fear or expediency
will not arase today), saimilarly exploration 1s impossible
for the totally ignorant, nor can one commit oneself with
integraity 1f wholly sceptiical ana lacking in belief that.
But, nonetheless, once an earlier stage 1s under way, the
next can at once supervene. Granted a glimmering of
interest, learning may begin, personal investigation can
have as 1ts starting-poant the thinnest foundation of
knowledge and may indeed beget the desire for more
information to be imparted, and commitment can arise as
a possibility for an enquirer who only half believes
some parts of the faith, while st1ll being perplexed
about others.

In any case, and this 1s the second gqualification
to Chraistian communication being conceived of as a simple
time sequence, the four stages are cumulative. The earliexr
must be sustained wnen the later are added and must support
and undergird the latter. If motivation declines, learn-
ing and exploration will be jeopardized and may come to a

halt, while commitment 1s unlikely. Exploration can be

paralysed by gaps an knowledge that only emerge late in
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Motivation In coniroversial areas education involves
'teaching abocut' ano consideration of alternative
'stances for living', being governed by values like

truth and respect for persons(33).

Cur stage of
Information answers well enough to this It has fur ther
peen argued that the pupil's personal investigation of
religion 1s proper in education so defined and this
occurs 1n our stage of Explorat¢on(34). Stage four,
that of Challenge, popularly known as evangelism, 1s
usually regarded todav as 1inappropriate in schools(35),
which are not supposed to try to convert their pupils

to any controversial 'stance for living' like Communism
or Christianity. It 1s, however, unclear why the wider
enterprise of church, home and similar ainstitutions,
like Suncay Schools, should not embrace the stage of
Challenge, 1f not (as we have argued) the aim of con-
version. Further, as we shall argue below 1in sub~section
(1v), hearaing a debatable point of view, passionately
maintained and polemically expressed, from a committed
advocate of 1t 1s part of education and 1s indeed
appropriately arranged withir the stage of LCxploration.
Thus Chrastian cormunication can be properly regarded as
an educative enterprise, controlled by the values of
educatlion, 1in the specific, value-laden sense of that

term(sé).

(1v) Educational Nurture

Our positive conception of educational religious
nurture, advocated in this study in contrast to the tradi-

tional corversion and nurture approaches, including
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Bushnell's, car now be outlined. ''e apply our four
stage model of Christian communication to the rearing
of children. Our main claim 1s that these four stages
of Motivation, Information, Eyploration and Challenge
have to be schematised and spread over childhood an
such a way as to take account of child-development and
the various laimitations on the spiraitual capacityv of
chaildren dascussed earller(37). In particular we give
due weight to the contentior that the younger child uis
psychologically and theologically incapable of being

a Chr:stlan(38)

and that 1t 1s not aesirable for the
older child tc be finally committcd until the approach
of adulthood.

Tl.as theoryv of an educational religious nurture ais
intendecd to apply to all children. It does indeed apply
especiallt to the childrern of Chraistians, in the homes
of the faithful and reared in the ambit of the church,
but this type of nurture also pertains to other children
associated waith churches through Sunday Schools, Youth
Clubs and suchlike institutions, so far as Christians
can influence their upbranging. Indeed the anproach
advocated 1s the birthraight of every child whatsoever
and can be conceived simply as an important area of
education, of the liberal education all human beings
should receive at the threshold of their lives to equip
them for mature livaing in the face of the human condition.,

It follows that securing this kind of application
of Christian communication to the upbringing of one's

own child, 1n the form of educational religious nurture,




1s a primary responsibility of the parent, as part of
a wider responsibility to secure a good general educa-
tion for one's own offspring. Beyond this parental
role, that of an educator in the broadest sense, or
more accurately as the sponsor or organiser of his or
her child's education, the Christian fatber or mother
need not go in terms of specifically religious nurture.
The more specialised roles in the nurturing process
that are discussed below, the believing parent does not
have to undertake (except in stage one and in respect
of prayer, as 1in subsection (v) below).

In educationsl religious nurture the first stage of
Motivation 1s specirally secured for the children of
Christians in the home by what we have earlier called
'psychological nurture'(39) and by what Bushnell calls
‘organic connex1oé(40). The impact of the Christian
parent as a model to aimitate and the strong ties of love
with him produce attitudes in the chilaren favourable to
whatever parents favour and therefore a positive attitude
to Christianity and the church Thus the necessary
interest for later learning 1s begotten and maintained
by psychological nurture, which 1is on this account of
profound sparitual significance and forms the mode 1in
which God's love 1s communicated in early childhood.

This attitude-formation in the bosom of the family
has to be further reinforced by the welcome of the
church, conceived as a social entity, which Bushnell
misdescribes as the 'church-membership of chlldren’(41).

To young children the worshipping community has to appear

191



192

as a warm, accepting group of friendly adults and as a
natural extension of the home. The appropriate practical
expression of this approach to the child in the church
has to take such forms as cr@&ches during adult services,
playgroups, etc. but not such forms as teaching institu-
tions of any kind, since children when very young, in

the pre-school or Infant period, are too i1mmature for

the learning of Christian concepts and beliefs to begin
in any formal way. It 1s generally agreed that the
enrichment of ordinary experierce and the acquisition of
language and of social behaviour should come earller(42).

The first stage, whereo, motivation towards Chrastianity
1s generated, should continue throughout childhood as the
background to an educational nurture. Assuming good relation-
ships with parents are maintained as the child grows up,
the complementary social aspect of his connexzon with the
church has to be sustained through clubs, uniformed organisa-
tions, youth fellowships and the like, by which the fraiendly
face of Chrast's body 1s turned towards the young. Since
our theory also applies to children without a Chrastian
background, motivating them must also be briefly examined.
Clearly with those wro do not hail from a pious family,
interest 1s much harder to generate. As with teachers in
schools, churches and Christians generally have to do the
best they can to make the local Christian communitiy and
1ts faith attractive and interesting to the child through
youth-work and in other ways. (In this acaacemic study of

an educational religious nurture, we can only hant in this




bare fashion at oracticalities and leave them to experi-
enced proctitioners to elaborate, once they are clear on
the aims and principles of the enterprase.)

The next stages, those of Information and Exploration,
coincide with modern Religious Education in schools and
1t 1s there that the enterprise of Christian communication
with children must be largely carried on. As a prancipal
part of educational nurture, parents and church will undexr-
take to see this activity 1s properly effected in schools.
They may not teach themselves, because not professionally
qualified or exmert, but will hire profess:zonal teachers
to ao the 3Jjob Church organisations may also play a
subsidiary role ir the task so far as they are competent
to do so and the home may contribute incidentally, as at
does with a child's general schooling. (In societies
where a liberal form of Religious Education 1s not feas-~
1ble in state schools, other institutional expressions
of educational nurture will have to be devised by church
and parent.)

The Information stage can probably begin early in
the Praimary age-range, as soon as children can begain to
grasp the concepts requ1red(43), and wi1ll continue
through childhood and adolescence in the measure that
greater understanding, maturity and ability to use
religious language, symbols and metaphors emerges. As
well as teaching children about Christianity, there
w1ll neec to be concurrent or later teacning about

alternative faiths A sensible division of labour might




be in rough terms for schools with (1deally) professional
teachers of Religious Studies to present world religions,
while churches and church-based ainstitutions like Sunday
Schoels teach about the Chrastian faith they are most
familiar with,

From middle-childhood onwards, as children become
more capable of abstract thinking and reach comprehension
of religious matters and attain the abilily actually to
participate in faith and worship etc., the stage of
Exploration overtakes that of Information without ever
totally daisplacirg 1t of course, and continues up to the
poaint of adult commitment, af any, to Chrastianaty. Thas
1s not the place to discuss the methods by whaich explora-
tion 1s to be promoted consonant with the controlling
values of respect for iruth and the need for autonomous
thinking on the part of the child in controversial areas.
What 1s profitable 1s to analyse further the variety of
roles Christians as educators of the young must play -
whether in school or in an ecclesiastical setting - in
a truly educational relagious nurture. All the roles
that wi1ll now be distinguished are necessary for the
success of the total enterprise of Christian communica-
tion waith youth (and in prainciple with their elders too).

One role 1s that of a witness, of displaying by
what a person is, by his characler, personality and
attitude, by what he says and does, what 1t 1s to be a
Christian (or a follower of any other faith). This role
particularly 1is one which ordinary Christian parents and

members of a @€ongregation can play. Children will thus
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see more clearly in their own homes or in a local church
what being a discaiple reans today. The more practical
and existential elements of Christianity, beyond the
cereoral and credal, can be demonstrated. Moreover,
theologically informed believers, e.g. clergy can also
be witnesses 1n answering the child's questions about
their commitment and how 1t shapes their lives. A school
geography course on the continents of the world might be
enriched 1f a parent at home could speak from first-hand
experience of when he had workea in Africa. Music 1n
the classroom 1s enhanced when music 1s also made in the
family, Just so the nature of a faith 1s rore vivaidly
portrayed in an educational nurture i1f children may
behold 1ts working exhibited by father and mother.
Another role 1s the apologist. He presents the
case for Christian belief from a deeply committed stand-
point A controversial point of vicw i1s only likely to
be powerfully argued and 1ts full force felt, 1f the
arguments and considerations ain 1ts favour are given the
one-sided emphasis of the man who passionately thinks
his total interpretation of experience to be better
founded than any raval. A closely associated role to
the apologetic (only logically and not practically
distainct), 1s that of the advocate. He 1s like counsel
for the prosecution in court. He appeals for action and
commitment, in the legal case for conviction of the
prisoner, 1in the spiritual case, after debate, he exhorts
the »merson who now believes that Chrastianity i1s true to
put his faith in Chrast. 1In religious terminology, a

Christian playing either the apologist's or the advocate's
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role 1s defined as an evangelist., Of him on the one

hand we have argued(44), that when an apologist for
Chrastianity his aim 1s that the child reaches truth,
however 1t 1s seen, and 1s not too disappointed 1f the
latter fainishes an unbeliever. Whenever, on the other
nand, the evangelaist 1s advocating Christ his goal is
commitment and rot to achieve this grieves him on account
of what he regards as a serious moral failure on the part
of his hearer.

It 1s 1mportant to realise why this role of evangelist
has a part to play within an educational enterprise, which
carnot as such have an evangeliastic intent. tlary Warnock
has argued cogently that in moral or other discussions
children need to see what 1t 1s for a peirson to be
commitited, to hold strongly to a controversial point of
view, to reason to a disputed conclusion and to abide and
live by 1t(45). There seems therefore to be no objection
to a school, church or other ainstitution, as an element
1in religious nurture or Christian communication, inviting
in a popular evangelist like Billy Graham to put has
case, provided the other aspects of the stages of
Information and Exploration are adequately catered for.

In this way the stage of Challenge car be accommodated
within provision for the stage of Exploration. Though
logically subsequent to belief-that, in practice the appeal
for belief-in can take place concurrently with personal
1investigation. It must also be noted that this exposure

to the apologist and advocate 1s inappropriate much before
adulthood and should only be arranged for older children -

at the Sixth Form level or thereabouts -~ who are able to




asscss a debatable world-view with maturity and properly
to come, 1f they wish, to an irrevocable commitment to
Christianity.

The final role we shall discuss 1s also needed 1in
the stage of Exploration and in that of Challenge as a
subordinate part of the former stage. The evangelist
has to be balanced by the so=called neutral teacher or
chairman in a debate, Just as in a trial the judge pre-
sides and sums up after counsel has put his case for the
prosecution (and other counsel for alternative cases),
The judge's summing-up 1S to bring out the main questions
and i1ssues, to place the evidence again before the jury
in summary form and in dispassionate style and thus to
assist the Jurymen to make up their own minds. So one
crucial role in education, when 1t 1s governed 1like
Chraistian communication by the values of respect for truth
and autonomy 1in matters of controversy, is to act as what
has becore known as the part of a neutral teacher(46).

The neutral teacher 1s present to ensure the procedural
values of fair play are observed in debate, to draw the
pupil's attention to acaaemic standards of rational argu~
ment, objectivity and impartiality in the assessment of
evidence, and to further the young person's search for
truth by highlaighting the main pros and cons and by
sustaining the s tudent's confidence and poise as he
wrestles with perplexing and disturbing personal issues,
For reaching a religious position 1s part of growing up
and ol tlhe diflficult process i1n which the adolescent is

searchaing for 1dept1ty(47). Such a pastoral and tutorial
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role as the neutral teacher's 1s admirably suited to the
Christian minaster, teacher, parent or don and i1s one in
whaich love takes the form of passionate commitment to

another's autonomy but without the dangerous and dubious

intent of the proselytiser or propagandist.

(v) Prayer and Worship

Special attention must now be given to the place
of vocal prayer and worship in an educational religious
nurture (kinas of mental, non-vocal prayer will not be
considered). It has already been argued that young chil-
dren cannot meaningfully participate in prayer and worship
because these activities presuppose belief and this can
only be significant to those who have key theological
concepts like that of a personal God(48). The small
ch1ld lacks such concepts, as his confused talk about

(49). Older children also are not to be

God etc. shows
expected to pray, because they should not be expected

to believe 1n God ana to be finally committed to
Christianity. However they can be allowed to commit
themselves 1n a provisional way 1f, due to the influence
of Chrastian parents etc., they do 1n fact belleve(so)
and then they may want 1o pray.

On these assumptlions prayer and worship are
ccmmunicated to children by educational nurture on the
same pranciples and in the same stages as any other
element 1n a faith, always remembering the fact that

these practices logically depend on beliefs that can

only be properly accepted as a result of autonomous




exploration because of their dasputed character. In the
stage of Information then the young child learns about
prayer, what 1t 1s and how to do 1t. The underlying
concepts of God, of intercession, petition, thanks-
giving and confession and the verbal forms which express
these notions are acquired so that either an antelligent
use or an inlelligent rejection of them becomes possible.

Teaching prayer and worship 1s partly effected
through observing others prayaing in the home, school or
church. It 1s, of course, necessary that genuine prayer
and worship be seen, pbeing practised by committed believers.
Obviously this s much easier in a Crristian family where
the parents prav or in a church where the congregation
devoutly worship than in a state-school, where pupils
cannot be expected to be committed believers and few or
none ol the staff may be (of course, 1f many of the staff
are Christians real prayer 1s that much easier for the
child to behola). Indeed 1t 1s hard to conceive how
eucharistic worship can be understood at all - though
films and TV etc m2y help - except by visits to churches
which are specially arranged and are perfectly justifi-
able on educational grounds, like trips to theatres or
concerts. (Doubtless similar arguments justify going to
synagogues, temples and mosques.)

Some verbal narticipation in prayer and worship is
also required so that children become familiar with tihe
language of prayer and pecome capable of pra,ing and
worshipping later af they so desire T'he young chald

w1ll want to Join in and active, practical methods are
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prominent in modern education at the Pramary stage.

The essential point 1s that often little children are
not really praying or worshipping God because they lack
the intention that gives their acts of utterance valid=-
1ty and reality as a liturgical action, What 1is done in
general 1s Just an educational exercise of going through
the motions, like a choir practising hymns or anthems,
which 1s not at that moment worship. Again the adult
unbeliever might si1ing a psalm or Join 1n a prayer 1n a
church-service out of courtesy but doing thais would

not be his act of praise or thanksgiving, because his
scepticism and want of worshivful intent would preclude
his mouthing the words having this significance.

It should be further noticed that 1f the child 1is
to learn adequately about worship he needs 1o encounter
both the normative adult forms of the various liturgies
of Cnristendom but also more child-centred prayers with
topics for praise, thanksgiving and supplication which
he can understand, enjoy and appreciate. Thus in family
prayers 1n a Christian home, marents may pray lor things
suggested by their children The 1little ones watch the
performance viith interest and when very small may Jjoain
in verbally, even 1f they cannot as vet have the minimal
intention that makes their utterance count as a real word
addressed to God

In the stage of LCxploration children may wish to
exnplore nrayer Just as they may wisn to explore Christian
belief. One aspect of this 1s clearly discussion of the

nature, efficacy and problems of prayer why men do or




should pray, 1f and how God answers and many other related
1ssues need investigation before a person can reasonably
accent this dewmartment of Christian doctrine. Children
may also want to experiment with actual praying. This
1s a reasonable thing for them to do because the beliefs
about God that underlie prayer can be defended, despaite
their controversial character, and a prima facie case
can be argued for them The ch1ld himself can further
have a real intention to nray, even though he lacks a
firm, positive faith in God True 1t 1s irrational or
absurd for an atheist to pray, although men do sometimes
lapse 1nto the i1rrzti-nal and absurd But the young,
especirally a guesting teenager, 1is closer to the wistful
agnostic and may pray on an 'as-1f' basis, on the
hypothesis that there may be a God who heais Thas
seens a perfectly reasonable procedure, even i1f 1t 1s
not to be recommended to the extent H. H. Prace does(51),
as a way to verify theism, since one person's putative
awareness of God even after a protracted period of
devotion can hardly constitute much of a proof from
religious experience.

Some older children, as we admitted earller(sz), in
fact come to farth before full adult commitment 1s
desarable. Their baptism becomesoperative and the Holy
Spirit will no doubt fashion their prayers as with any
other Chrastian, inierceding in them with unutterable
groanlngs(53). Such adolescents may also begin to

receive Holy Communion. The crucial issue for an

educational nurture 1s that they are not to be regarded
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as finally committed, this degree of pious practice
being still experimental and one that can be abandoned
with good conscience, cven when the teenager 1is not
driven to give up his worship by overwhelming doubt and
scepticism. The situation 1s to be contrasted with the
spiritually parlous condition of the normal lapsed
communicant or committed believer (as distinct from the
man wno has dropped devotion because of loss of faith).
Finally 1t must be pointed out that the stage of
Cnallenge 1includes the appeal to commit oneself to a
life of prayer and worship. This 1s part of the
behavioural content of belief in God or Christ. Suppose
the young person knows about prayer and latuxrgy. The
witness, perhaps a parent, shows what 1t 1s to be a man
of prayerx The evangelist qua apologist makes out has
case for tine power of prayer. As advocate, the evangelist
then challenges the adolescent, who thinks God may perhaps
hear, to go down on his knees. The Chraistian communicator
qua pastor or neutral teacher bids him count the cost in

reaching an authentic commitment.

(vi) Moral Nurture

Bushnell, as we saw in Chapter II, criticised one
form of ostrich nurture in which children were given moral
training without religious and we replied pointing out
that today moralaity 1is widely thought logically distinct
from religion, that 1t 1s held that ethical beliefs can
be given a non-theological, rational backing, and that
in our secular society there has emerged in the last

fifteen years considerable interest i1n the possibility

202



203

of a non-religious Moral Education, which every child in
our pluralistic culture should receive 1in school(54).
Furtither it 1s clear that most children are sociralised at
home and at school today into a basic social morality of
rules and virtues on which most citizens agree and also
that sometimes adolescents take part in the classrcom or
vouth club or under church auspices in discussion of
controversial moral questions It 1s against such a
background that our educational nurture would have to
function and 1t behoves us finally in thais chapter to
examine the relation of what 1s advocated in this study
to Moral Cducation and to the moral development of chil-
dren.

In the stage of Information, in our scheme for an
educational religious nurture, children learn about the
moral teacning of Chrastianity and of other faiths.

They have aescribea to them, according to their degree

of maturity, the ethics of the Bible and of Jesus, of
Christian tradation, of the various churches and they

become informed about current discussion of moral issues
from a Chraistian vpoint of view. The child will also be
taught about those aspects of docirine that put secular
morality in a wider context. He will come to appreciate

how the rational ethics of the good man may be possaibly
undergirded by the metaphysical framcwork of belief in

God and in his will to support raighteousness the adolescent
w1ll hear of the Chrastian conviction that God's love evokes
men's love of their neighbour, of Chraist's example, grace,
the power of the Holy Sparat, the relevance of the next

world as factors in moral living and motivation. The
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Christian approach to moral failure conceived as sin
and 1ts remedy in terms of atonement, justification and
forgaveness will be known about and the child will become
acquainted with how 1t 1s held possible in the spiritual
life to advance in holiness, including secular virtue.

In the stage of Exploration children waill be
encouraged to investigate for themselves Chrastianity
as 1t bears upon the morality they will already have
through early socialisation and which 1deally will have
begun to develop rationally through Moral Education.
In the Moral Education of home ard school the presumption
1s ithat the adolescent will acquire, practice and believe
in basic social morality and 1ts Justification, because
of 1ts uncontroversial and well-grounded nature. What
remains more open to the chila's own thinkaing and
alrscovery 1s which uvltimate foundation for ethics or
approach to moral reasoning seems 1o him more plausable
and of course what are to be his views on disputed ethical
issues like sex, abortion, euthanasia, war, ecology and
so on. Further in contrast with social morality there 1s
also what Strawson terms the realm of indavidual 1dea1(55).
Among 1deals there 1s much more variety and scope for
mersonal exploration and choice, includaing taking account
of the wav such 1deals are associated with general world-
views like religions.

Thus there seems to be an area of moral explora-
tion which overlaps and intierpenetrates with the
religious exploration an educational nurture prescribes.

In choosing ideals to aspire to and by which to live
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theological corsiderations p0551bg, need to be given due
weight by young people, supnosing they find the basic
underlying theology acceptaple. Indeed as 1n academic
discussion of religion and morality some kaind of inter-
action 1s called for in the thinking of the student.
Partly his assessment of Christianity will be moral and
he will submit a1t to an ethaical critique Partly also
the moral teaching of Chrastianity and 1ts theological
context may reflect upon his existent secular morality
and he will perceive in whatl ways a commitment to Chraist
would, 1f he made 1t, 1nfluence and ainform his conscience.
Needless to say such moral dialectic 1s only possible
1in advanced adolescence and young adulthood when moral
thinking reaches the hisher stages of development(56).
Tne various roles distinguished above which Chraistians
may play in an educational nurture are also very important
here i1n 1ts ethical dimension. The witness of parents and
congregation in their actual moral laving should show any
bower or attraction there may be 1n conducting a person's
whole existence in the light of dedication to Chrast's
ethical i1deals. The evangelist may urge with passion
the case for this style of moral thinking and action as
an aspect of being a Christian. And the neutral teacher,
from the standpoint of his deep commitment io liberal,
procedural values and out of his pastoral concern for the
student, may exemplify his educative neutralaity, whatever
his personal opinions, by clarifying i1mpartially the i1ssues
in moral controversy and so help the young person to make

up his naind autonomously
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Lastly 1t should be noticed -~ and this i1s crucial =
that i1n the stage of Challenge the appeal has to be to
the morality which already exists in the child through
early socialisation and Moral LCducation. Indeed the
Challenge reaches right back to the stage of Motivation
where the foundetions of conscience and of being a moral
being are laid down throuch parents' love in the
nsychological sense of nurture(57). The existential
Question for the young person and for any enquirer into
Crristianity 1s whether he can see his way to accepting
a Christian moral commitment which will harmonise with
his existing ethical convictions or with his criteraia
for a well-founded moral position. Unlike the area of
religious commitment, children will approach the stage
of Challenge not Jjust as potential Christians, neutral
and i1innocent - apart from in some cases that psychological
nredisposition to the faith of their parents Bushnell
calls organmic connection - but as persons already with a
conscilence, even 1f a rudimentary one on the scale of
moral development.

The real situation resembles more the case of
convertinag a man {rom another faith. Either he has to
perceive Chriaistianity as congruous with what he already
believes and as a furtiher addation 1o his creed, extending
belief in a direction he now sees his pre-existing
convictions pointing - i1in the way a Jew might faind
Christ fulfils the law and the prophets. Or in the light
of some deeper criterion he realises the defects of his

0old religion and the adequacy of the new he embraces -~ 1in
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the way a Marxist might turn from materaialism to the
vision of the created universe. In the moral sphere the
challenge of the gospel 1is to the natural morality and
the natural reason of the child and to his perception
of natural law and 1t does not involve the surrender of
conscience, a return to the amorality of infancy or
regression to the theoretical equivalent of being a
psychopath. The appeal of Chraist, as i1n the moral
dimension of all Christian communication and not just
in the nurture of the young, 1s to the law written in
the heart(58). By this canon either the second mile of
Jesus' ethics 1s recognised as being continuous with
the first mile of commonsense, or the dominical woxrds
are seen as a radical craiticism of the conventional
limits secular moralaity imposes for the sake of comfort
and convenience lloderate benevolence expands to love
or the prudential bounds of altruism are shattered by
self-sacriface.

After the Cnallenge the Chraistian parent welcomes
the child wno agrees with him in trying to live by
Chrast's law of love but equally respects the child who
remains an unbeliever in the moral sphere, differing
invincibly in his conscience, yet without descending to

crime Ox vicCe.
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AEEendlx

The Lvolution of Bushnell's Chraistian Murture

It 1s convenient to add to our work on Bushnell a
description of how bis work on Chrisiian nurture came
to be writtcn, how 1t developcd in the face of contro-
versy and bhow 1t mruch later assumeca 1ts final form.
The detail to be given has not been easy to assemble,
nor 1s 1t readily available for the modern reader in

stendard works like Mrs. Cheney's Life and Letters of

H. Busnnell (New York 188C). The clearest account,

which 1s our »rincinal source, 1s I, Shelton Smaith's

Changing Conceptions of Original Sin (New York 1955),

Chapter V. £flso useful arc W, R. Adamson's Bushnell

Reciscovered (Philadelphia 1966) pp. 61-62, Fleming, S.

Children and Puritanism (New Haven and O:xcford 1933)

Pp. 197-204, the original Discourses etc. ana Views etc.

of Bushnell himself, Bernett Tyler's Letter of 1847 and

his Seven Letters of 1348, and conterporary reviews by

Hodge, Nevir and the anonymous Baptist wraitexr T.F.C.

In our Chapter I Bushnell's New England backgraund
was sketched and we outlined the corditions in Hartford,
Connecticut, i1mmediately precedent to his composing the
Discourses, that provokea him to write them. He had
already criticised the revivalism of the period in his

essay Spiritual Lconomy of Revivals of Religion in the

Christian Srectator of 1838, Vol. X (reproduced in his

collection Pulpit Talent (London 1882) Chapter V, pp.

138~59). Ideas on Cnurch growth rather than conquest,

including the germ of bis concept of Christian Tamily
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nurturc, were adumbrated first in his New Englander essay

of 1844 The Kingdom of Heaven as a Grain of Mustara Seed

Vvol., II, Oct. pp. 600-619
The Hartforu Central Association (of the Congregational
Church) asked Bushnell to eypand tnese ideas. He preached

Two Discourses on Chrisiian Nurture and prepared them for

publaication This was offerea by the Tublication
Committee of the Massachusetts Sabbath School Societv,
Bushnell agreed and six months later the discourses were

publishea as a book of 72 pages, Discourses on Christian

Nurture (Boston 1847). Consideracle controversy was
arousec and the opnosition of "paric mongers', as Bushnell
cited his critics, grew. The veteran, conservative
Calvinist treologian, Bennett Tvler, attacked the

Discourses etc. 1n his Letter to the Rev Dr. Bushnell

on Chirastian Nurture from his seminary at Sast Windsor

Haill, 7th June 1847 (22 pages). This was read at the
annual meeting of the North Association of Hartford County
and the "brethren eypressed their unsanimous approbation
and requested that 1t maght be published " The Massachusetts
Sabbath School society then paniclea and suspended publica-~
tion.

Bushnell next replied, attacking his craitics and
defending his vieuws fiercely and caustically, in a

polemical pamphlet, An Argument for Discourses on Christian

Nur ture, Addrcssed to the Publication Committee of the

Massachusetts Sabbath School Society (Hartford 1847).

Later he combined the Discourses etc., the Argument etc.

his two carlier articles of 1838 and 1844 and two hitherto
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unpublashed sermons into a book, wnich Bushnell published

himself 2s Views of Christian Nurture and of Subjects

Adjacent Thereto (Hartford, Edwain Hunt, No. 6 Asylum

Street, 1847). The Contents page read -

Preface pPp. 1-22
Chraistian ['urture Discourse 1

Discourse 2 Pp. 23=47
\rgument for 'Discourses on Chraistian Nurture! Pp. 49-121

Spiritual Economy of Revivals of Religion
(from tne Chrastian Spectator of 1838, Vol. X) pp. 123=146

Growth, not Conquest, the True Method of

Christian Progress (the same article under

a new title from the New Englander of 1844,

Vol. II) pp. 147-181
The Crganic Unity of the Family (new sermon) pp. 183-209

The Scene of the Pentecost and a2 Chrastian
Parish (new sermon) PP. 211-244

B. Tyler respondea with a passionate broadside Seven

letters to the Rev. Horace Bushnell D.D, Containing stric-

tures on his book entitlea Views of Christian Nurture and

of Subjects Adjacent thereto by B, Tyler, I'resident and

Professor of Christian Theology in the Theological Institute
of Connecticut, Hartford, 1848, dated LCast Windsor Hall,
March 20th, 1848. (Tyler's 1847 Letter etc. was largely

incorporated into the latter 1848 Seven Letters etc.)

Controversy persisted for some little time and then
died away or was absorbed into that over Bushnell's later,

more famous work, God in Christ of 1849, Important reviews

of the Discourses, the Argument, Views etc. and of Tyler's

criticism 1n his Letter and Seven Letters were those of -

Hodge, C. (Professcxr of Theology at Prancetown) Bushnell

on Chrastian Nurture in the Eiplical Repertory and Princetown
Review XIX, October 1847, pp. 502-539;
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Mevins, John W, (German Reformed theologian) Educational
Religion in the Weekly Messenger of the German Reformed
Church (Chambersbury 1847), June 23rd, June 30th, July 7th
and July 14th,

T.F.C. The Baptist and Pedobaptist Theories of Church
Membership (review of Discourses 1847, Dr. Tyler's Letter
1847, An Argument for the Discourses 1847 (The Christian
Review 1847, Vol. XI1I, pp. 529-551,

(Thesc asscssments are discussed in our Chapter I1I pp.68-Z§)
Some years laler, when Bushnell was a respected

figure and his 1deas were no longer controversial, he

1ssued his defiraitive work on the subject, the revised

and enlarged Chraistian Nurture (New York 1861). 'Fart I

The Doctrine' comprised 'I and II What Christian Nurture

Is', reproducing the original Discourses etc., 'III The

Cstrick Nurture' (new materazal), 'IV The Organic Unity

of the Family' reproduced from Views etc., 'W Infant
Baptism, Hov Developed' and 'VI Apostolaic Authority of
Infant Baptism' (new material), 'VII Church Membership

of Children' incorporating material from the Argument,
otherwise dropped (wisely in view of 1ts tone and the
regrets of Buslnell's friends v. T.F.C. op. C1t. pPDPs
550-551), 'VIII The Out-Populating Power of The Christian
Stock' (new material but ideas from 'Growth, not Corquest’
etc. from Views ctc. iaterial 1in Views etc. omitted in

Chrastian Nurture (1861) was Argument, Growth, not Conquest

etc., and The Scene of Pentecost etc. Christian Nurture

(1861) alsc contains an entirely new Pt., II - The Mode, of
eight chapters, presenting Bushnell's advice on the prac-
tical aspects of Christian child-reaiing.

Finally, 1t shoula be noted that in 1916, a revised
edition was producea by Luther A Weigle, the [{irst Horace

Bushnell Professor of Chraistian Nurture at Yale Unaversity.
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A few minor excisions were made in this edition to remove
echoes of past controversy and an analytical table of
contents was added. This 1s the version of Bushnell's

work that has been used in this study.
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