Concordia Seminary - Saint Louis

Scholarly Resources from Concordia Seminary

Bachelor of Divinity Concordia Seminary Scholarship
6-1-1959

The Language of Relationships in Christian Education

Robert E. Rediehs
Concordia Seminary, St. Louis, ir_rediehsr@csl.edu

Follow this and additional works at: https://scholar.csl.edu/bdiv

b Part of the Practical Theology Commons

Recommended Citation

Rediehs, Robert E., "The Language of Relationships in Christian Education" (1959). Bachelor of Divinity.
622.

https://scholar.csl.edu/bdiv/622

This Thesis is brought to you for free and open access by the Concordia Seminary Scholarship at Scholarly
Resources from Concordia Seminary. It has been accepted for inclusion in Bachelor of Divinity by an authorized
administrator of Scholarly Resources from Concordia Seminary. For more information, please contact
seitzw(@csl.edu.


https://scholar.csl.edu/
https://scholar.csl.edu/bdiv
https://scholar.csl.edu/css
https://scholar.csl.edu/bdiv?utm_source=scholar.csl.edu%2Fbdiv%2F622&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
http://network.bepress.com/hgg/discipline/1186?utm_source=scholar.csl.edu%2Fbdiv%2F622&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
https://scholar.csl.edu/bdiv/622?utm_source=scholar.csl.edu%2Fbdiv%2F622&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
mailto:seitzw@csl.edu

Short Title:

Christian Educational Sociology




THE LANGUAGE OF RELATIONSHIPS
IN CHRISTIAN EDUCATION

A Thesls Presented to the Faculty
of Concordia Seminary, St. Louis,
Department of Practical Theology
in partial fulfillment of the
requirements for the degree of
Bachelor of Divinity

by
Robert E. Rediehs
June 1959

siar i e D

Advisor




TABLE OF CONTENTS

Ohapter Page
I [ ] II{TRODUGTIO!! L ] [ ] [ ] L ] . - L 3 [ ] [ ] a [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] 1
II. RELATTIONSHIPS AND THE WORD . . + « o o o o o 7

The Vord as Every Ordained Symbol . . . . . 8
The Word as in the Secramental . . . . . . 1l
The Word as in Personal Semantics . . . . . 13
The Viord as Learning of Faith . . . . . . . 1
The Vord as Educational Atmosphere . . . . 1
The Word as BiBle . : & =« s o v » o o o a 22

III. RELATIONSHIPS AND THE CHURCH . . . « « o « » 25
The Church Is a Word Relationship . . . . . 25
The Church Ies a Redemptive Relationship . . 28
The Church Is a Witnessing Relationship . . 32

IV. RELATIONSHIPS AND THE INDIVIDUAL SELF . . . . L

The Belf as Boclal . . o+ « « o ¢ » « « = o 44
The Self as Participating . . « « ¢« « « « & 5
The s‘lr and nI-Thou' [ ] L] [ ] e -I L] L] L} [ ] - [ ] 5
The Self and Faith Attitudes . . . . . . . 59

BIBLIOGWH!I..II'III..I = 2 5 e @ - e e @ 75




CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION

Our Church has been acoused of intellectualism. Our
educational efforts are sald to have produced a "confirma-
tlon complex," resulting in a false underatanding of the
Christian faith. However, in actual practice the Church
teaches both by ite words and by its non-verbal setting.

It is thought that it would be helpful to study this non-
verbal context, especially in terms of relationships. As a
suggestion for a partial remedy this thesis explores the
medla of personal relationships for education.

Even a simple relationship between two persons dynami-
cally affects them both by "attracting, staying neutral, or
repelling. "l The personal relationships which exlist be-
tween men and man, and between man and God, are extensive
and conetant. They have such a communicative significance
for education that they may be called a "language of rela-
tionships." Though this language is both verbal and non-
verbal, conscioues and unconscious, it is always a real means
of Christian training in the Word of God. "The language by
vhich we communicate the truth of God at work in hlstory

lLewis Joseph Sherrill, The Gift of Fower (New York:
The Macmillan Company, 1955,, p. 11.
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and in the lives of men is the language of relationships. 2

Before going on with an outline of this thesis, let ue
amplify this introduction to the subject. It is a fact
that one person, simply because he is a person, has a deep
effect on the other person. Often, our influence is not
vhat we say to another, but what we are. A man standing
beside & tree can regard it or ignore it. Yet that same
man standing beside another person finde himself in the
presence of something immovable and influential upon him,
He cannot avoild it. BHe éannot avoid being changed by the
encounter, simply because there beaside him ias something
deep and relevant, something just like and corresponding to
hls own deep self. Simply because a person is another per-
son, not a tree, one person has an automatic interest in
and susceptibility to the other. Therefore, a genuine,
deep, and influential communication goes on between two
people. It 1s a real message, a real language being spoken
without words. The language exists by relationship. Re-
latlonship, Jjust 1like speech, can be ocut off. For example,
refusing to listen in a city bus accomplishes much the same
a8 acting aloof and refusing to sit near another. But the
language of perasonable nearness is unique. Face-to-face,

non-verbal influence is unique in that it affects anothsr

2Randolph Crump Killer, Education for C Living
(Englewood Cliffs, N. J.: Prentice-Hall, In'c-n. 'mglg%usgg' p. 1l.
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especlally because it goes unobserved and unnoticed. We
can disacgree with ideas in our heads, but we can not deny
8 whole soclety of people who unitedly tell us, for exam-
ple, that we are unlikeable. Unlike mere words, people are
& perslstent pressure around us.

More fully, personal relationships make us what we are.
Yhat others do mnkes us what we will be. They determlhe
what we will understand words to mean. Howe's descrintion
of this process is fittingly informal, when he says:

My friendlinesse helpe you to become friendly, my

truatworthiness helps you to become trustworthy; or

my heetility causes you to become hostile, my anxiety

causes you to become anxious. If I affirm, you will

becone affirmative. Thie is what I call the language

of relationship, the communication that results from

living together and which gilves us the basic and per-

sonel meanings for the words we hear and use.3
This has great significance for the educational situation.
That an instruotor affects his student in more ways than by
his words is a fact long known. However, the fact has im-
plications greater than before realized. Today we see that
the education conveyed by personality has not only been as-
slsted, but often negated by these unseen personallty
forces. Sometimes personality negates the effect of words.
8o tremendous is personality influence that we suspect it
may be the bigger factor. Worde are not useless, but words

seen only to explicate and make underatandable a greater

3Reuel L. Howe, Man's Neo% and God's Action (Greenwich,
Conn.: The Seabury Press, 1953), p. 75.
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lesson of life underneath--that of love or security. Vorde
only summate, direct, and explein a small part of man, his
head. ¥hat about his heart, that greater part? With all
of education's arithmetic, geogrephy, and words, it cannot
ignore relationship to God. Today we see man as more than
& brain. W¥With =11 his thoughts, man seems changed best not
by more thoughts, but by the presence or absence of for-
glveness. Uniquely, whole persons ars that creation among
all things most fittingly created to portray God's forgive-
ness as peresonably real.

Since our topic 1s Christian education, our concern
Tor reletionships is not only in the formal class situa-
tion, but everywhera in the parish where one Christian ner-
80n lnfluences another. Perhaps these informal situstions
are the biggest part of Christlan education. Perhaps peer,
Job, and family influencea sre stronger than any "teacher."
Perhaps even in formal teaching occasions when Johnny sits
next to Billy in the Sunday School circle, each with lesson
leaflet in hand, the rsal education often goes on between
Ihem. Y¥e could not begin to 1list all the potential which
exlats between father and son, between pulpit and pew, pew
and pew, among adults at work. Thls paper will not study
each educational ovportunity as separate units in them-
Belves. Relationship situations are as numerous as nan-
kind's configurations. Ve will only point up the dynamic
of relationships that is sure %o go on in all of them. At
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the risk of limiting practical applications, we concentrate
on theory. Fundamental to this thesls 1s a call to the
Church and a1l 1ts educational opportunities today. Ve
have long enough tried to 1ift out the Word as sheer words,
8eparable from people. It 1s agreed in meny circles that
Howe writes correctly:

There 1s abundant evidence that the Church in carrying

on its teaching function has put too much faith in the

Ezgngﬁiwogds and used too 1little the language of rela-

Pe

Jur theels' gubject 1s arranged as follows: After this
first introduction, we proceed to a second chapter on the
capaclity of relationships to bear the Vord of God, then a
third on the relatlonships of the Word in the Church, and
Tinally the dynamlcs of relatlonships as they, through the
Word, affect the churched individual internally, in a
fourth chapter.

The materials for this study come from the extremely
unsystematic theological and aoelologiﬁal writings on re-
lationships., However, final definitude in this complex
subject is naturally far from the scope of any one source,
of 21l of them together, or even of this thesis. Therefore,
& word sbout the general attitude of this theslis 1s neces-
sary. The basic and first relationship of God to man as
being through the Holy Spirit is recognized. Ko theslis can
finally explain how this is possible, because the Spirit 1is |

“Howe, op. cit., p. 73-
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defined as That of God's gracious operation which 1s inde-
flnable. Ve must begin every human work acknowledging that
We can never completely discuss any subject, especially the
divine. Ve write in word expressions, walting for heaven

and the Spirit'e own thesis without words.



CHAPTER IIX
RELATIONSHIPS AUD THE WORD

What 18 there in common between the language of rela-
tlonehipe and the Vord of God? By the "language of relo-
tionships" we explore here the Lutheran and orthodox con-
eept of the Yord of fod. Under this broad concept we ex-
apine gpeoifically His Yord of Redemption coummunicated by
extra-gacramental and extra-verbal means, the Yord conveyed
by person-to-person relations. Does the Yord of (od extend
its expressicn to those channels which today are thought of
in soelclogical categories?

The "Voprd® ia a Aifficult subject to write about, es-
peelally these days when controversy is so sharpened. BSo
much has been sald on so meny sidesg that it is hard to sug-
geet any dlscussion, for it is sure to have been labeled
heretioecl 2% least scmewhere in the arena of argument. Yet
to explain again is our constant task. ¥e volunteer enter-
ing the fray mersly to point up the fact that no matter
what the VWord of God finally and definably is, the language
of relatlonships does partake of it. The fact is obvious,
and yet unobserved. Yhat Af the Gospel would be left with-
out the person who witnessee it? Throughout the centurles
it has always been the tescher's person which has taught

the faith, Lively trust oomes only from lively trust. Ve
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gaze at history, past and present. The saints sacrificed;
othere tramped the snow; the patient went unapplauded; the
helpful were hated; brothers upheld each other. They all
make sense when intellectualized, but the Gospel is not
mere explanation. Lives are the Gospel--the lives of our
forgiving fathers, repentant mothers, and .sharing brothers.
We who 8it at the feet of teachers gaze at more than their
vieion of Chriat's death. Vhile we see in our minds the
forgiving One they apeak of, we see with our eyes the faces
Wwhich have found forgiveness. No definition of God's Word
of forgiveness can be complete. But no definition would
ever be nearly complete without consideration of this Word

in communicated life.
The VWord as Every Ordained Symbol

Ne matter how important sacred vocabulary may come to
be in traditional teaching, 1t is the relationships between
the 0ld and the young which give these o0ld theological words
their entire meanings. Bays Howe:

In order for words to have this power of conveying the

meaning of the fellowship to the individual, it 1is

necessary for the fellowship to assume relationship
responsibility for the meanings the individual should

bring to the hearing of the word.l

No word containes all it means. MNere verbage does not

lReuel L. Howe, Man's Need and GEd'a Action (Greenwich
Conn.: The Seabury ﬁruss. 1953), p. 74. :
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exhaust the variety of the Word of God, as Miller explains:

Thie language of relationship is something prior to
and deeper than words. It is 1llustrated by the child
who learns to trust hie mother because of her trust-
worthiness; 1t 1s the language of love that far trans-
cends eny words of the lovers, although we thank God
for "words to tell our loving." Vords, at best, are
symbcle of experienced relationships, especially the
great words of religion: faith, hope, love, law,
grace,

The Vord has often been defined by words es words.’ But
words are only symbols, and they are not the only symbols
God uses. Relationehip symbols must precede verbal sym-
bols. Sherrill writes:

Honverbal communication thus precedes verbal communi-
catlon. This is now generally understocod in psychol-
ogy and nsychotherapy, and it holds true of course in
religlon. . . . Acceptance and rejection do Eot have
%o be verbalized in order to be communicated.

In rather lofty language Johnson discusses this relation-
ship via symbol in the following paragraph:

God ie the "subleot" of our ultimate concern, and he
has chosen to reveal himself most significantly at the
humsn level through the person of Jesus Christ. All
that can be said about the nature of God in this re-
vealing event must be said in symbolical form. Here
the human mind in 1ts relationship with the divine

2Randolnh Crump Miller, Education for Chris Living
(Englewood Cliffs, N. J.: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1956), oe 73.

3uHory Seripture and the ¥Word of Cod are interchange-
able terms," quoted from John Theodore Mueller, C
BQEE%ELQQ (St. Louls, Missourl: Concordia Publishing Housse,
1951), p. 98.

uLewia Jogseph Sherrill, The G%;t of Power (New York:
The HMacmillan Company, 1955’, D. 164. 1In this quotation
the word "symbol" is used as equivalent to words, which is

a different use than this thesis presents.
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throws out symbols which represent the character of
the divine-human relationship and its meaning to those
involved in 1t. Thie provides the content of the re-
ligious experilence, which the mind of man oan grasp
and struggle wlth, seeking for the deeper meesnings of
the encounter. Since religious symbols which arise in
thie way actually participate in the reality to which
they have reference, they provide a definite form which
glves conivent. However, because they come to be as a
part of a dynamic personal relationship, sharing in
the power of self-expreasion of persgons (I-Thou), they
never are definitional in character in the sense of
saying that the truth of the relationship is "nothing
else than" at any one point in it. Symbols of the
faith relatlonship are therefore never static in na-
ture. They constantly entice the participant to move
beyond the particular aspect of the reality which they
represent, to grasp more of the depth of the reality,
the entire meaning of which symbols can never exhaust.
Thus religious symbols unite their definite form with
an infinite meaning which evokes creativity. Symbols
of the faith relationehip lend themselves then as ex-
vresslons and media of the learning enterprise, as
means of communication, when learning 1s considered in
terme of dynamic relationshig between and among per-
sons, both human and divine.

e muet dlscuss symbol and reality. God is real. And
under Him, emanating from Him, is His real Word. And below
this realm i1z the strata of His created reality of things.
God so deigns that reel material things partake of His real
Vord. Under CGod's Will things can symbolize a more real as-
pect of reality than profane use indicates. Things can sig-
nal His real YWord. But only certaln things. Only those
things Ae zo ordained toc be used by His People will point
to His peculiar and lovely aspect. FHis Vord is Love through
things. This Vord can enter and bs conveyed through

SJohnson, Th Minister and Christian Nurt edited
by N. F. Fors}th New York: Abingdon Press, 1957 : DPP. 74=5.
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enything which vartakes of God's Love. The Word of God 1is
any symbol of His Love which corresponds with that Logos,
Jesus Christ. Then His Word is not only to be found in our
worde, but in our actions, emotions, yearnings, relation-
ships, concerns, and fallures. There is sufficlent material
for communication from among things in our abundance of
life, as Sherrill asserts:

One of the marks which distinguish communication in

the Christian community from other forms of communica-

tion is the fact that the Christian church holds in

common gn extraordinarily rich body of symbols for
communication regarding the anxieties, the concerns,

the tensions, the relationships, and the interaction
of human existence, and the divine response through
revelation gnd through grace, to these concerns of
human life.
These symbols in His Word come personably, and more curl-
ously, they come as personality in persons. Until the Word
of God is regerded as being also extra-verbal, we are far
from definition. The non-intellectual sacraments prove

this.
The Word as in the Sacramental

It 1s the mark of a heretic to go about randomly la-
beling things "secramentel." Jesus Christ does not come
through a lotus blossom, or the like. Our Savior has
lifted out of all created things those which are to be pre-

served within His congregation as His means. But when

6Sherr11l, op. oit., pp. 84=S.
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something within His people promotes His dying, substitu-
tlonary image, it should not be rejected. Ewven Af He shows
His forgiveness amid the sins of forgiven witnesses, who
are we to Jjudge His use? The three means of grace (or
Tour, however the Confessions are read) are not to be so
delineated and narrowed as to refuse His Spirit'as operation
vhen it is not in water, wine, or bread, written or orally
verbal. Though a certain Means of the Spirit may not be
treditionally categorlzed as “Saorament” or "Word," it
might be considered "sacramental." However, it can only be
called sacramentel if it relates Jesus Christ in Atonement.
As Howe verifies, 1t certainly is true of God that:

He created persons for personal relations with Him and

wilth one another, and that the world of things was to

serve s pacramental purnose, namely, to be the instru-

ment of fulfilling relations between man and man, and
man and God.7

This 18 not 2n attempt to canonize the language of relation-
ehips as "sacramental." But whether so pigeonholed or not,
we cannot ignore the tremendous influence of church member
upon church member--for good and for evil. Just !gég is
this influence? ©Some feel it is not worth studying or

worth integrating into an understanding of the Word. The
"language of relstionships" sounds useless. But theology

is not ebove relevancy. A theology of relationships sounds

unorthodox. But such delicate subjects as thias, the Word

ZHowe,,gn. elt., p. 24.
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amid the communion of saints, should not always be left for
“further study."
Surely, people are the medis for the Word. It has al- .
ways been so, claims 3herrill, for:

human nature is viewed in the Bible as a medium of
revelation. . . . It is good, not because it is ex-
traordinary, but just because it ia ordinary. So prom-
inent is this element in Biblical revelation that
William Temple could speak of "the sacramental view

of the universe," in which the espiritual can be seen
dlsclosed through the material. The common relation-
éhipe of life and the common acts of the day are con-
stantly being drawn upon to furnish symbols for some
aspect of whet God is end does. As symbols they are
not merely poetlc figures of speech, although they
often have grest poetic beauty. The relationshipe and
acts of the common life are symbola in the sense that
they participate in that for which they stand. They
doc not merely suggest something else; they contain at
least a part of what they stand for. . . . Revelation
is not informatlion about God; it is what happens in
the encounter between God as Self and man as a self.

Though only Scripture can be properly termed "revelation,"
nevertheless it is true that in witness to this revelation
lies the versonal encounter with God. FPeople are the sym-
bolic media for the Word of God, as really as are the words

of a sermon.

The Word as in Personal Semantics

The Viord may be approached in terms of personal seman-
tics. Vebster says that semantics studies the relation be-

tween symbols and what they refer to and with human behavior

83herri11, op. oit., op. 70, 1, 2, 8.
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in reasction to symbels, including unconscious attitudes,
influences of soclel institutions, and epistemological and
linguistic aseumptions. Yhat words philologlcally mean can
moetly be found in words' source and use rather than in a
universal sense. Ye could state semantics more simply by
saylng that =z words ccnvey mesning, ec too do peresons
without words. As sald before, people, simply because they
are pecple, communicate meaning, but semantics stresses that
this meaning is never entirely confined in thelr words.
Feanling is conveyed because of a context of personal atmos-
phere. #iller understands this when he writes that the
Church program of instruction depends on this quality of
atmosophere in fellowship:
becavse only when the learner can join a congregatilon
on its knees and observe, "Behold how these Christians
love one another," i1s there an atmosphere where com-
muanication of Christian truth can take place, Without
such an atmosphere, there may be instruction in fac-
tual knowledge, but it will not be Christian nurture, ?
Christian education spart from Christisns in worship 1is
only words. Worship, that is, relationship action, is the
proper semantic medium, as Miller reaffirms:
The radicsal nature of Christian integration tells us
much about the languege of relationships. Often more
is taught by attitudes and atmosphere than in actual
words. There ia an influence in worship, as the con-
gregation comes into & new relationship with each
other and with God, that is often more meaningful than

the words themselves--for example the manner in which
a mother treats a2 young child communicates the

9M1119r, op. oit., p. 143,
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relationship of love whem the word itself is still
meaningless.l

Symbol by action communicates God's Meaning.

Beyond the size of this short paragraph, and of utmost
importance, is this reminder that nc semantic symbol is
perfect. A symbol partakes of its symbolized reality, but
1t does not squal or replace it. Just as Christian formu-
lae are inherently weak, so too Christian people are in-
nately sinful. It 1s the mystery of the Spirit's activity
that He not only uses material, but material contradictory
to Him, By nagatioh it speaks His truth. By unloveliness
& person can stand for loveliness. The only saints who are
to represent and communicate God's forgiveness are those
who are alsc moet unforgiving themselves. The personal fac- -
tor in gemantic witnese does not mediate God's Love in
splte of itself, so much e becesuse of itself. Ve mention
thiz to unildealize Church relationships, to awake to thQ
wretchedness of evil, 2nd to appreciate the Spirit in His _
Yord. The ¥Word in personal relationship frees the finitude

of lmperfection and liferalness.
The Word as Learning of Falth

If the language of relationships affecte the concept
of the Word, does it also relate to faith? That 1s, can

101psa., p. 11.
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faith be sociologlcally learned? The question now 15‘
whether or not it is proper to study this person-to-person
interaction in terms of secular learning. Is there an as-
pect in which we can rightly say faith is learned?

Though catechetical lessons, doctrines, and head
knowledge have been learned by children and adults within
the church for centuries, yet the Church has been reticent
to say that this intellectual process of learning means :
that 1living trust is being learned. And rightly so, faith
1s a gift of the Holy Spirit, instantaneous or gradusl,
which transcends our understanding of His process. To say
or lmply thet falth is simply learned as anything else is
learned subverts grace.

I% 1s good to remind ourselves again that the Holy
Spirit elone controls growth in faith. No "learning theory®
of ours could confine or assist what He will do. Without
our intellectualized metﬁods, even contrary to them and
despite them, He will get the job done. But intellectuali-
zation 1s our department in the task. And we are to use
what we see. We ought not fear any theory. Every theory,
even originally secular theory, we can baptize and call
“Christian," when we offer it in dependence on Him.

Our original question 1s &till with us. Is there at
least an external aspect in the realm of spiritual dealing
where we may apply the rules of natural learning? In try-

ing to approach some answer certain denominations suggest
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that faith 1s not intellectually caused. They suggest that
falth is "caught," not "taught.” Here we take issue with
them. They deny the Means. They want the Holy Spirit
without His naturel consequences in the mind. This is an
overstatement.

Unwilling to be labeled with such a shaky camp of edu-
cation, the Christlan is yet objective enough to see value
in the "caught" method of faith. In a way, it ig caught,
not taught, as Murray recognizes:

Quality of 1life cannot be transmitted verbally; it

comes by contact with people who already have 1it.

Thie 1e what people mean when they utter the half-

truth, “religion is caught not taught.“ll
If faith is "learned" at all, it is by the process of per-
sonal influence more than by sheer information. People
exert the real pressure for imitation of their faith and
all active attitudes. People are the interpretive or com-
municative context for all meaningful learning. People
preach by being living, moving, struggling, exemplary
Things. Insight into the character of faith is especilally
caught from them.

It 1s not for us to go to battle now for any one for-
mula of thls process of education, for example, "caught,
not taught." No 1solated definition can be final, because
in 1ts extreme it perverts the truth. Yet if we can simply

115, viotor Murray Eguggjéon Anto Religion (New York:
Harper and Brothers, 1933 » P. Ol.
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meke a point, 1t 1s clear we are to be fully aware of the
“unteachable," nonverbal aspect of truth. ¥e cannot teach
Tfelth. We can no more use only words, than we can use only
smiles and "happiness" lessons. But it i1s clear that when
all is eaid and taught, all our words and sctions--without
emoted atonement--would be naught. Sherrill warns that:
Acceptance 1s communicated by such means as looks, the
tone of volce, gestures, and actions. So with rejec-
tion; i% needs no words, no [other] symbols. And when
the feeling of rejection is communicated, neither words
nor [empty) symbols that offer acceptance can overcome
the fact of rejection.l2
Vords and deeds without an accenting relationship are a

damnable meas.
The Vord as Educational Atmosphere

Christian education has a fear that midst all its ef-
forts only confused falth is arising. Vhen words and deeds
fail to establish relationships for failth, what else must
we concentrate on? Howe presents for us a bsautiful plec-
ture of learning of falth to help provide the answer:

Let us use the child's acquisition of trust as an il-
lustration. In the first place, he did not acquire 1t
through the verbal affirmations and explanations of
his mother. £he did not sit her child on her knee and
say, "Listen, my child, you must understand that I can
be trusted. I am really quite trustworthy. There is
this evidence and that evidence that I am a trustworthy

125hnerr111, op. git., p. 165. In this quotation the
word "symbol" is used as equivalent to words, which is a
different use than this thesis presents. For thesis con-
sistency, the interpretive brackets are inserted.
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person. Please believe that I know who you are, what

your wants are, that I'1l1l taeke good care of you,

Plesse say that you know I am to be trusted.® All the

c¢hild woculd do in response to this frantic verbal at-

tempt to preach the gospel of trust would be to stare
uncomprehendingly at his anxious mother and eacquire
from her not a sense of trust but a sense of anxiety
communiceated by both her increasingly anxious effort
to teach trust and by her fallure to provide the very
reiatlonshlp that would awaken his truet. I wonder Af
we do not do Just this when we endeavor to preach the

Gospel of Christ by means of verbal affirmations, as-

surances, and explanations alone?l3
We see that "the real education that goes on is not the
words, but ths atmosphera."lh If the general atmosphere of
faith is mlssing, then the deeds, even the sitting on the
lap, do not make up for 1it.

Learning iz deepest according to the all-pervading at-
mosphere present. "The Church, as we have already asserted,
teaches more by what it does than by what it says, and even
more by what it is than by what it does.“15 Our educational
goal is to enact the very essence of the Church, not cer-
tain words, or certain deeds. If by "relationship” we are
thinking of a seriee of worde on Sunday morning, or even as
more words -sprinkled from Monday through Saturday too, we

are wrong. And if we think of "relationship" as being a

138owe, op. eit., p. 70.

14pn. A. G. Merkens' class notes, from "New Testament
Education,” Course No. 770, Concordia Seminary Graduate
School, 8t. Louis, Winter Quarter, 1958-59.

15Howard Grimes, The Church Redemptive (New York:
Ablngdon Press, 1958), p. 91.
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Serles of certain "lovable" deeds through the week, again
We are wrong. The relationship, to be real, must be more
genuine and sutomatic than that. True relationships which
teach faith are not found in any new educational hope of
high pressure. Relationships are in the simple arrange-
ment of impromptu and natural exchanges among Christians.
Education is to see that Christians confront each other.

This confrontation must aim at faith itself. Mere at-
tempts to teach certain worda and deeds will miss the uni-
Tying factor, trust in God. The relationships which pro-
duce faith will be in the entire atmosphere, the very
trusting quality of 1life. No one can help learning; it 1is
automatic. Merely to live in a Christian congregation 1s
to be under Christian education. Christian education looks
at the individuel, recognizes the automatic learning total
to his 1ife, and knows that “iAf we don't indoctrinate him
in life, somebgdy else will."

Ve have spoken before of the concepts of learning, of
"oatching® things via relationships rather than by instruc-
tlon. How we have sald that when trust in God is caught,
it is not by certain sporadiec deeds either. Rather trust
is learning by atmosphere. Christian educational psychology
provides us with a more helpful theory of learning to under-
stand this. It is learning by condiitioning. Conditioned
learning is that constant observation of small new re-

sponseg to planned subtle stimull. Relationships
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condition.16 Faith 1s only conditioned. Conditioned
learning is the only learning constant and relevant enough

to be basic to 1life.
If we are interested in that deep level of condition-

ing in interaction and interpenetration at which selves
participate in faith, we are exploring an intense kind of
learning. Christian education aims at growth at deep lev-
els. Johnson examines these depths:

This is a falth relationship in which changes occur
at the deepest level of the self structure, resulting
in a radical transformation of a recreative and re-
demptive nature. These changes are interpreted as
learning in its profoundest sense, dlstingulshable
from what ordinarily passes as growth, but never con-
sldered epart from the relationship of love in which

they occur.l7?
Perhapas our method categories should come from functions of

change internal to people, as Sherrill implies:

The term "changes in persons” is here used to include
all thet i1s ordinarily referred to in educational
psychology as "learning." But it 1s a broader term
than learning, and includes much that is not ordinar-
ily denoted by "learning." {[Christian concerns are)
+« « » changes in the depths of the self, that is, the
deeper changes which take place in the structure and
functioning of the total self.l

Again, the learning we mean by relationships implies a
deeper meaning of learning and of Christianity than is

161p34.
17jonnaon, on. oit., p. 6k.

18snerrill, op. cit., p. 145.
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ordinarily connoted by these terms.l? Grimes agrees:

The most significant learning occurs through the ex-
perlence we may call personal and creative encounter.
From a Christian point of view, nothing has really
been learned until it affects one personally ('"ex-
lstentially") in terms of his relationships with the
God and Father of our Lord Jesus Christ. Thus
Christian learning involves, at least on its deeper
levels, this personal encounter betwsen the learner--
in terms of his understanding and basic experience--
and the Lord of Life.Z20

We educationally aim at the deeply personal encounter with

Christ, at falth.
The Word as Bible

Lastly, we want to summerize by modificating all that
hes preceded this point. Ve want to emphasize that all at-
tempts here to assert that growth in falth is by relation-
shlp are made by overstatement. Verbal teaching i1s hardly
excludsd. fViords and person must be held in balance for a
complete doctrinal approach. Carrington says:

The pattern of that growth will depend far more upon

the quality of the child's personal relationships and

his personal experilences than upon the actual teaching
¥o which he is exposed. That 18 not to deny the ex-

treme importance of goocd teaching, but to emphasize
its need for the whole-hearted backing of personal re-

lationships.?1l
Our earlier discussion of the Yord of God was concerned

ngohnson, op. git., p. 64.

20Grimes, op. git., p- 93.

21y, L. Carrington, P and Human

2sychology, R
Need (New York: Channel Press, 1957’. p. 38.
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with the channels and methods which involve people in the
Vord, practically expressed. ‘e spoke of all the final
Practical presentations of the Word, not its originel pre-
sentation, that is, Soripture. However, we want to remenm-
ber that, naturally, sll expressions of the Word have the
Sacred Scriptures as their source. The Soriptures are the
gole and orimary reference for 2ll we communicate as the
¥ord. But we are not examining source here. The source is
bresupposed and bsyond our present consideration. Only to
maintain clear balance, we mention both source and re-ex-
pression, both content and form. Educational form must
hang from Seriptures and draw from thls source, Without the
Serintures as content source, it would be like cutting a
chandeller off at the celling. Howe writes of a vital unity
in which both are needed:

Christian education must be personal; it must take

place in a personal encounter and, only secondarily,

is it transmissive. . . . Both are needed. The

Church as a "tradition-bearing community" contains

both poles and does not want to subordinate one to

the other. %Yhen the content of the tradition 1is losat,

the meaning of the encounter is lost, and in the end

even encounter itself. . . . We are not saved by

knowledge alone, and yet without content a relation-

ship c%n become formless, purposeless, and destrue-
tive.?2

A word of warning is needed. Some have reacted against the
dogmatism of a message-centered approach and have alao
therefore missed the meaning of the relationship between

zzHO’HB, _O‘A. Olt-. ppl 114’ 1150
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the divine meseage and human need. But a person-centered
education is not intended to reduce the message. It cen-
ters attention upon the human person because of the mes-

sage.?23

23j0hnson, gp. git., pp. K1, 45.




CHAPTER III
RELATIONSHIPS AND THE CHURCH
The Church Is a Word Relationship

The Yord of God is in the Church, among the veople.
"Learning takes place within a particular context. The
Church is the context within which Christian learning takes
place. Ho one 1s a Christian in isolation."l Without
needing to study the obvious relationship nest centuries
have known in the much examined New Teetament terms

(ecclesia, "body of Christ," ®living stones,” "vine and

branches," koinonla, John 17, etc.), we confess the Church
%o be the matrix wherein we were born and are sustained.
In their discusslon of sanctification, the Fathers of our
Church, though they did not employ the term "language of
relationships," knew the power of relationships. We too
believe in the Church, "in which Christian Church He for-
gives daily and richly all sins to me and all believers."
Cully writes that the Church is an important concept:
The Christian faith as it exists today is found in the
church. The institutional structure is not the church,
but within the institution there is a fellowship of

the Holy Spirit that flows from communion with Jesus
Christ. 7The church has possession of a great truth:

11pie V. Cully, The Dynamies of Chr Educatio
(Philaedelphia: The Vestminater Press, 1958;. p. 36.
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This divine-human society was founded by God through

Jesus Chriat and one dwells in this fellowship through

faith, and yet a man cannot acquire this faith exoep;

as he 1s nurtured within the 1ife of the fellowship.
This fellowship 1s the relatedness for nurture.>

A faith 1s nurtured in the fellowship. And in turn it
engenders nurture for the reat of the fellowship. The Gos-
pel in terms of personal encounter develops committed in-
dividuals who become persons for encounter.? "Those who
have experienced this transformation within the church are
enabled tc medieste Cod's redemptive influence in the other
relaticnehips of their 11733,'5 as COully confirms:

Those who have found a new relationship to God (through

Christ, within the fellowship of the church) find also

8 new relationship with one another. . . . 6The church

then can be truly the redemptive community.
In the Christian community the relationship with God is re-
Tflected in relationship with each other. Or better, it is
& relationship repeated.

This fellowship nurtures itself, as before stated, by

the Vord. Cully reminds us that, practically expressed,
the YWord 1s called kerygma, or didache:

2
Randolph Crump Miller Egggggégg,ggg,c rigtian Living
(Englewood Cliffs, N. J.:@ Prentice- all, Ine., 1950), o. 50.

3Gully, op. eit., pp. 38, 39.
b1via., p. 9n.
5Ibid., p. 93.
61psa.
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It may be seen, then, that the church, which is the
context for Christian nurture, is the bearer of a re-
demptive activity which the members have experienced
within 1t, This activity 1s the ngxggg, which both
Tforms the church and 1s formed by 1it.

The organic functioning of the community of the church
involves the production of didache (teaching), this
teaching being derived from the basic kerygma (pro-
clamation). The living fellowship of God's people is
brought together, snd projected into the future, be-
cauase of certaln acta of God which are vital both to
individuals and to the fellowship as a whole. This
divine activity, put into words, is the story that the
church has always proclaimed to all the world.

Over the backyard fence, this kerygms 1s called witness.
There has been good reason to speask so often of the witness
&8 The Yiord. Whether we refer to the life of pastor or
parish, of employer or emnloyee, witnessing relationship is
there. 1In all the above terms under the Word, the uniting
flux le always relationship, or koinonias. Relationship
teaches, Cully reaffirms:

Whlle the teaching in the church is derived mainly
from the proclamation, the fellowship (koinonia) also
Yields teaching, similarly based on the proclamation.
This arises first of all out of the need for mutual
strengthening. The church is always in danger. . . .
Whenever an external situation produces threat or con-
cern, the members of the fellowship draw nearer to one
another. In worship, testimony, and activity they re-
call Cod's gracious action toward them in Jesus Christ.
They explain to themselves why this present situation
has arlsen. They strengthen one another with assur-
ance so thet they will be mutually enabled to make a
goed confesslon before the world. . . . The fellow-
ship yields further teaching in the task of explaining
to one ancther the meaning of the redemptive

7Ibid., p. 59.
81v14., p. b2.
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experlence. . . . Flnally, the fellowship ylelds

teaching =2 a channel through which to make the gospel

relevant to the ever-changing situations in which the

church's people must live.
This individual witness in the relationship can be made only
by persons who have had the experience of new relationship
in Christ, from the earliest disciples to those cof the pre-
gent dey. The Church hes always had thies fellowship among
ilte purposes, says Cully again, simply because:

peracns resncnd to other peraons. The one who wit-

nesses seys, in effect: “I know how you feel and what

You need, for I too have feelings and needs. Thils is

what God does for me; this is whet he offers to you. "0
Ye then see that there seems to be no term we mey use of

the Ycrd of God without reference also to the Christian so-

clety which uses it.
The Church Is a Redemptive Relatlonship

The Christian fellowshipn, by some writers, is referred

to ms s2ble to re-enact the Word of redemption. For example,

Miller quotes Canon Vedel:

"The Church exists for the purpose of re-enacting the
Uoepel story. Here, in Christien family and parish
life, the divine love which accepts the unlovable and
unworthy becomes a reslity in experience, since the
Christ of the Cross 1s here a.continuing presence and

power, "11

91bid., pp. 56, 59.
101bia., ». 30.
114111er, ov. git., p. 71.
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In one way, this is absolutely true. For us men Jesus
Christ suffered and was glorified. As we see this fact, we
are able to share it. By means of this sharing, we spread
His asuffering and glory. Our life is that means. Life's
communication is a miniature "re-enactment" of His cross.
Remember, this communication is not only verbal. The
Christian's every symbol of the cross, hls manner, person,
and 1ife, also bespeak the Cross: "Christ died my death,*
In this way, the whole Christian person becomes again a
minlature "re-enactment" of the Oross.

Becouse the Christian fellowship witnesses and brings
1l1fe to each other, it has been called the "redemptive fel-
lowship." Christiens banded together into a group
(koinonia) together exemplify the drame of the Cross. They
convey Hie Croses to others. ©Surely, the mere conveyance
itself 1s not that Cross. Only His Cross originally en-
acted that redemption. But re-enactment by every symbol of
exemplary copy comoletes that redemption. Redemption never
would have been possible without Christ. But without
Christians communication of redemption could not continue.
In this way the group of Christians can be the "redemptive
fellowship." But only because of Christ, never without

Him, Grimes says it well:

In order to comprehend the depth of the meaning of the
Church as a significant part of God's design for the
world, it is first necessary to see the Church as a
corporate body--the Body of Christ, to use the Pauline
expression. One hesitates to use the phrase "the
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extenslon of the incarnation" to describs the Church;
yet 1f this 1s underatood to signify basically the
body through which God ects for the redemption of man-
kind, 1t is at least permlesible if not necessary to
indicate the full importance of the Church.l
The Church is the body, not the head, of salvation. Actu-
ally, terme only suggest what is going on in practice. No
matter vhether one allows these expressions regarding re-
demptive fellowship or not, the heresy oouid be afoot.with-
out the terms.

There is potential heresy in the matter. Surely no
Christian group would consclously attempt any self-redemp-
tlon. Yet in practice it goes on all the time. Every
group, as every individual in it, is partly vork-righteous.
Frotestants,13 even Lutherans, are Just as much in danger
of identifying the Church fellowship with all that is
finally redemptive, as do the Roman Catholies the mass. In
the theologies of both camps this over-identification is
impossible. But in practice it happens.

We have sald that the Church is the body of Christ.

But because of ein the obverse is not true, namely, that

124oward Grimes The Church Redemptive (New York:
Abingdon Press, 1958}, pp. Tieis.

131018 E. LeBar from Wheaton College 18 an example.
In a paper read to the Commission on Research in Christian
Education of the Hational Sunday School Association
(October 6, 1958 at Des ¥oines) she says we must love. Dis-
appointed with present impoverished agave in church groups,
she suggests that we will love Af we study group psychology.
This 18 a graceless imperative, an idealistic moralism.
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our Redeemer, Christ, is the Church. 3herrill explains that
the peonle's inherent evil must be ascknowledged:

in this view (that there 1s no "end" at all in educa-
tion except such as exists with interaction 1itself]
the orocesses of interaction can be so refined by
human intelligence as to become redemptive. But such
a view takes no adequate account of the demonic ele-
ment ln human intersction, nor of the demonic purposes
to which intelligence in interaction can be turned.l

The Church fellowship cannot redeem itself or enybody else,
8lmply because it is perpetually sinful. Viewed from
heaven as holy, in itself it i1s never more than damnable
and damning society. And surely its witness does not exiat
only because ites open sin has been exchanged for refined
8ins.

We conclude that "redemptive fellowship" 1s'a tricky
term. It is false Af it usurps Christ's redemption. A
fellowship can be at most a means of redemption, but no
fellowship cen literslly redeem. Grimes showa this is

Biblical:

It is equslly true, however, that Paul is set agalnst
any doctrine of the Church which makes it the deter-
miner of salvation. . . . Ve cannot of ourselves make
the Church. Ye cannot educate, or create fellowshilp,
or convert anyone, or manipulate the Good Soclety into
being. This is God's work. The Church is finally his
g1lft to us. Yet we must act responsibly. WYWe are the
individuel parts who must respond in such_& nanner as
to become a medium through whom he works.l5

141 ,ewis Joseph Sherrill, Ihe Gift of Power (New York:
The Macmillen Company, 1953), p. 81.

lsﬂrimes, _92. gi_t.-. ppl 310 3‘*‘
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No human process ie redemptive without Jesus Christ.
Ihe Church Is a ¥Witnessing Helationshlp

Having ssserted the Word in the essentiesl Church's
witnese, we examine thie closer as the Church's witness by
neople. Perplexed by the unredemptive relationships of the
redemptive Tellowship, we look more practically at evil in
individusl witness.

The big question which we daily face concerns the im-
possibility of communicating love when even a Christian
communlty is unlovely. How can a person receive a faith in
being loved despite every sin, when the congregation re-
Tlects this truth only by its worde? For example, the
Christian classroom appears to produce word-wise only in-
frequent and irrelevant formulae. Some would say that the
believers do witness to God's love by themselves being at
least in part loving. They would cite Christian hospitals
and Christian individuals of fine discipline. But the
world also has 1ts noble people; the Buddhists have fine

hospitals; and Christian history does not contain only
shining examples. Many unbelievers do behold how
Christisns love one another and know them by their good
frults. It is true that Christian love is of a asource and
dynamic which 1s uniquely higher due to faith. But, being

imperfect, 1t 18 not always so apparent to everyone. One

cannot absolutely prove to everyone that Christians do a
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better good. Such apologetics are doomed. Others would
8ay that Christian witness is in words, not deeds. And so
we have the problem back again. How can we communicate
God's love when our asctione speak louder than our worde?!
Yet right here 1s the answer. For the Christian witness
includes reference to this dlscrepancy. In fact, 1ts very
pPoint 1s thet the congregation is hateful by itseelf and yet
looks for forgiveness. It ig and yet. Kean sees this dual
witneee a8 being witness to Judgment at the same time as to

Justification:

The Christian gense of judgment is the proclamation to
men that they are never external to the problems which
concern them but are slways completely involved. Thus,
they are never in a position of adjusting to an other-
wise bad world, or of dealing with objective evils
from an external position. ‘They are always part of
the problem themselvea. They are not in the position
of trying to solve a jig-sew puzzle by standing at a
table and manipulating external and obJective pieces
of wood or cardboard. They, too, are part of the
puzzle. . . . As long as anyone thinks he can handle
his sense of lack through something he himself can do,
he does ngt see his problem from the Christian point

of view.1l

The note of justification says that, while man does
stand continually under judgment, he can live a posi- .
tive and creative life here and now. He can do 8o,
not because the Jjudgment is forgotten or because 1its
significance is dulled, but the contrary. He will do
80 because he accepts the Judgment without reservation
and puts his confidence in something other than his
own ocapacity to satisfy what 1life demands. . . . The
Christian Gospel maintains that any man, if he is
honest enough to admit his need, if he is willing to

16Ghsries Duell Kean, The Christisn Gospel and the
Eézifg Church (Greenwich, Connecticut: The Seabury Press,
1953), p. 78. :




34

admit the subtle pretensions of his own drive for
autonomy, may know God's forglveness.

Only this verbally expressed contradiction of despair and
Word properly forms people! Witness is that very attempt
to point away from one's deeds to 1mpéfrect words derived
from the Word of God. "We are not to be Judged" is, then,
that witness. It oan be made even in words. In fact, wit-
ness l1ls only final in words, since actions are too vaguely
eymbolic to show incongruity. No matter how much we have
streseed relationships prior to words, yet without words
the relstionship could not become final. The redemptive
communlity is that group which confesses its horrible in-
nete inability to each other and strengthens the memory of
forgiveness of each other. Yitness is the very knowledge
and verbal communication of the fazet just discussed, the
redemptive inability of the redemptive community. !iller

gays:
The beloved community of Christ is a redemptive com-
munity, in which all members know themselves to be
einners in need of forgiveness, and are therefore
willing toc forgive others in the fellowship.l18

Yet "as we forgive those who trespass against us," we find

ourselves praying about not having forgiven those who tres-

pass agalnst us. The witness is a witneas to forgiveness

one has found, and yet it 18 a witness offered unforgivingly

to oihers.

17-1—1&-5'3 pp. 95, 104,
18#:11191-, on. cit., pn. 50.
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Yhet medness, this incongruity! One does not fit upon
the other. ¥How can forgiveness appear clearly over sin?
How can one be sald while the other is being said? It can-
not, unless it ie just this dusl pieturs which must be the
witnees 1tself. If ever one becomes "clear" without the
other, each ie meaninglees. The witness 1s exactly both
at once--forgiveness and unforgivability. This is an yun-
easy bzlance to maintain--or better, a veritable tension
to malntain. At the point of tension realized, the witness
1e ccmplete. The tension alone, in being talked back and
forth, corrected and rebalanced, is the witness. £4nd this
18 not easy. Tension is suffering. Therefore, in the
langusge of relatlonships especlially, we must emphasize the
‘tenalon of guffering inherent in witnees. 7The suffering is
ocne pole of this witness ploture, with grace believed and
spoken ag the other. BSuffering can be within witness, as

Cully places 1it:

There arise times in which the church is a fellowship
set apart by suffering. . . . Only through this wit-
ness is the church enabled to affirm its faith. Other-
wise 1% simply echoes the phrases of the world and 1is
identified with the culture in which it 1s set.l9
Better than any gloriously universal picture of the
Church militant, the variety of edﬁoation oroblems on the
sgcene, with theilr constant uniqueness of tensione, best show

tha community's true nature. The tension arises by the

19¢ul1y, oo. git., p. 4O.




36
infinite practical differences, as Murray illustrates:
Given the central fact of loyelty to Chriet as the
unifyling fector, we then notice that there are within

1% people of all ages, temperaments and abilities, as
well as people of all classes, races and nations, 2

Kurrey continues by sdvocating the preservation of these
natural tenslions:
For tencsion 1s the very breath of life to the
Christian community, and a segregated soclety of likes
ie 1ts negation. This fact is not always grasped, and
in these days there is often too much segregation
17lthin the Church--women's meetings, boys' elubs,
girla' eclubs, Junior church, and so on. These have
their essential place in the scheme cf corporate life,
but they can essily tend to avoid tension rather than
te sublimate 1t. But part of religlous education is
To train people to live together in a soclety of dif-
Terences. Such variety has a romantic attractiveness
until we come to work it out in practice.?
As long es the extent of understending tension is "John,
try te love Bill, even though it hurts,” we have only the
world's level of suffering. "John, take up your cross"
better suggests the necessary suffering of "dying to live."22
The practical situation with its pecullar individuals is
hard %o so understand. For like the Church Universel, the
individual 1s both redeemed and being redeemed; he exists
both in his actuality and in his potentiality. There 1ia

always a tension between what he is and vhat heaven may

20p, Vietor Murray, E tion into Religion (New York:
Harper and Brothers, 1953), p. 183.

211bid., p. 184.
221p14., p. 192.
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become. In a real sense he is both dead in his trespasses
and alive through Jesus Christ. It is because of this
tension that anyone who takes the Christian individual
8erlously must both exalt him as a member of the Body of
Ohrist and at the same time condemn him for failure to be

in reelity a person of God.23 These mysterious mutual

contradictions are the very Gospel itself. Gospel goes
With Law (Romans 3:20). There is suffering between the

Lew and the Gospel because the Gospel says suffering is un-
Necessary. Like the Church, the individual is seen in his
redemptive aspect when he is suffering because of the VWord.

Howe's expression of this tension of witness in rela-

tionehip is superb:

Some of our wents are immediate and superficlal, some
of them are deeper; but the deepest one of all is the
desire to be at one with someone, to have someone who
can be at one with us, and through whom we can find
at-oneness with all. Our desire for someone with whom
we can be at one grows out of a profound loneliness.Z2

All our life, therefore, is an effort to overcome our
seperation and to find each other in fulfilling rela-
tionship. . . . And how much a friendly encounter
means especlally when we have not expected 1t; for
friendliness means at least a partial overcoming of
the separation that produces our sense of loneliness.
Can we not admit that it has something of the quality

of selvation in 1t%25

23Gr1mes, op. ¢it., p. 18.

24Reuel L. Howe, Man's Need and God's Agction (Greenwich,
Connecticut: The Seabury Press, 1953), P. 9.

25Ibid., p. 11.
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Men's need is for a relationship of love and accept-
ance, but when he turns to his companions for 1t, he
finds that they too have the same need. Being pre-
occupled with our own needs and having l1ittle or noth-
ing to spare for our neighbors, we turn away from eagh
other, thus making our situation worse than before.Z2

Qur task . . . 1a to face and accept the fact that our
ability to schleve reconciliation ourselves is hope-
less because we are both allenated and alienating.Z27
My failth is, therefore, that God uses my power of love,
limited and sinful though 1t is, to prepare my child
for the experience of His reconciling and fulfilling
love. 5o real is this that I believe that God is able
to transcend the limitations of my love and that my
chlild may exverilience more than my love for him.
This means [that God's] acceptance of us is communi-
cated by His Spirit in and through our acceptance of
esch other. . . . This would seem to 1limit God's ac-
ceptance, except that He 1s able to transcend our
limitetion and do in and through us what we of our-
selves are completely incapable of doing.29
Again, we must appeal to the Holy Spirit. This paradox is
beyond us. But our selvation must be beyond us if it 1s to
be at 211! Another way of saying it refers back to the last
chapter on the Word. The Church is more than a mere social
bhenomenon because of God. The Church is so because of
God's Word, not our words. The only reason we can state at
one moment the Church's ability to witness, and at the next
moment its inability, 1s because witness i1s a mystery. The

paradox rests in God alone.

261p14., p. 15.
271pb14., p. 33.
281p1g., p. 96.
291bid., p. 119.
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The phenomenon of this mystery is the Church--the
Church at worship. By "Church" we mean more than the in-
fant concents of the Church as a building or as Sunday
morning. The Church is all faithful people, snd that means
Church i1s the falthful at sll times in total 1ife. 7The
Church is 1ife, and the Church is also worship. Therefore,
all 1ife is worship. This roundabout logic means that one's
whole being, whether in sleep, work, or worship, is offered
te God in preise. We want to capture both witness and
Church under the caption "worship." In worship no grace is
spoken except over agelnst sin. Confession precedes abso-
lution. That is all worship is. As we look over all the
bovwed heads, we realize that we share our nothingness only
Lhere. That a joy! "The others are all like me deep in-
side!" It seems so rare when we strip ourselves so com-
pletely of nride, defense, and sufficiency. Only together
ir nothingness do we seem to relate internally. Leveled
under the common grace of God, we are caused to repent.
Actuslly, 21l life is this worship of confession before ab-
golution. There never is a genuine witness to Christ which
does not amply exvress common perversion, weakness, and
humility. "Confess your faults one to another" is a part
of Goevel witness. This makes witness worship. The
Christian 1ife of worship, then, goes on whenever a portion
of thet great Group shares its dependence cn Him--call it
witness or worship. Ye write this chapter not of people,
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Rer se, but of the Church, the witnessing-worshiping peo-
ple,

Confession 1s quite noticeable. Herein do we see the
Church in nractical ocoaslona giving evidence to its re-
demption. Its witness, as its worship, is primarily con-
Tession. lere in confession is seen the practical mark of
suffering. Too often we think of worship simply as pleasant
praise, mere heavenly sunshine. But, awkwardly, it comes
from confession first. A "good confession" is a troubled
one. Confession is not pleasant. There 1s distasteful
agony and genuine suffering to Churoh worship. The
keryzwa's tension lengthlly referred to earlier is only
within and because of worship. For worship is only as con-
stant as suffering is constant. In the constant pressure
to plen confession of faults to one another is our indi-
vidual security in the Church. To such educational plan- '
ning of suffering we must ocommit ourselves.

Education is only by suffering. No falth ever arose
otherwvise. The educator teaches by contagion, initiating
confession and absolution. Confession given and taken in
falth 1s an audible and visible example. The educator
teaches Christians nelther only to confess nor only to ab-
solve, but to really hear the confession of others.. Con-
fession to others 1s not the only aspect of suffering which
we must mention. Our people have a serious need not only

to learn confession to others, but also to receive their
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confessions aright. The Church 1s not to be discouraged of
its absolution responsibility to its membership, but it
needs also the encouragement to remain consciously recep-
tive to them. The problem of Christian witness 1s come-
times not that a witness does not witness enough, but that
his Christian hearer is unreceptive. Commonly, those out-
8poken are unrsceptive also themselves. Hearers must be
trained anong us Yo be aggressively receptive. The Church
must learn to listen to itself. The Church needs to hear
confesaione, otherwise Gospel willl not be understood as
Gospel. Since the Church 18 One, there is no hierarchy of
audience. Ve all listen to each other., This means that not
only do others see God in my person, but I see Him in theirs,
He ies signaled to me by both their sins and their kind-
nesses. A Lutheran is best prone to such a sacramental
evaluation of people. The Church before God is a single
layer of interacting meetings. Relationships are as poten-
tlally numberless as fluid molecules. People must be
trained for new confrontations, or encounters. The place
of "encounter" is being inoreasingly recognized as a factor
in education. Preparation for encounters is a readiness
necessary to growth.30 No insightful growth comes without
nrepared motivation. Alerted motivation ought to be a re-

sult of confessed sin and hunger for blessing. It is true

30cu11y, op. oit., p. 143.
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that encounter is finelly slone with God, but the fellow-
ehip slone mediates that encounter.3l To perpetuate the
Christisn nature of the group, there will be conscious ex-
change over the need for reception of witness. 7To liasten
and undsratand 1s not easy.
Fdueation cannot be redemptive without suffering.

Thers is no redemption without painful self-denial. Cully

explores this critiecally:

Here liea the church's function as the redemptive com-
munity. . . . Is "the good life" self-development or
self-denial, self-fulfillment or self-glving? Realls-
tic reading of the Bible has led some to say that the
crucifixion of Jesus was not a2 glorious martyrdom but
the ignominious end to the ever-declining popularity

cf a tescher.32
Suffering, even that in eduecation, is redemptive only be-

cauvse 1% is Christ's suffering. Christian education, like
beople, muat painfully live its death with Christ. Of

course, "people" are not a means of grace, nor are "dying
bPeople." But their ¥Word of His death 1a a means of grsace.

The Vord comes not only in vocables, but in deeds as well--

and yet not in words or deeds. Unless Christian education

is willingly and conscilously carried out through and within
the ginful Christian fellowship, it is doubtful what last-

ingly cen be accomplished. We speak not of a good church
nor of a bad church. VWe speak of a Church which is His, as

3l1bsa., p. 14k,
321p14., p. 31.
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does Murray:

Ve muat avold the idea that Jesus was simply a teacher
and that after Hls death the Church carried on His
teaching. _In a very real sense the Church is His
tesching. 3

His Church is His VWord, His acceptence of sin.

Ve can truet in the Church as educator. We can be
confident of growth within its fellowship. But only be-
cause and when 1t 1g a fellowship bullt on the ¥Yord, Jesus
Christ, as Miller emphasizes:

Whether we be children or adults, the life of the

church can meet our fundamental needs. It can meet

our ultimate requirement for love and acceptance as

we are, by showlng us the forgiving love of God in
Christ, 34

We can trust in wother-Church when we remember 1t is not a
denomination but rather believers in acceptance. Hiller
concludes we can trust because:

Christ 1s present in the true church. He 1s the
Christ who was sent by the Father to pay the price of
gin, who wae born, crucified, and risen, and who lives
in the church today. Because of Jesus Christ's re-
demptive activity in history, as revealed in the cross
end resurrection, we know through falth that he con-
tinues to redeem us and sll the world today.35

33Murray, op. git., p. 180.
3hﬂiller, on. eit., p. 51.
351bia.



CHAPTER 1V
RELATIONSHIPS AND THY INDIVIDUAL SELF
The Self es Socilzl

Our concern in human relationships is ultimately for
the individual. What goes on deep within him is of utmost
importance, above any abstractions of Word, Church, ete. A
complete study of relationships must examine exactly what
hapoens ss the individual perceives God's Word coming at
him through the Church. dJust what are the dynamics of self
in soecial growth toward God? Just how t!o other people af-
fect = person's failth?

We mey ae well state the obvious proposition again:
pecple are denendent, esnecially for their basic moorings,
on their asocisl relationships. The social sclences contri-
bute the most to this aspect of education. It 1s the basio
prineinle of socisl psychology that no psychology of an in-

dividual, per se, 1s the full picture of that individual,
because no person funotions by himself alone. Even a hermit
had a mother and a culture, which, though he left them be-
hind, still influence him, his actions, and his thoughts.
He was once permanently molded by people around him.

But the truth about most pecple-~-non-hermits that they

are--is that they never leave the realm of soclety, and

thersfore until death they are constantly being shaped by
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It is true that the early years and

the people about them. ‘
The -

emotional nroximity set the pattern for all of life.

early strong soclial relatlons guide life's direction, aso to

8peak, to the east, north, west, or south. However, thisg

does not nreclude smaller, later, and the constantly present

influences from modifying the basic personality. One 1is

not beyond later change, at least, so to speak, to bend off
8 due-emst course, to the north-north-east, or to make
brief excursions even opposingly west at times.

For setually, the human self is a complex thing. Ye
may think an emsternly formative environment would coerce
the individuals within its group likewise toward the east.

But remctionzry behavior may occur. An individual may ne-

gate all that pushes him, reverse gears, and go west. But

such negation of seemingly the entire environment is no
8light whim. Actually, within an easternly pull there was
Something stironger pressuring westward. And so it 1s that
much of our educatlon contains reverse elements which de-
feat our conscious goal. Ve mey say we are going one way,
when all that we do teaches the opposite educational direc-
tion.

Consclously, verbally, we design one thing. But it 1is
asslsted, or undcne, by that of which we are too often un-
aware. Whst are these unconsoious influences in education?
Largely, they are the personal environment around the pu-
Pil. For this ie the basio finding of social psychology:
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¥e are formed most not by trees or animals, but by people.
If our educational efforts succeed, it is because people
were used in it. And Af our educational efforts are even-
%ually undone, 1t was undone by people. ' Ve nust know more
about the extent to which personal relationships form the
individual,

50 much for a preview. Ve now attack our atudy of the
Soclal self directly.

An individual 1is influenced as & whole. That is, he
cannot be affected by someone only in his brain, morals, or
habite. ‘henever fzcts, or conduct, or athletics are
taught, more than these are being learned. An individual
abasorba Trom each occasion changes over his entire being.
Educational supervision must evaluate its success in terms
of what has haopened to the entire person. No education,
even Christian education, can dare fill the head with
platitudes of pesce, unconcerned about the possibility of
the heart being filled with an educational by-product, like
anxiety. If = man's growth is not compartmental, then
vhatever we Gteach him will affeot him totally. There is no
need to talk of training the "soul," for only secular Greek
thought, not Biblical psychology, considers it separable
from the "body." Actually, this is the only merit of men-
tioning the wholeness of the individual. %e mean to apply
thie wholeness understanding in this thesis so that even

Ssecular nersonal relationshipe are also seen as most

|
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Teliglous. Helationships preach a real theology. People
effect and affect Christian faith, Sooial environment,
Whether we want 1t to or not, will ultimately teach a Word
of God or an antl-%Yord. People who surround an 1nd1ﬂ.dual;
Whether in a parish hall, parochial school, or public
8chool, will automatically teach as a Church or an anti-
Churech. a1l relationships are religious. The learner 1is
Mot prone consciously to nick out of his environment what
18 Christien and what is un-Christian. He simply responds
88 a unified synthesis to the predominant pressure.
Christisn education observes the determinative importance
of the general settings.

Not only is the individual responsive as a whole to
énvironment, but he is responsive to his whole environment.
Not only the total self, but the total situation must be
considered. Cully comments: "Psychological rindings indi-
cate that growth and development include the whole person
within his total environment. "t _

How can we detect which factors will be fhe ma jor ones?
They are known by their dynamic, their animism. We approach
ell education looking for the living, the emotional, the
interactional. Our vhole approach is dynamic. Development

is understood as being organismic, purposive, and

Iris v. cull Dynamios of Christian Education
. y am (<} %
(P!uladelphia: The ’:Ia%%lgn'inuter Press, 1958), p. 13.
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9ontinuous.? It is true that wells, fields, and rabbits
4re part of one's total environment , and they are moving
tou. Bug these are not perceived as major environment be-
Cause they are not intimate to us. Only 1life which strikes
& respondent chord in our 1ife is able to affect us deeply.
That 1s, only people can do it. Only people are man's real
world., A typieal analyst today writes:

Both psychology and sociology have long since concluded
that man 1s primarily and preeminently a social being.
Not only does human nature require social conditions
for its origin snd existence, but humen welfare and

heppiness sre so intrinsically grounded in social re-
1lationghips that human values are actually achieved

in social affalrs.3
Therefore, when we speak of total environment in education,
We mean to stress that though all things in the universe
Somehow relate to every individual, yet social relation-
shipe and a1l thet personally implies even in theology are

the most influential. While worme, stones, and penclls are

not religious, people are. Out of all that we could call

total environment, we need, rather, to calculate for educa-
tion the total sccisl environment. Learning through social-

ization has deep impact upon the personality and generates

inner tensions, needs, and strivings. When we refer to

dynamlc education we refer, for example, to a boy

2Ibid., p. 129.

3Hanroz-d George Gutzke, John Dewey's Thought and Its
Implicationa for Ggseigt;an édmat;og iﬂw York: King's
Orown Press, Columbia University, 1955), vp. 106-7.
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Bubmitting to the commands of his strict and threatening

' father—-being too much afrald of him to do otherwise--and
b°°°m-n8 a "good" boy., The greater the fearful submission,
the greater hoetility against his father. This repressed
hostility, too dangerous to express or even to be aware of,
Tay create new anxlety and thus lead to still deeper sub-
mission. It will beecome a vague deflance, directed against
life in general.” Beyona the sphere of conscious acknowl-.
edgement can grow intense hostility, summationally against
God. It is this dynamic formation of the inner self which
goes unobserved so often in education, siﬁoe it 1s a forma-
tlon by social relationship.

Social development always comes by the intimate loss
of self in the self of another. The hostility mentioned
8bove was not merely formed against the father, but might
be coneidered as directly absorbed from the father's hostile

8trictness by the boy's "being in him." We learn socially
by ldentification, as Broom and Selznlck elucidate:

One of the important mechanisms by which the individual
takes on the values of others is ident tion. « . .
The normal tendency of the child to take the same at-
titudes toward himself that others take toward his 1is
a2lso a form of identification. If the average child
does not steal, it 1s not because he has reached the
rational conclusion that it is unwise or inexpedient

to do so. Rather he takes the same morally disapprov-
ing attitude toward such behavior that others take to-
ward 1t. He identifies with the adult point of view,

“Leonard Broom and Philip Selznick, Sociology
(Evanston, Illinois: Row, Peterson and Uompany, 1955), p. 91.
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and the thought of stealing prompts feelings of
gullt. . . . There is a stronger and more specific
sense 1ln which children identify with others. Some
adults in the child!'s experience appear to him as
ideal figures; the ohild wants to be like them and
Inodels himself upon them. In early childhood, he
identifies with one or both of his parents. Later,
he may develop "erushes" on teachers and peers and
teke them as i1deal images to be emulated. Identifi-
cations of this sort are often temporary, but some
can begome permanent parte of character and person-
ality.5
It is interesting to note that the child identifies with
the guils feelings and with the idealizations of others.
He cannot help but imitate, therefore, even the gullt anx-
leties and impossible goals of the spiritually sick about
him. iiodels of behavior are no small factor as they are
transmitted often from one generation to another.6 Identi-
Tication is more than imitation of example. For example,
w¥1th love present in another person to identify with, one
becomes a part of that love. In being loved, the person
ects out an extension of that love. It must be impossible
Tor one person to learn love without perversion or negation
when he cannot identify with a more wholesome other. Chil-
dren and adults identify with those they are closest to,
whether good or bad.
Notice that relationships affect a person totally.

Imegination of oneself in another's place i1a generally

5Ibid., ». 91.
6I_b_g.., D. 92.
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learned aes automatically as 1ife itself. It seems that all
helpful socinl interaction must be built on some unconscious

Teeling of social oneness. For instance, Lundberg gives an

eéxXample in ethics:

"If we feel that we must give ald to another, it 1s
because that other lives and strives in our imagina-
tion, and so is part of ourselves. . . . If I come to
imagine a person suffering wrong it is not 'altruism'
Ghat makes me wish to right that wrong, but simple
human impulse. He 18 ny life as really and immedi-
ately =8 anything else. His symbol arouses a senti-
mens which is no more his than mine." Whatever is
done under such ocircumstances is for one's own relief
as much as for the relief of the other person. It is
& form of sympathy, in the sense of communion, or a
sharing of the experiences of someone else, . . .

1. e., an ability to imagine ourselves in his place.7

We must follow the other with whom we identify in whatever
he does, for, to us 1t seems, he 1s us.

Thls learning by identification follows the process of
all learning by reinforcement, The continuous, external re-
inforcement would appear necessary to encourage all learn-
ing. On one hand, what has been learned moves toward ex-—
tinction if there i1s no reinforcement, eince the satisfac-
tion must be immediate if the cue-response connection is to
be strengthened.® But on the other hand, within social
learning the role-playing mechanism internalizes and

"George A. Lundberg, ﬂ:yggg*m of 8 (New
York: The Macmillan Company, 1939), p. 296.

€Randolph Crump lMiller, Education for ian Living
(Englewood Cliffe, N, J.: Prentice-Hall, Fre 5587, Bon
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therefore perpetuates satisfaction. Onoe a sufficiently
Gonstent socisl environment has molded one, there is an
internalized roile. By verceiving cneself as another, iden-
¥Afication tends to continue to become total to the other's

entire roie in 1ife. A role learned from another 1s a

8lgnificant mark of a fixed and active self gconcept. The

%0pying of = role means filling in all the yet undemon-
8trated imnlicetions of total conformity. As Newcomb de-

8Cribes, it becowes an inner-motivated, perpetual, and

Shorough learning of a new self:

Children learn to "take the role of the other®” because
it is necessary for them to do so. Only by anticipat-
ing hie mother's responeges to himself can a child make
eure of the responses which he wants from her and
2vold those which he does not want. But since his
mother does not behave with machine-like predicta-
Dility, he sooner or later discovers that the best
gulde to her behavior is his own estimate of her pre-
3ent =ttitudes. This, in fact, 1s the strict meaning
of "taking the role of the other®--i.e., anticipating
the response of another person who 1s perceived as

having attitudes of his own.?
Role playing is dealing with self as a single object. Later

Weé willl examine guch objeotivity. Not one, but many roles
of the people emotionally closest are taken in together.
These roles together in an individual make up the "general-
ized other," or the composite for social conformity.

Bonner gives the instance of children at play:

Out of this synchronization or organization of the
geparate roles emerges the set of attitudes of those

9Theodore M. Newcomb, Social P (London:
Tavistock Publications Limited, 1952), pvp. 320-21.




53

participating in the game. lead calls this set of

attitudes the generalized other. The unity of the

individual self, which we shall examine later, lies

in this organization of separate roles, or in the

generalized other.l1l0
Educationally the learner does not, and usually is not able
%o, ask regarding the people and factors socially coercing
him. Relationships teach pre-consciously and automatically.

It has been very necessary to examine the growth of
the self as identification with the entire roles of others
in life. Ve see how even at a pre-verbal age a child is
conditioned into absorbing the total attitudes and life of
those most intimate to him. Ve almost feel that faith or
wretchedness at this age is taken over from another entirely,
as "all or nothing et all." Any adequate Christisn educa-
tion will formulate and involve the significance of the en-

tire individual acting upon the ohild.
The Self as Participating

Identification and role taking, just disocussed, indi-
cate that an individual works towards an adequate self,
integrated toward all needs. Some educators have implied
thelr goal to be relating the student to every existant
thing there 1s to know. This is scientism. Rather,
Christian education has a less infinite goal, It attempts

104ubert Bonner, Social Psychology (New York: American
Book Company, 1953), p. 118.
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To relate the individual to what he will face in his life,
under trust. It is the Holy Spirit's goal to create faith.

But education's more realizable goal is to place before the
learner the situntions wherein necessary trust oan be
learned. This sphere of growth, which 1s most theological,
18 via social relationships. A faith must be encouraged
which ie able to meet greater and greater trials.

The goal might be called "integration of trust.®ll
Absolute integration is God's goal, a goal as instantaneous
and complete as justification itself. But human goals for
falth are for relative integration of trust. HNo man will
have perfect faith. Christian goals deal with partial as-
pecte of need, with categories of currently practiceable
theology. But education always goes on bullding a faith
potential for tomorrow. Thus, though goals are partial and
reallzable today, we still encourage integration currently
not needed. This "faith for tomorrow," however, 1s God's
work in His own time. If we are trying to achieve trust
integrated into the "whole" man, we imply what we have no®
yet achieved. No one can define what a “whole” man is, nor
all his future needs,

Today a man is secure in a narrow relationship and 1is
accepted by God. His limited security for his limited
world of tension may be sufficient. But in greater streas

11”1119?, _92. Mn' ppl 11. 6?.
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Somorrow his faith may be impossible. To be saved a man
must be equioped with falth sufficient for his situation,
Once the ola relationship 1s severed by circumatance, the
over-dependency haes not yet learned a security for fuller
participaticn in life. Total participation, therefore, is
our educational goal. Total integration is God's goé.l. Ve
cannot ereate faith, but we can handle the graduated stim-
ull for it to grow. God can save a man completely where he
is, but Christlan education has a wider goal than the first
Baving relationship. Every man must. be prepared for wider,
more %total, relationehips. He must be prepared to find
God's same love later and everywhere. And this prepesration
comes conly Through expsrience with total life. Depending
on the indilvidual's uniqu; situation for security toward
God through man, then, we can use home, or church, or even
counseling as initial agencies toward total participation.

Realizable goals come out of a consideration of man's
nature, TFor the whole man, we need whole participation.
We effect education of him with methods total to 1life. Our

methodes can be 1life itself, as Cully explains:

HMethods for Ohristian teaching should dbe life-centered.
The term "life-centered” has been used ever since
pragmnatism became a regnant philosophy for education.
It usually has meant "experience-centered,"™ and this
reference has connoted present experience. . . . EX=-
lstence comprises a totelity--not the self by 1itself,
but the self in relationship to others, things, the

universe, and history.l2

1zcu11y, op. cit., ». 119.
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One 1s not nearer God the more total the experience. God

le not pantheistle, all-being. Hather, God is instant to
&nyone as security, that is, through faith in love. Oully

Summerizes:

The ourpose of Christian nurture is to help people

through thelr growing relationship to God in Christ
Sc to llive that they may glorify him and effectively
seérve others, in the assurance that they partake of

eternal life now and forever,l3
The Self and "I-Thou”"

Having so far in this chapter underlined the social
involvement of the individual and hie ongoing total growth,
we look cloeer at the .:I.nternal development of faith.

Helationships deal deeply with the individual self.
Every relztlonehip is in part a religious confrontation
¥ith God. The "I-Thou" analysis which one hears so fre-
quently todey is the languege of relationsnip topic "incar-

nate.* liller introduces us to 1&:

Fertin Buber gets at the problem of relation of theol-
0gy to life through what he calls the "I-Thou" rela-
ticnship. He contrasts this with the "I-It" relation-
ship. ¥hen wé treat a person 28 a “Thou," we recog-
nize that he 1s an end and not a means and therefore,
he 18 not to be used for our pleasure. . . . God works
through persons in relationship. This is both a the-

ologlcal and an educational insight. . . . ¥hen a man
works through such relationships, he treats each other

person as & "Thou" and thareroze discovers the "eter-
nal Thou" behind each person.l

131bia., pp. 29-30.
1"’!—!11191-, op. eit., p. 66.
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The following statement by Farmer is concisely classic for

our subject:

1 begin with the proposition that God's purvose 1s
such, and He has so made humanity in accordance with
that purpose, that He never enters into personal re-
lationship with a man apart from other human persons.
Ethen he confronts me in the specifically personal I-
Thou relationship . . . it is always closely bound up
wilth the_personal I-thou relationship I have with my
fellows.1l5

God ie not a verson except through other human persons.
The "I-Thou" scheme is invaluable to demonstrate how
relationship affects faith in God. Both what we are as
€lvil creatures and as God's creatures is mediated to us
through the same source , beople. Both the world and our
Christian fellowship tell us what they consider our divine
relationship 1s. Of course, they tell us opposite answers. |
The more one is in only the fellowship of the world, the
more one will not receive the self-conception of being a
divinely favored "Thou." Miller indicates the pattern of

2ll of 1ife in the following:

fven a small child is asking "Who am I?" and "Who are
you?" before he has found the words to express these
questions. He learns them from the way he 1s treated
by his parents and brothers and sisters in his home
« « « 2nd this is either good og bad theology depend-

ing on what answers he learns.l
To be treated as an "It" and therefore conclude one is an

15Herbert H. Farmer, The Servant of the Mord (New York:
Charles Soribner's Sons, 1942), p. 37.

161&1113:-, op. eit., p. 68.
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“It" leaves one without knowledge of being loved by God.
Thie doctrine of falth, this attitude toward self, we can
call intrapsychic. However, with Sherrill we can say that
the intrapsychic attitude 1s preceded by interpersonal at-

titudes:

The interpersonal relationships into which the indi-
vidual is born give him his first feelings toward him-
self. These early feelings for himself are the first
form of his relationship to himself. They begin to

eet up a relation between the “I" and the "me." Th%y
glve the first shape to his intrapsychic dynamics.l

The relation of self to self is orucial. What one is fi-
Nally made to believe he 18 before God is his faith--for

salvation or for perill.
"I-Thou" or "I-It" relationship breeds trust or dis-

trust of relationship. And trust or dlstrust in all rela-

tlonships together corresponds ultimately to that trust or

distrust one has towards God., It corresponds ultimately to

that trust or distrust in eternity. Therefore relationship
with people affects faith in God. It even effegts faith in

God. Howe'e insight 1s penetrating when he writes:

Our sense of trust and mistrust is concerned finally
with ocur sense of self in relation to others who are
the source determinative in the realization of our be-
ing. Basic trust is fundamental to all trust relation-
ships including those that we call religious. Trust
is trust, and who can distinguish between trust and

faith?18

17sherrill, op. oit., p. 165.

1830ue1 L. Howe, Man's Need and God's Actlon (Greenwich
Connesticut: The Beaﬁd??gfsbgg:gi953). P. . 2
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¥e could quote no other Christian reference which 1s more
8ignificant to this entire study than that just quoted.
Howe elsewhere writes:
"I believe in God." What kind of meanings do I bring?
If basic trust 1s present in me, then when I say "I"
and "Thou, " much that is represented by the word be-
lieve is implicit in my affirmation. . . . If the
chlld through the experience of acceptance can bring
the right meaning of trust to hils use of these two

moet important words, then all that the creed affirms
about what God has done in reletion to human need will

become more available to him. . . . Have you not
known people who sald that the Apostles' Creed left
them cold?l9
To bring the right meaning of trust to the use of words
comes only from a program of experiencing the "I-Thou."
Christian education is to provide that program of experi-
ence. Since such experience is found by persons only among

peraone, that program will be consciously social.
The Self and Falth Attitudes

Soclel psychology has much to say about the formation
of the social self. It presents a sophisticated analysis
of the self-attitude of falth we have Just been discussing.
A pergon's own attitude over againet himself, as to whether
he is justified by grace or not, is corueclal to salvation.
In the following we explore the unconscious and conscious

formation of faith attitudes.

191b14., pp. 116, 117.
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Faith does not have to be conscious of itself to be

’

Seving faith. This is seen in an infani. Pre-natally,
¥ithout social influence, a fetus has no ocategory to under-
8tand mother, dad, and people as anything different than
its enwombed self. From conception through birth and on
into the following weeks it is not conscious of the social
world 2s separable from itself. The people, who alone are
to bear faith to the ohild, are not recognized as external.
A% this age environment and sgelf are indistinguishable,
Environment is merely an extension of self. The infant has
no concepticn of where 1t begins and ends and where other
People and thinge begin and end.20 He carries his toes to
his mouth as he does any other object.zl Bithler believes
that the newly born infant is too intimately bound up with
his mother emotionally and physiologically to have any
feeling for self.?2 He has no concept of U"gelf." And yet
the people who mediete falth are all about. They, nor their
frulte of trust produced in the child, ere recognized by
the child,

How much of faith is related to the ggggg;ggg,peroep-
tion of the Means and of self? If the new-born infant has

20Lundberg, op. git., pp. 291-92.

21s01omon E. Asch, Sooial Psychology (New York:
Frentice Hall, Inc., 1952), pp. 283-8&.

zzﬂonner, Oop. su.. P 1150
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No reflexive notion of himself as an objeot, and yet it can
be "saved," we have an insight into faith as being also non-
rational. Ferhaps this i1s faith's real essence--the intel-
lectual manifestation being merely an expression of 1t, its
Bharpest mode of communication. Lutheran theology concurs.
A4 baptized child is saved by faith, though all adult under-
standings of intellectuslized failth misunderstand this. A
child learns trust in the oontext of being loved and cuddled
by its parents who by their sounds, manner, and life admin-
ister Something gracious from beyond them. No matter how
bantism's efficacy is defined, baptism never should be ad-
ministered apart from personal relationships. These rela-
tionships themselves also are valid pre-verbally, ore-
symbolically, pre-reflexively, and pre-consclously. This
would support the ancient non-intellectual view of faith
and the sacraments.

"Self" requires time to develop.23 It 1s formed,
coming in living 1ife. In the course of interaction and
struggle between the individual and the surroundings,2
gradually the body senses register collectively to be per-
ceived as a unit object.25 The child knows himself first

&8 a correlation of hunger, pain, thirst, etc. Self

23Bonner, op. oit., p. 115.
21.’Asch. oD, M’l PDb. 283-8“-
25Ipsd., p. 284,




62
becomes more conscious of psychological properties, like
e%rivings, feelings, and skills.26
A3 the child grows finally we see the social world

contributing its pervading influence toward self formation.
No one lives as an 1sland unto himse}r. This higher de-
velopment of self oan arise only in social experience.Z2?
Paychologists and sociologists during this entire century
have entirely agreed?® that the role of others is of trans-

cendent importance in the forming of the self. Asch sur-

L

veys our interest:

Just as the bodlly self is in large part a function of
our relation to things, so the self of motives and
Teelings 1s in large part a function of our relation
to the human element. We do not know the kind of self
we would find in a man who has grown up alone. It
would contaln some aspects of the self we considered
earlier--the bodily self and the active self in rela-
tion to objects. Vhen we speak of a self, however, we
refer to ambitions, vealues, reputation; these consti-
tute 1ts center.29

Cur thesis is concerned with this social self because it is
the attitudinal and motivational self. It is built of the

crucial values and self worth.
To see the social relations for their real importance

we have ao far reviewed growth through learned socciabllity

261pia., p. 285.

27Bonner, op. git., p. 116.
28Newcomb, op. git., p. 316.
29psch, op. git., p. 286.
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toward self-consciousness. Now we look especially at the
reflexively and attitudinally motivated quality of self-
consclousness. This self obviously is social. "“Our con-
8clousnees of ourselves is largely a refleotion of the
conasciousness which others have of us."30 By "conscious"”
8elf we do not mean only the consciously ezpreasible under-
8tanding of self. We mean that adult self attitude which
1s elwayas present in any non-infant, that self attitude
which, though perhaps not normally talked about, yet which
Would be acoessible, if necessary, through psychoanalysis.
By "conscious" self we mean that of self which is, or could
be, communicated and manipulated by intentional symbols or

words. This Yconscious' attitudinal self is important to

our study because adult Christian faith too has its conscious

aspect.

Soclal interaction is symbolic formation of self. As
mentioned before, social interaction 1s that sphers of
imagined identifications, or two aselves becoming mixed in
the mind as one. WMead sald it almost mystically: "No
hard-and-fast-line can be drawn between our own selves and
the selves of others, since our own selves exist only inso-
far se the selves of others exist."’l A gelf understanding

3030 ' fg,g; (New York:
yd Henry Allport, 3o Psychology (Ne or,
Houghton Kifflin Company, 19 s Do 325.

31p. R. Lindesmith and A. L. Strauss, foolal Pevohol-
ogy (New York: The Dryden Press, 1956), p. 429.
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may not be verbally explicable, yet pictorially it is within
every man. Symbol of self is added to symbol. "The mean-
inga of the symbols by which selves are organized are con-
tributed by the responses of others."32 Ve are discussing
8ymbol in Christian education because faith a2lso has a
8ymbolic expression, s symbolle regard for self.
"S3elf" is an educationslly accepted term today.33
Some men, like Hume, denied the self on philosophic grounds.
Asch refutes this elinlcally.:"' The self is real, because
' 8ymbol 1s real. Other men had felt that there was no self
other than the hereditary or biological self. Dare we
study the self as anything like a social production? Mead
made respectable the self viewed without prior mind or
blology. He answers this in one of the ablest accounts yet
¥ritien on the origin of self and self-consclousness:
Our contention is that mind e¢an never find expression,
and could never hsve come into existence at all, ex-
cept in terms of a social environment, . . . And this
entirely social theory or interpretation of mind--this
contention that mind develops and has 1ts being only
in and by virtue of the social process of experience
and sotivity, which it hence presupposes, and that in
no other way can it develop and have its being--must
be clearly distinguished from the partially (but only
part:.allyi social view of mind. On this view, though
mind can get expression only within or in terms of the

environment of an orgenized soclal group, yet it 1s
nevertheless in some sense a native endowment--a

21vsa.
33Bonner, op. cit., pp. 112-13.
3%rs0n, ov. git., py. 279-80.
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congenital or hereditary biological attribute--of the
individual organism, and could not otherwise exist or
manifest 1teelf in the social process at all; so that
1% ias not iteelf essentially a social phenomenon, but
rather is biologlcal both in ite nature and in its
origin, and is soclal only in ite characteristic mani-
Tfestatlons or expressions. . . . The advantage of our
vliew iz that it enables us to give a detalled account
and actually to explain the genesis and development of
wind; whereas the view that mind is a congenital bio-
logical endowment of the individual organism does not
really enable us to explain its nature and origin at

all.35
This 1s all so stated that we may not lessen the signifi-
cance of relationship in education, blaming faith's ill
development upon heredity, or blology, or other non-soocial
factors. More recently the self has been freed of imply-
ing helplessness under any socisl determinism.36 There-
Tore, todey sociology is presenting an anlysis of self
free from involvements and therefore applicable to Christian
education. The social self is learned even as is faith.
Recently there has been a growing volume of systematic
material on the self's perception and discrimination--as-
vects useful to express the influence of relationships on
Taith.

Having established the term "self" for theological
uses, we requeaetion the reality of symbolic composites. If

an individual has as many selves as there are people who

35Lund‘norg, op. cit., p. 292.

36Aaoh, op. git., p. 287; Broom and Selznick, op.
8it,, ». 92.
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CArry an imege of him in their minds, if his conoception of
hinmgelf varies according to situation and experience, is
there any constant that a self comes to view as a real self
oblect? fsch answers that:

2dultes from the start address themselves to the child

&8 a person, as a feeling and perceiving being. He

cbserves that his actions produce Joy, concern, amuse-

ment, anger, or neglect. In the emotione that he
arcuses, in the responses thet his actions meet, in
the expectations toward him, he glimpses that he has
an existence for others. The consequence 1s that be-
1n%ro}; ective to others he becomes objective to hinm-
self,:
Such reflexive consideration of the self is possible only
threugh linguietic relationship with others. *The indi-
VYidual becomes an objeet to himself only in communication
¥ith others, when he tekes their attitudes toward him-
self. 38 Fittingly, 1inguistios 1s a symbolic tool, as
both self attitude and faith are symbolic. Educationally,
thie means that though self is found in relationships, re-
lationships are never without words.

Of what growth significance is the self-object? When
8elf hes become an object among objects there is a new
horizon of growth.3? Self can be viewed by self as an ob-
Ject under God. Self can objectively relate with all

things consciously possible. Self provides self-attitudes

37nsch, op. oit., pp. 286-87.
38Bonner, op. oit., p. 116.
391pag.
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expressed verbally. Education ocan use the analysis of sgelf
especially regarding the reflexive attitudes of self. If
self 1s viewed as an object 1t ia a small way to expect
gelf %o place value on this objeoct. As Sutherland and
Woodward say, all that accrues to the use of such terms of
common speech as "I," "me," and "myself" expose self at-

titude:

The self is that part of the human personality which
has attitudes that are reflexive, that are directed
toward itself as an object or value. The "I" con-
demne or approves or, is pleased or displeased with a

thousand things the “me" does or fails to do.4
Cocley was the first exponent of the significance of re-
flexlve mentality being manifestly and verbally useful.
"Self-image," another term for "self objeot,” takes
us back to the necessity to extract meaning rromfaymbol.
This term provides fuller portrayal of details to self.
A symbolic understanding of self 1s the easence of verbal
expression and of conscious faith. Bonner explains Yself-
image®:
In his interactions with others the child gradually
develops an awareness of himself, a self-image. This

self-image 1s the result of the child'a differentia-
tion of himself from others and of the attitudes they

have toward him.X1l
Because the self-image is symbolic and therefore can be

403, L. Sutherland end J. L. Woodward, I_n'ggg_g%qjm
Soecicology (Chicago: J. B. Lippincott Company, 1937), p. 206.

4lponner, op. goit., p. 119.
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eéxpressed lingulstically we have a tool of communication
and interaction with that self via words, not actlons alone.
This ie mentioned at this point to indicate the velue of
worda Soward reconstruction and therapy. A self-image es-
bDeeially 1s a symbolically complete view of self. Broom

exnlicates this:

Socialization creates a self-image. Through inter-
actlion with others and through language, the indivi-
dual comes to think of himself as an "I." '‘As he per-
celves the attitudes of others toward this "I," he
develops o self-image. FHe takes on.a view of himself
from obeerving the way others respond to hin. For
thle resson Cooley spoke of a "looking-glass self,”
~he lwmage the person has of himsgelf 1is reflected back

Trom a mirror.

The attitudes which enter into the individual's self-
lmage are, for the most part, emotive; they are at-
titudes of approval and disapproval, acceptance or re-
Jection, interest or indifference. They are Judgments
upon the child, sometimes based on his genulne noten-
tlalities, sometimes reflecting the meaning of his
notentialities for the 1life of the significant adults
around him, In either case, the Judgments which others
direct towsrd the ochild, expreseed in their attitudes
toward him, are judgments the child is likely to make

cof himself.

The importance of self-image is most easily observed
in pathological bshavior, where socializetion has
created a self-image harmful to the person. In situa-
tione of neglect, deprivation, and rejectlion, the
child may come to think of himagelf as inadequate; be-
cruge he is unloved, he may think of himself as in-
herently unlovable. In extreme situations he may de-
velop self-hatred. The child who steals may be so-
clally defined by others as delinquent, may come to
identify himeelf as a delinquent, and may seek out
other delinquents to gein approval for his self-

image. 2

425 r00om and Selznick, op. eit., p. 88.
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One's self-image 1s of central concern to us because we
Would have individuals view themselves as secure in God.
Falth 1s s self-image. Hore specifically, adult self-
image is related to fides reflexa. The importance of self-
image 1e epperent in that it can be the nest of spiritual
unbslief. A relf-judged, self-hated image is equivalent
to damnation.

“hen Christian theology hears soociology's finding that

&7 individusl's concept of himself 1s soclally formed, the-

°logy has a question. How much of the formation of society

forms slso faith? For falth is a self nerception, a per-

céption of cne's security in God. To what extent is our

viev of ourselves, whether hated or loved by God, received
from people about ua? Theology answers in terms of the
Means of Grace; all the Means are always channeled by the
Holy Spirit through the hands of other people. They ad-
minicter them and explain them. The sooclal reaepuon'ﬁr
the gacraments and the pulpit and written Word, and es-
peclally the informal personable exchanges of the Word,
are all through people. Undeniably our socially received
faith in Goad u; soclally formed. And are not persons that

creation among all things most fittingly created to por-

tray God as a real person?
Helationships in all of soclety as well as in formal

education tell one well enough what he should be. Actually,
all growth seems a product of compulsion (by punishment =nd
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One's security is finally tied up

reward) to attalnment.
Broom refers to

in vhether or not he can reach his ideal.

an ldeelized celf as a double-edged sword:
The identification of the self with ideal values,
goals, and roles is an important aspect of socieliza-
tion because it helps to sustain disciplines. On the
other hand, if there is too great a discrepancy be-
tween the potentialities of the person and his ideal

self, or if the ideal self makes extreme and unrealis-
tlc demands, the result will be a sense of inadequacy

and falilure,43
The inabllity to relinquish an impossible ideal is work-
righteousnesa., Ideals unattalned bring despalr of security.
If an ideal 1ie significantly a part of many other frus-
trated idesls, the despailr is felt as over against God.
Volumes of words of forgiveness at this point may not be
able to relax unforgilven ideals set by years of relation-
ships. Felentless, unattainable ideal is the Christian

doctrine of Law. What one does about this ideal self, in

neurotic achievement and despalr or in acceptance, relates
to work-righteousness or forgivensss. The self-image and
gself-ldeal must be a self view of forgiveness in God.
Self-value 1s always a composite of many self-values.
This is because an individusl has =28 many selves as there
are peonle who carry an image of him in their minds. The

individual tries to synthesize one attitude for himself

out of society's many opinions of him. His constant Job

431p1a., po. 88, 90.
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is the unification of himself. Internal unification of
Self-attitudes 1s the security factor toward a constructive
life. If he does not know who he is, feels schizophronic,
and 1s unsble to give others the constancy they need, he is
incapacitated and unhappy. Inability to achleve an inte-
grated self attitude 1s not uncommon. "Ye might as well
Tace the fact at the beginning that a completely unified
self does not exist." Unharmonious self-images and the
confusion of not knowing which self to bellieve, is basically
everybody's problem to some extent. Self-esteem due to
abilities may be high, but this is separate from the basiec
1ife self-security picture of every individual.®5 Many
tlmes a felse self-portrayal, developed in some one acti-
vity such as athletics, radiates and permanently affects
the rest of the self.#6 Withdrawal self-attitudes or shal-

low bluff self-attitudes may rise. The integration seems
impossible among the myriads of self-values. And it 1s im-

pessible, because one self-hostility 1s always to be stirred
up by the next and worse self-hostility.

These many conflicting emotions, those of self-hate,
pride, caution, idealization, content, etc., are not viewed

by the Christian as the central problem of integration. It

“bponner, op. eit., pp. 127, 129.
451pid., p. 123.
ussutherland, op. eit., pp. 213-14.

e e



72
1s not a constant problem of what new sin should he accuse
himself. His one and only task of integration is that of
self-mortification with that of self-acceptance in God. He
constantly must realize he is both sinner and saint. Of
these two, there never is real integration. They stand
Torever on top of one another. This paradox is that chief
lesson of Christian education, for it is Law and Gospel

apolied to the deepeat aspect of the self-soul.
Ve have examined the Word, and the Church, and people's

self-concepts in falth or unbelief. Ve have discussed the
Word-centered aspect of education in relationehip, slso the
Church-centered aspect. But now we ask about the legiti-
mecy of the person-centered approach of this present chap-
ter. It seems that the language of relationships becomes
almost secular when viewed as people, per ge. When the
high-sounding terms "tiord" and "Church' are brought down to
produce only self-concepts, it sounds too personelized.
What about private witness expressions? Uhat about
this sectarian variety of self-tongues which upset catho-
lleity even in Lutheran groups? Though the final self-
understanding of faith causes confusion, it 1s to be ex-
pected. The final self-concept will always be a unique
configuration, produced by that person's unique environ-
ment. His understanding of his jJustification will slways
be Jjustification as he has found it over agalnst the pe-
cullar self-judgments he has experienced. Though each
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individusl Christian uses the set liturgical form with Joy,
his personal expression of faith will always be different,
though meaningful. His individuslity is actually quite
universal in occurrence--universal to the last man.

Perasonal application is the final goal of the Word in
the Cnurch. Each person has his own needs, and each need
is peculiar to each aspect of the Word helpful. Surely,
that Word which fills those needs is varied; all answers
are common to the Word. The chlef characteristic of God's
Love as it seeks out lives 1s that it is always absolutely
relevant. What is not relevant to at least one person
somevhere is not of the living VWord. Theology is relevant
to 1life, and therefore to Christian education. What ia not
relevant is not of Christian education, as Sutherland im-

plies:

Theology is the attempt to provide the Gospel's answer
in sccurate and relevant form. Christian education
takes place vhen men's basic questions are ansugrod in
terms of the relationships we have with people.“?

¥e ralsed the question of the propriety of a person-

centered approach. Sherrill answers 1t:

A Christian educator believes that Christian values
are best protected when the objectives toward which
one wvorks are person-centered. Every person is worth-
ful in the sight of God, and he who seeks to do God's

will needs to give primary attention to persons.

b71pag.
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Perasons are to be used not Ea means to other ends but
a8 ends in their own right.

We conclude this study in devotion of all our efforts
to Jesus Christ, who alone is the love, the life, and the
understanding of the Church.

4Bjonneon, The Minister and Christian Nurt edited
by N. &. Forayth New__fz_L—ork: Abingdon Press, 19570+ D 37.
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