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INTROBDUCTION

We may assume it without rashness to be the supreme object
of God as the creator and governor of men to bestow himself
upon them or be inwardly communicated to them. For this
.men are constituently made, even as an eye is made for the
Tight. In a certain first view of things, observ1ng ch1ef1y
‘the bounties of the world, one might guess that God's prime
object here is the preparing of growths and fruitages that
“will grow men, growing animals for their sake; but in deeper

.- second thought it will be seen that he is building for mind,
to make himself the light of intelligence, the friend of
guidance, the supreme Joy of love. Physical production
plainly enough is no main purpose with him. He glasses
himself on every side in objects and forms related to mind.
By music and fragrance and color he wakens the sense of his
beauty. By unnumbered and persistent ways of discipline he
trains experimentally to the knowledge of h1mse1f

- The Spirit in Man, p. 13

Apart from the attention it has received in the context of his.
language theory, no-attempt has been made to come to terms with the

mean1ng and ro]e of symbo] in the theo]ogy of Horace Bushnel] - This

is surpr1s1ng, considering the centrality of the concept in Bushne]] S

thought, its obvious relation to his own re11g1ous experjenges, and the
apparent tension between symbol and truth which uﬁdér]ies all of his
‘major- theo]og1ca1 statements. 1
Theodore Munger, initiator of a great legacy of m1s1nterpretat1on,
‘hinted at a dimension of Bushne]]'s thought which'has not been explored
since{2 For it is not so much that the natural and the supernatdra]

are divorced from one another, but that all reality is an embodiment of

-1 -

And in a sense, one can a]most say that |
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the diVine, that the‘;ho1e universe is one vast symbol of God.

| Bushnell nowhere defined the crucia] term "symbol", and he used
the word synonymous]y with several other terms, such as "metaphor
"f1gure“, "form", "image" and "type". Perhaps the best place to begin
looking fqr‘his meahingvof symbol is with the ‘difference between the
~ Titeral and the fahcifu] For if the symbd]ic consciousness that was |
part of Bushnell's Pur1tan heritage had been lost to the New Eng]and
dvm1nd after Edwards, Bushne]] did not see its recovery in the "contr1ved"
imagery of the Neleng1and left. If there were no mystics among the -
orthodox, néitherlcou1d‘Emefsbn'or Parker Be ca]ied_by that name. |
; ACcording_tO'Bushne1]; symbols could not be uhdefstood’on.the level of
‘nature: “the roots of the known are always in tﬁé?unknown". ‘Every

. genuine symbo] stands out from a background of mystery as a face through

which the infinite and unknown looks out upon us, tempting us to strugg]e

into ‘that holy and dark profound wh1ch it 1s opening.
This does not mean, as we will see in Chapter One, that man is
| not a symbo]-maker. Indeed, man is distinguished from a11 other forms
,of.life_dn the basis of his symbo11c-1mag1nat1on--h1s capacity to both
';génerate'and interpret symbo1s Bushnel] 9~def1n1t1ons of "nature
and. "supernatura]" are part of an organic theory, accord1ng to which a]]
ssupernatural powers Tive by embod1ment, that is, by body1ng forth symbols
~~through the med1um or means of nature. But_1t does mean that all symbo]
systems .operate in terms of one grand and ovekarchidg whoie, and that
ultimately, the meaning of any symbol can be known on1ydin terhs of the
whole. |
In other words, the symbol is grounded in the Reality which it

‘representsQ3 This" leads us to -two fundamental dimensions of Bushne?]?s
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symbolic theory: analogy and relationality. The correspondence between

symbol and truth is not arbitrary, but "prepared". This principle of

analogy applies not only to human language, but to all objective reality,

- to all “things and worlds". It gives Bushnel] S symboT1sm its un11m1ted
',scope, and what he called its "moral" meaning. |

~ One aspect of analogy 1s mystery-—that the correspondence between
symbol and truth is beyond investigation. We can never Know what»be]ongs
to the symbol and what to the significance, out we‘can,.throUgh.theA
universal presence of the form-element together with'thefdiscerning -
powers of insight, achieve a gradua] spfritua1izing of the symbo1ic
-world. Th1s is our exper1menta1 tra1n1ng to the know]edge of God the
Tife-long drill 1n forms and 1mages, prepared for the future benef1ts and
uses of the pract1ce. :

The deepest meaning of symbol is as vehicle of God him§e1f '~ God
insphered us in a symbolic reality for the purpose of restor1ng a 1ost
- “relationship, and ultimately, the role of the symbo1 is to conduct sou]s
under s1n‘back.to God. Symbols are vehicles of God's own‘fee11ng,~of
the divine beauty and goodneSS'and love. And as the truth which the
=symbol opens to us is a. persona] Be1nq, oun- response to the: symbol is
one of comm1tment and.trust. It is our embrac1ng of ‘the supernatura1
through'the symbol that brings the 1nward communication of Godi. |

It is the thesie of this paper that Bushne]]'s'the01ogyican-not .
be -interpreted apart. from his symbolic theory_ Any revelation, he |
said, whether it be a proposition of language, a vision or "a divine
1ife in the flesh", takes p1ace under conditions of s&mbo] or form.
Chapters Two,.Three end_Four of the thesfs are concerned to,examine

Bushné}lis_understanding of God in Christ in ‘terms of this basic theory;
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in particular, in the light of an appareht tension which surfaces from
within this theory and which is evidenced in Bushnell's theology in‘
~ terms of a shift, or a gradual movement, which comes to a rather abrupt

vc1imax in the 1870's. It is the purpose- of this paper not to "explain®

" that shift, but ‘to put it in the context of Bushhe]]'s symbolicitheory;
'f‘andvfurther; tb i]]ustfate hdw central that symbolism is in Bushhe]l'sv

doctrines of the person and work of Christ.




CHAPTER ONE

Man and Nature: "God's Moral Economy"

(1) ReCoyering the supernatural and the symbolic

>

_' Notw1thstand1ng the 1nterpretat1on of Theodore Munger, Horace
| Bushne11 did not come down to Yale breath1ng some sort of nature-

1 About four years

| myst1c1sm bred in the fresh free air of L1tchf1e1d
before enter1ng col]ege, wh11e tend1ng a card1ng mach1ne, Bushne]] e
penned, a ha]f sentence at a t1me, an expos1t1on of the n1nth chapter =
‘of Romans © Says Mary Bushne]] Cheney of th1s essay "The method |
,throughout is str1ct1y 1og1ca1, and has no trace.of the sp1r1tua1
~insight wh1ch 1ater characterized his. thought on these’and k1ndred"w
biects. 5 _ I
Cheney sees this youthful essay as one of the many ev1dences
'“‘that Bushne]] was, prior to his college days, striving and stra1n1ng toﬁ
| adapt h1mse1f to the arid religious orthodoxy of the day. But as t1me
_passed, and desp1te his exert1ons, "my re11g1ous character went down" 3
He wou]d 1ater see h1s own: exper1ence in tétms of the strugg]e faced |
by "every 1ngenuous young person" who, in h1s search after truth had
' to grapple w1th the specu]at1ve logic of New England theo]ogy.anSuchva
’ T”Person,'said‘Bushne11 | ' L e
has e1ther to clear h1s way out into the truth by
: h1mse1f through years of sorest conflict and groans of
~private mental war that God only does not frown upon; or
else, in fault of any such persistency, to settle back into

the more fa&i]e embrace of a confirmed and scornful
infidelity. : .
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Bushnell's first glimpse after truth came in 1831 while he was

tutoring at Yale. It was, says Cheney, "the most important crisis in -

his 1ife".>

Through the reading of Coleridge's Aids To Reflection,
Bushnell was able to see beyond the confines of speculative logic to

~the possibility of intuitive knowledge.
My habit was only landscape before; -but now I saw enough to
-convince me of a whole other world somewhere overhead, a

- range of realities in higher_tier, that I must-climb after,
and, if possible, apprehend

Through Bushne]]'s 0wn account'of»1831 given in the autobiofi
'<graph1ca1 sermon, "The D1sso1v1ng of Doubts", we can recogn1ze the
nature and- s1gn1f1cance of th1s sp1r1tua1 awaken1ng. The sermon opens
w1th a descr1pt1on'of the questions which were confronting him and a

':1arge class of young thinkers in that "specially doubting age":

Science puts every thing in question, and literature distils
the questions, making an atmosphere of them. We doubt both

- creation and Creator; whether there be second causes or on1y
primal causes running ab aeterno in aeternum; whether God is

.any thing more than the sum of such causes; whether-he works -
by will back of such causes; whether he is spirit working
supernaturally through them; whether we have any personal
relation to him, or he to us. And then, when we come to the
matter of revelation; we question the fact of miracles and of
‘the incarnation. We doubt free agency and responsibility,
dmmortality and salvation, the ut111ty'bf prayer and worsh1p,
and even of repentance for sin.

Pr1or to 1831, Bushnell had- 11ke a~true son of the homespun |

: mode, harnessed all his menta] energies 1nto the sett11ng of these great
quest1ons, reasoning w1th restless urgency, "thinking of th1s and
._th1nk1ng of that". But such attempts "to find" the truth had brought

~him to a dead end, to what he ca]]ed a "pa1nfu1 vacu1ty“ 8

My very d1ff1cu1ty was that I was too thoughtful, substituting
thought for every th1ng else, and expect1ng SO 1ntent1y to: dig
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out a religion by my head that I was pushing it all the
while practically away. Unbelief, in fact, had come to
be my element. '

In 1831, Bushnell resolved to "begin at the beginning", to stake: |

10

" his 1ife on the universal law of right. In judging the meaning of

1, this experience, commentators have been Tess inclined to note the touch

~ooof Co]eridge than the 1nf1uence of SCOtt1Sh common sense rea1ism or

Calvinistic moraiism And in. a]] the estimates given of 1831 as a _}
lj_“conver51on" to duty rather than to faith miss . the full meaning. of
v3:this experience for Bushneil s future Tife and thought n.

| For in 1831 w1th a deiiberate dedication to mora] rectitude,

| ,Bushne]] first became exper1ent1a11y aware of a "higher sense" what he

wou'ld 1ater call "imagination". With his conscious commitment to a

right God, he first "dimly fe]t" the reality of God w1th h1S reso]ution

“to settle himself pract1ca11y in the great first 1aw of right, came his

12

; first apprehension of Christianity as a "pract1ca1 truth". In terms

~ of his later theology, Bushnell' s_surrender:of w111.had~concomitant1y : B

revitalized his intuitive sense:

And this is the power of the will, as regards our moral
recovery. It may so offer itself and the subordinate
capacities to God, that God shall have the whole man open

" to his dominion, and be able to ingenerate in him a new,
divine state, or principle of action; while taken as a
governing, cultivating, and perfecting power in itself, 1t
has no such capac1ty whatsoever :

It is then in "that subtle g]eam of sympathy", or in the assurance

| "that "A Being so profoundly felt, must 1nev1tab1y be", that Bushne]]

14 The Dissoiv1ng,of

f"1ntimates the nature of his revelation of 1831.
Doubts" provides several of Bushnell's own "aphorisms", and these show -

‘some results of his mind's "new conditions". The great questions were
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. not gone, but he had a new way of approaching-them. Hereafter,

- Bushnell's 1ife is marked by a growing sense of inner peace, which‘

would carry. him through years of illness and accusation. He wou]d
-~ wrestle with the doctrines of trinity, incarnation and.atonement.to

‘-Q;?the end -of his 11fe, but never again wou]d he be- afra1d to "hang up

" 15 V v“

A sou1 thus d1ssoTved of doubts, wrote Bushne]] "w111 undertake

'V~i ,short]y some point that is not c]eared at once by the day11ght of his

16

ﬁ{~new exper1ence, and w11] by and by, master 1t" ‘It 1s s1gn1f1cant,_

'_then,. hat as ear1y as the year f0110w1ng th1s exper1ence, Bushne]] '

'_f1rst addressed h1mse1f to what he ca]]ed "the great quest1on of the

17

'-‘age"-—the concept of nature ‘The mean1ng of nature, the re]at1on of '

nature to God and of man to God and nature, were 1ssues cha]]eng1ng
_every en11ghtened American in the mid- n1neteenth century, and spec1f1ca]1yi““

'-threaten1ng 1nher1ted Chr1st1amty.]8

In an article written in May, 1832, Bushne]] d1st1ngu1shed the - |

';drealm of nature ("1nert and power]ess, never truly act1ng, but on]y

" acted with or upon") from the realm of mind ("agency 1tse1f power act1ng
‘of 1tse1f and revea11ng its mot1ons through-phys1ca] symbo]s") At a

. later time, Bushne11 penc111ed 1n the marg1n of this manuscr1pt' “Th1s
d'art1c1e shows the ferment out of which my Nature and Supernatura11sm N o

uh,grew into shape thirty years after.'?19 :

These ear]y def1n1t1ons are cons1stent with Bushne]] S. 1ater

're]aborat1onuof the themes of nature and supernatural, given in the 1858

" treatise, Nature and the Supernatural as_Together Constituting theyone o

System of God, the 1868_col]ection ofhessays, Moral Uses of:Dark;Things,

and in several shorter selections, such as "Progress", and "Science ‘and
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VRe]igion".zo They indicate a fresh expression, a new approach to the
questions, and one which is basic to Bushnell's entire theo]ogica1
reformulation. But the s1gn1f1cance of this new approach can be mea--
sured only against the overa]] naturalism of the day. _

It was for Bushne11 that "death-damp" which Tike an atmosphere
~ permeated the mind ‘of the_age, that_“1ns1d1ous form of unbelief" whtch

,threatened to undermine the foundations of all know]edge'and'commUnity._

And he focused his attack aga1nst it in the two fundamenta] presuppos1t1ons'f

:under1y1ng natura11st1c ph11osophy f1rst, the be11ef that nature, as

‘a physical order, is 1tse1f the s1ng1e and whoie sphere of rea]1ty, o
‘.second,'be11ef in the essent1a1 goodness and perfectab111ty of man. |

| "From the first'moment or birth-time of mbdern‘science", wrote
Bushnell, "it has been clear that Christianity must ultimately comevinto
a grandiissue of life and death with it, or with the'tendencies)embodied
~in 1ts‘progre35" 21 W1th the successfu] demonstrat1on of the work1ngs )
t-of cause- effect, the mechan1ca1 mode1 was - becom1ng normat1ve for a]]
rea11ty, such ‘that nothlng cou]d be true unless proved by the scientific
':method "It was a scheme alien to any concept of freedom or persona11ty o
';for7re1at1onsh1p.22 A AR . | |
" There. had deve]oped,:saidsBushneT1,'"a skeptical tendency by :'

" modern science,’which has set;the Taws offnature, for‘the time,win‘such
- ~prominence, as to operate a rea1 suppress1on of thought 1n the sp1r1tua1

23

‘direction".”™ The abuse 1ay not so much in the apprehens1on of nature

-as in "the assumed un1versa1 extent of nature, by which it becomes a

. fate, an all- devour1ng abyss of necess1ty, in which God and man, and

nld

ail free be1ngs are v1rtua11y swa]]owed up. Th1s 1s the “new 3

‘1nf1de]1ty" which-can allow no supernatura1 or sp1r1tua1 d1mens1on,
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nothing'distinct or apart from "a world as being a WOr1d".25

Busied in nature, and profoundly engrossed with her phenomena,

" confident of the uniformity of her laws, charmed with the
opening wonders revealed in her processes, armed with manifold

~ powers contributed to the advancement of commerce and the arts
by the discovery of her secrets, and pressing onward still in-

. the inquest, with an eagerness stimulated by rivalry and the
expectat1on of greater wonders yet to be revealed,--occupied

. in this manner, not only does the mind-of sc1ent1f1c men but - -
. of the age itself become fastened to, and glued down upon,
nature; conceiving that nature, as a frame of physical order,

. is itself the system of God; unable to_imagigg any thing higher

- and more genera]-to,which it is subordinate. R,

Wh11e the new geo]ogy eV1denced th1s secu]ar1ty of nature,4
b1o]ogy S “deve1opment theory" posed an even greater threat to the -
"Chr1st1an view of man and h1story. Since progress ruled a11 11fe, man's

story was a]so one of ascent. 'His progress hinged not on the action of

God in h1story, but on the forward thrust of natural causes. H1s 1mper-» -

'fect1ons wou]d soon be abo]1shed through an inherent process of 11near N

. development.. There are, sa1d Bushne]l, no sins,. for there is noth1ng

to sin against. Evil.is good in the making, and man 15 on’ h1s'way§to i
all that is virtuous and true. - Bushnell cited New-Eng]and_Un1tar1an1sm
- as a case in'point: | |

- ‘Denying human' depravity, the need of a“supernatural grace
also vanishes, and -they set forth a re11g1on of ethics,
. instead of a gospel to faith. Their word is practically, =
. not regeneration, but self-culture. There is a good seed -
in us, and we ought to make it grow ourselves. The gospel..
proposes’ salvation; a better name is development. Christ -
is a good teacher or interpreter of nature, and only so a.
redeemer. God, they say, has arranged the very scheme of -
the world so as to punish sin and reward virtue; therefore,
-any such hope of forg1veness as expects to be delivered of
"_the natural effects of sin by a supernatural and regenerat1ve
“experience, is vain; because it implies the failure of God's
justice and the overturning of a natural law. Whoever is
delivered of sin, must be delivered by such a life as finally
. brings the great law of Just1c§ on his side. To be Just1f1ed
- freely by grace is impossible.
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With such ominous perceptions all around him, Bushnell embarked

‘on Nature and the Supernatural, where he_uphe1d and e1aborated his 1832

distinction between matter and mind in terms of "nature“ and “super-

natural®. To 1ift man out from nature, and recover a view of man as a

~ creature of freedom; he followed Coleridge's distinctton~between "powers“

"if‘and l"things"‘. And again, like Co1er1dge, he 1ocated the seat of persona1

freedom in the human w111 28

Nature, Bushne11 defined as "that created rea]m of be1ng or

| substance wh1ch has an act1ng, a go1ng on or process from w1th1n 1tse1f

under and by 1ts own 1aws l'_:, a chain of causes and effects, or a _

scheme of order1y succession, determ1ned<from within the scheme 1tse]fg429

The supernatural, on the other hand, hepdid not ébntine to the.divine.

A1l beings, hersons, or""powers" areusupernatural, the‘basis‘fbrvthis o

-designation betngithe wii]. - o o " RS
Man is thUs distinguished from all other-forms of Organic 1ife |

t'1n that he is a: be1ng supernatura], a creature of freedom who 1s both

“in nature and part1a11y sovere1gn over it.

He is underfno law of cause and effect in his choices. He .
stands out clear and sovereign as a being supernatural, and =
his definition is that he is an originaﬂ‘poysr,-aCting,‘not '
in the 1ine of causa]ity, but from himself;» : e

~Man is part of nature in the sense that a]] funct1ons of h1s

vsou1 but ‘the w111 are a nature, and as nature, operate under the1r own.

fixed Taws of causa11ty,.part1a11y subord1nated to the uses of_the-w1]1

—and its sovereignty over their changes and processes.

In certain parts or departments of the soul itself, such as
memory, appetite, passion, attention, imagination, association,

“disposition, the will-power in him is held in contact, so to
speak, with conditions and qualities that are dominated partly
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by laws of cause and effect; for these faculties are partly
governed by their own laws, and partly submitted to his
govern1ng will by their own laws; so that whén he will
exercise any control over them, or turn them about to serve
his purpose, he can do it, in a qualified sense and degree,
by operating through their laws. As far as they are

. concerned, he is pure nature, and he is only a power super1or

. to.cause and effect at the particular point of volition where
his 1iberty culminates, and where the adm1nlstrat1on he s to

: ma1nta1n over h1s who1e nature centers S

It is-not'necessary;*then, "tofgo hunting after marvels, appari- ,

~tions, suspensions of the Taws of nature, to f1nd the supernatura], 1t

meets us in what 1s Teast transcendent and most fam1]1ar, even in
n32

of all persona11ty", 1mpart1ng to man "what is personal in character" "

It is by virtue of his will that man is what Bushne]T calls a "moral"

33

be1ng, and life is what he calls a “mora]" affa1r At the basis of

~this term is not some. scheme of mora11ty, but the understand1ng of man _1

as a persona11ty, a self who 1s unable to 11ve 1n 1so1at1on from other

}; se]ves It is a concept which comprehends man’ s freedom, his: 1nd1v1-/'

-'dua1ity, his capactty to respond to the.other. And 1t-15fauconcept

~which abhors any view of man conceived in mechanistic terms.

.Hence, for example, it is that we look jpn the nobler
- “demonstrations of character in man, with a feeling so
- different from any that can be connected with mere cause
and effect. In every friend we distinguish something more
than a distillation of natural causes; a free, faithful
soul, that, having a power to betray, stays fast in the
integrity of love and sacrifice. We rejoice in heroic
~"souls, and in every hero we discover a majestic spirit,
how.far transcending the merely instinctive and necessary
actings of animal and vegetable 1life . . . . It is no mere
wheel, no 1ink in a chain, that stirs our blood .in this
manner; but it is a man, the.sense we have of a man, rising
~out of the level of things, great above all th1ngs, great
~as being himself. ,

_ Bushne]] ca]]s se]f-determ1nat1on "the centra1 attr1bute ]}v:’
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But man is also part of nature in the sense that he'is "in it,
"env1roned by it, act1ng through it". And that he is set in such'close
"connect1on w1th it, Bushnell sees as no fortu1ty but predeterm1ned in
"a reality where all supernatura] express1on is "embod1ed" "A11 vital

35

a'Th1s means that from h1s own p01nt of 11berty, man acts upon the 1aws .

e of'cause and effect in- nature, thus bodying forth forms or SymbO]S

5a7wh1ch the mere 1aws of cause and effect cou]d not themse]ves produce

That is. supernatura] accord1ng to Bushne11 wh1ch is capab]e of affect1ng :

'5nature in such a way as to produce results, which by mere nature, cou1d

not come to pass. And nature, in this v1ew, 1s the med1um through wh1ch

.
<,
-

h

-

such supernatural act1v1ty occurs.

And what is the supernatura1? It is that which comes down

upon nature out of will . . . . For nature, we shall see,

is put down as a constant quantity, to be the medium or

‘means, the coin or currency system, for exchanges going on. .
between- supggnatura] agents acting themse]ves 1nto it and .
fthrough it. o N L e

e

| In reJect1ng natura11st1c monism, Bushne]] thus makes a rad1ca1
distinction: between matter and mind, nature .and supernatura] .Yet"
1}1nherent 1n th1s dua11ty 1s an under1y1ng un1ty of structure: th1ngs
‘and- powers are- a]ways re]ated the one as organ > "f1e1d" "1nstrument"
‘;7j"veh1c1e", “med1um",,the other as "agent, or force, wh1ch acts from o
:1tse1f uncaused, 1n1t1at1ng tra1ns of effect that f]ow from 1tse1
"'7;It is th1s structure that makes all of 11fe a "supernatura] transact1on

-.or-a "grand conversat]on of wills".

And thus it is that we find ourselves embodied in matter
to act as powers_upon, for, with, and, if we will, against
- each other, in all the endless comp11cat1ons of look, word,
act, art, force, and persuas1on, 1n the family and in the ;

fn 37 .’” :
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~ state, or two and two upon each other; in marriage,
fraternity, neighborhood, friendship, trade, association,
protection, hospitality, instruction, sympathy; or, if we
will, in frauds, enmities, oppressions, cruelties, and
mutual temptations . ... . The powers act on each other,
by acting on the lines of cause and effect in nature;
starting thus new trains of events and consequences, by.
“which they affect each other, in: ways of injury or
blessing. They speak and set the air in mot1on, as it

. otherwise would not move; and so the obedient air, played

_on by their sovereignty, becomes the vehicle of words that
comunicate innumerable stings, insults, flatteries,

.- seductions, threats; or tones of comfort, love and b]ess1ng
So of ‘all the other elements, solid, fluid, or aerial--they
are medial as between the powers. . The who]e play of commerce
in society is through nature, and is in fact a p]ay1ng on the

.. causes and obJects of nature by supernatura] agents

| In Nature’and the Supernatura1 Bushne]] made h1s start1ng po1nt

man, not God. He defined'man as a supernatura] being throughii11ustra—
tidns of;his relation in freedom to natdre' And hav1ng prov1ded th1s

, fami]iar model, he saw no d1ff1cu1ty in the transpos1t1on to God s
”supernatura1 activity. "Is it then a thing 1ncred1b1e", he: asked

ﬁn“that God shou]dddo what we are doing ourselves? If we act our super-.

g natural liberty into causes, without 1nfr1ngement of .syStem; cannot God -

‘do the same'?"39 » _ o ' S o s -_‘

' And if we say that man is a mora] being at the po1nt of h1s w111
jhOW'are-we to conceive of “the supreme 11berty'of God? God w111 not be
_..the Deist watchmaker s]eep1ng away his "deaf and 1d]e etern1ty", but an
vﬁAgent the Living God, who has made the wor]d open to his access and :'

'permeab1e by h1s will, so that through his relation in freedom to nature, :
~ he may be ever going out to and for man. In this view, wrote Bushne11 |
"the supernatural is present always - to nature, an 1mm1nent fomentat1on,
work1ng a1ways in strict system with it, and do1ng, par1 passu, . JUSt what

1nature at. her given stage of progress may be ready for and. asking for

“the fulfillment of ‘her true 1dea."40 |
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| And'this transposition to the conceptiOn of God;s relation to
‘nature in turn elevates nature to the status of a "universal mediun"
open to the commerce of all bowers; in fact, an instrument of God's'
- personality or a vehicle'of divine inte11igence. |

- And so also science itself, having learned to look after mind
...in things and above them, thus to inspect the goings.on of
- nature, not as a mill operated by fate, but as a chariot
.wheeled by God's supreme liberty, will itself grow warm and
‘free, as it gets more conversant, through nature, with the
Supernatura] Mind, and will make its highest reaches of
- discovery in the poetic and £e11g1ous 1mpulses, by which it
w111 then f1na1]y be 11fted

Tr(itj l:;ﬁl'Jnr‘iatur:e_"‘as symbothot,sin"z
: ' o R RS : AR .
Basic to the theo]ogical crisis in New England in the nineteenth
century was- the debate over the quest1on of human deprav1ty And wh11e -
;1t is 1mportant to recogn1ze the wide d1vers1ty of theories put forward
N through Tlong years of controversy, it is perhaps equa]]y s1gn1f1cant to )
L“:po1nt to some common denom1nators For whether one's saurce be Bennet -
.Tyler s pamph]ets, or Nathaniel Tay]or s "Concio ad C]erum", or w1111am
:Chann1ng s "Unitarian- Chr1st1an1ty", certa1n bas1c presuppos1t1ons
epreva11 42 Each is inclined to. view human‘hature in essent1a11y sub-.b
"r‘stant1a11st terms, from- the extreme of a nature that is ent1re1y depraved _ d,w

43

'yito one that-1s bas1ca1]y good It was. th1s concept1on wh1ch Bushne]]

n'cha11enged 1n h1s f1rst major pub11cat1on, D1scourses On Chr1st1an
44

Nurture. Two attendant concept1ons he cont1nued to cha]]enge throughout

h1s 1ife: this view of. human nature is, essent1a11y 1nd1v1dua11st1c, '
and-1ts correlate is a moralistic view of s1n.45

- As Bushnell put it, sin was understood'in"terms.of'“misdeeds",
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4 pnd while all wrong acts

"this or that particular act of wrong".
presuppose sin, we must, he said, probe "back of the acts" to a state

which they represent and express, in order to understand sin as "a

- lost condition". "There are", wrote Bushnell, "different kindstof '

vice, butlohly-one”kind of sin; viz., the state of being without God,
';'_QOr‘out of a]]eg1ance to God". oo . '4“ | |
: | In the or1g1na1 scheme of th1ngs man was created to be a comp1ete
H,be1ng by reason of h1s cont1nua1 1nsp1rat1on or part1c1pat1on of God.
V.Th1s is the "true normal state“ of man, cont1nua11y 1nsp1red by God
' 7"consc1ous a]ways of God as of h1mse1f actuated by the d1v1ne character,

48 Bushnell d1d not frame h1s under-

',exa]ted by the d1v1ne beat1tude M
‘standing of sin in terms of inherited depravity; each man has to

' experience his own fall. The choice of . erng, for Adam and‘for every

" man, is a willful and free forsaking of God a turn1ng away, a change 1n,tm,,,

“; the soul's 1ove.' Th1s is the meaning of the fall:

.It-is'notrthat man fe1],away from certain mora]'notions,
~or laws, but it is that he fell away from the personal
~inhabitation of God, lost inspiration, and so became a
“dark, enslaved creatuES,--alienated, as the apostle says,
from the~1ife of God. ‘ ' o L

o,

" The very ser1ousness of sin, the "very sin of the s1n" is that :

v‘, f1t is aga1nst God and all that comes from God. There 1s no d1sgu1s1ng

the fact that sin comes - out of man S w111 as.a. power transcend1ng nature,

AY

'_1d1t consists 1nva detenn1nat1on to have.our.own way, a casting off of the

~will of God and setting up of our own will; it is, in a word, "self-

direction".50

We cannot be righteous out of all rightbreTatioh, for it-ts
our only right relation to live as in God, conscious of God,
penetrated and filled by the divine 1life, even as the stars
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are filled with his orderly will and turned about by his

counsel. But our sin has taken us away from God. In it

we pass into ourselves, take ourselves into our own hands

and undertake_to shape our own. way, as we do to accomp]1sh
- our own ends

Now while Bushnell set forth a‘view of man at creation as

"constituently perfect" by v1rtue of the fact that he is 1nsp1red by -

-

God, this man is, nonetheless, in a state more negat1ve than pos1t1ve '

“.in regard to character. Bushnell stood against a substant1a]1st view

in saying that man's character is not given at cneation,-but only

“formed historically"; man begins life without “"character begun by

action"; "ready", but "weak". His faculties are perfect and he is

- spontaneous'to the good, but his will is yet untrained or unschoo]ed.52v

" Herein lies the weakness which anhnell 1abe11ed5han's “condition
- privative", by yirtue of which his sin is "certain", while not nécessary.
“This condition he described as "a moral state that is'on]y inchoate, or

incomplete, lacking something not yet reached, which is necéssary to theA

53

- probable rejection of evil". Or,'considening-theifinst man, Bushnell

gave a'fuller-description:

.Considered as being s1mp1y made, he is a perfect structure,
-having all his parts in a balance of harmony, opening to
goodness and God as a flower to the morning light. He is
yet, with all his happy and pure inclinations, unestablished
in anything happy and pure. Nothing good is confirmed in him -
or set on a footing above temptation. He has no experience -

. ‘and, so far, no character grounded in experience. He is

“rcurious and wants to know the unknown. He wants even to know
disobedience, and has no sufficient countercheck of bitter
experience to keep him from the trial of it. He knows it is .
wrong in principle, but the pains, the necessary hell of wrong
that will be its effects, the knowing good and evil, is a
mystery to him. Therefore with all his high native instincts,
as created in.the image of God, he is practically weak, a
beautiful and glorious creature, but still weak as a character.
He looks on the captivating tree, wonders what is there, craves
the forbidden gx11 and finally says, I must know what it is.
Thus he falls. ' - ' '
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Innocent, ho]y, aware of obligation, yet weak because they are
free, and left to act or1g1nat1ve1y--such is the cond1t1on of a]] men
and of each individual man standing on the verge of sin. vDe11berat10n,
when it comes, will mean inévitab]y the fall of man's "weak" holineSs. |
‘And yet we cannot say that anything positive accounts for sin, and we
are left wondering at the "profound mystery that ovérhaﬁgs.the’qUestibn ;
- of wrong itself".55
But only after.a man has experimented in evi],;qn]yAafteY he
hasvknown "the discord,.bitterness; remorse, and‘inWafd hell of wrong"

56 It is for this |

will the fascinations of-mystery no longer tempt“;
“reason- that Bushnell called life a "dri]]~préctice", a "trial" or a

" "discipline"; it is a "training of consent" whicé’is appointed by God
not to punish or to.tanta]fzeAman, but to fqrm and conso]idaté character

in him..

Hence apart from what is called probation or previous to it,
man is to be looked upon as an incomplete or not comp]ete]y
finished creature, -iron not yet converted into steel,

steel not hardened and tempered to its uses. And th1s 1s the
object of his probation; it is not to break him if he will
break, but it is to strengthen him finally that he may never
break. . It is to make him what as yet he is not, to carry him
on beyond'gpe state of raw being and perfect him in a
character. . o

The cohseduences of sin are not trivial--in its’debth énd a11'
pervasiveness, sin disorders all of'man's existence. His-soul, his body, |
his social 1ife, and the physical wor]d around him, are a]] a]1ke
shattered into a condition of ' unnature . In one word, we may best
- .describe the conéequences of sin as "de-formation". |
In its normal state, Bushnel]idescribed the soul as an harmonioﬁs

instrument which includes the will or supernatural power, together with




-19 -

aT] the faculties that are sUbordinated to the wi]]_by their Taws. He
11kenéd'the soul to a fluid whose " form" isvthe_cohsciénce. Or he used
the analogy of a crystal whose order is determined by the immutab]e
law of right or of love.

And then it follows that, if the will breaks into rev’oﬁ:;'

the instrument is mistuned in every stving, the fluid

shaken becomes a shapgéess, opaque mass, without unity
or crystalline order. ~ ~ '

Exactly this fatal breach in the norma1'sfate or order of the
soul is what Bushnell described as the "motions of sins". By turning
‘ away‘from God, mah disjoints his very nature, dissolves "the primal

order and harmony" of the soul, so that it ceases to be "a comblete

1'nteger".59 ' : ' 3

-

Every sin reacts upon the agent as - a breach of his internal

harmony. - Being an-act against God, it is an act against the
organization of -the soul as it comes from God. Accordingly

it breaks the origina]'garmony, shatters the order, defiles

the purity of the soul. ’ '

No capacity'bf theisou1 can eScapevthe disorder\provokedfby the
misdoings of an evil will. Bushnell used‘the metéphor of disease, or
; of‘poi;on couréing swiftly through the body, to i]]dstrate how sinlleads
: to'the:deéthbof‘the self. In the state ofh;eparéfion‘from'eod, man‘ |

"dwindles painfully . . . and becomes a mere dry point, position withqutv
' 61 s . |

_mégnitude".v ‘His percéptions are dfsgd]ored; his jgdgments-ovérrun'by

paséion, his réason at war with appetites, his faith'the slave of sense.

A11 the powers that should be strung in harmony are loosed from each other |

~and flung into hopeless confusion. Meanwhile, the conscience disturbs,
.- gnaws and damns man relentlessly. There are, said Bushnell, "abysses of

the tragic sentiment" in the human drama, foreign to existence on the
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Tevel of things. A tacit sense of blame haunts the world and drives it
from its rest; We:ere "plagued by the foul demon of quilt" such that
'"human1ty is itself the sign of a bad conscience". 62
Despite this overall denaturing of man's sou], he is still a
'ereafureAmade for're1igion. -N0“consequence ofdsin, Bushnell insisted,
can be understoodnin terms of fhe fredftidnaleview'df "totaT'denravity".
No law of the soul's nature is discontinued by sin; nor is-any eapacity |

proper'to man fully taken away.63

Man has been_given’e'spirituél nature
with a capacity to be permeated, illuminated, guided and exa]fed by God.
And he has aTso'been given a spiritual sense, the power of divine
apprehension, "the power of‘distinguishing God and receiving the mani-

64 Bushngﬁl said that man under

festation or immediate witness of God".
sin has still this intuitive capacity; he is an "inspirable" creature

whose religious capacities have been stunted and partially disabled.

A11 his capacities of love and truth are in him still,

only buried and stifled by the smoldering ruin in which
~he 1ies. There is a capacity in him still to be moved

and drawn, to be charmed and melted by the divine love

and beauty. The old aff1n1tg511ves though smothered in
selfishness and lust . o A

-And here, sa1d Bushne]], is .the most: profound rea11ty of the
sou] s disorder, in the fact that despite 1ts being an organ of s1ght,
| - it can see on]y through tears The will, by which the disorder was
~wrought, cannot,. unassisted, repair 1t

Considered as lost 1nsp1rat1on, then, sin is fo]lowed by a real
deforming process-with the soul. This "subjective" disorder has an
objectine antithesis; for sin has also what Bushne11-ea11ed "dynamic"

'consequences w1thout " As the revolted will throws all of man's faculties

into d1sarray, S0 a]so does it d1sorder everything in the realm of nature
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or matter. - When the power called man begins to act as he was not made
~to act, against Gdd, breaking out'of all unity and harmony, then new
forms are produced. The revolted will continually plays itself into

the laws, combinations, chemistries, and conjunctions of nature, and

the results are new shapes, signs, quantities, positions--the "furniture". - )

of sin—Q"a‘face-put on the world which Godfnever gave it“.66

. "What",
asked Bushnell, "can his-human disorder be, but a_propagatﬁng cause of
disorder? what his deformity within, but a soul ofadeformity without,
in the surroundings of the field he occupies?"67 | |

And so it is that man is putting out symbols, "casting forms

and figures" for every sort of sin. "There is no concealment; everyth1ng'

68 -The whole creat1on is

is out in v1s1b1e shape, and is go1ng to be“.
lvisibly groaning under sin. "Every department of 11fe is somehow‘changed
vand>put into disbrder.

Who, for exampTé, Tooking upon the form_of aagorman&izér or a
“drunkard, fails to see how.surely rétribufion rebresentgasin wfth-a

fit figure of expreséioh? The abuses of the soU]_are abuses also of

the body, as the body is the soul's organ, damage 1n the soul is pro-f'

pagated as disease in the body. " "The fortunes of. the body must, in th1s |

69 ~And we have

‘way, follow the fortunes of the soul, whose organ it 15."
visible tokens of sin all around us in the fevers,»diseases,.p]agues :

vahd»pestilenées'of the world.

Then, as society is made up of souls. and bodies, that a]so becomes

an e]ement of d1scord a p1t11ess and dreadfu] power, 1nfested with lies,
~fears, frauds, enmities, Jea1ous1es, deeds of oppression, injustice and
- persecution. Because humanity is, in-a very important sense, an organic

-whole, and because the power of sin is so all-pervasive, no man stands
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‘alone in the state of sin. And while it is true to say that each men,

Tike Adam, must face for himself the myStery of iniquity and temptation,

it is also true that the sin of one man means the social lapse of the

“race.

If we are un1ts,'so also ane we a fece, and the race 1sv
one--one family, one organic whole; sueh that he fa]] of -
- the head--involves the fa]l of all the members.

‘vSociety thps falls or goes down as aVUnjt, and'wevfind humanityvbnoken,
-disordered and p]unged into unnature by sin, a brotherhood of cdrrdption,

f] a so]1dar1ty of bad w1115 w1tness1ng to its woes through appos1te tokens ’

.v _of destruction.

. his sin".

" Nor can the state of sin exist apart from its objective embodi-
) AL .
ment'in the'physical or materia] world. 'In-this‘bense,*the consequence

of sin is a vast unnatur1ng of man's env1ronment The world is "groaning.

‘and trava111ng in pain together w1th man, 1n the d1sorder consequent on

7 Therefore, while naturalism grounded 1ts denial of §1n,1n, N

- nature's beauty and perfection, Bushnell could not defihe nature apart

from sin.

-In what is called nature, we find a large admixture of signs
“‘or-objects, which certainly do not beldng to an ‘ideal state
of beauty, and do not, therefore, represent the mind of God,
whence they are supposed to come. The fact is patent every
.. where, and yet the superficial and hasty multitudes appear to.
. take it for granted, that all the creations of God are
~beautiful of course. :

What can these signs*and objects be, but a mirror of man's sin,

~forms ‘through which neture.repreSEnts man to himself? What is nature

' as unnature, but "an image under.which he may conceive himself and fitly

73

represent himself in language"? "Given the fact of Sin“,’Bushnell

wrote, "what we call nature can be.no mere embodiment of God's beauty
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:and the eterna] order of His mind but musf be, to some wide extent'.
a realm of deform1ty and abort1on, groan1ng ‘with the d1scords of sin
and keeping company w1th it 1n the guilty pains of 1ts apostasy" "
Tokens of deform1ty in nature are not on]y,v1s1b]e objects, .
“but all disgusté_oflsensef'.“diségusts" of taste and smell; "dis-
, .'éasement" of the sensibi1fty§-"di$-cords" of sound; "dis-tempers",
.ﬁdis-proportibns"; "dis-tontions“; "dis-locations"; "de- rangements" 75
~ And thus it is that the world itseif is a kind of conscience without
in the things of sense;, "a bad conscience physically represented".76
"If weldeséend‘into'an 'wé set thé cadsés of nature in dourses of »

retr1but1ve action, and this revea]s what is in our sin". 71

‘Symbols .of
s1n f111 al] tiers and orders of substance up to~%he stars. And in'this
- sense, nature is indeed a "fit field of exercise" for man's training'of
,'Wi]T,'and‘finallyb'even an organ of salvation for us. For.we could not

- carry on our moral training if we were not insphered in conditions that

= reflect, expréss and continually raise in us the'idea of what we are.

We could never have any just opinion of moral retribution
as inexorably connected with moral conduct, unless these
galleries, down which we go, were hung with just so many
unsightly figures and objects of d1sgust Sin will get fit
discipline here only as it occupies thé house it bu11ds,
~looking on the forms it paints, and catching in the air the
~scent of its own Tow practice.7

n(iii) Nature as-symbol:-of providence

Look1ng out, as he did, upon such a spectacle of groan1ng,
wr1th1ng members as -the wor]d exh1b1ts, Bushnell could yet reconcile
-the disorder with the perfect fatherhood of God. Despite the state of

_"Unnature" which he saw withinxand‘without,vhe_affirmed order, unity,
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'system, plan, the ideal, the'whole "Truth is one", he wrote, "a

comp1ete, universal system based in God s all- comprehens1ve 1nte111gence
If we ca]] our present state “unnature", as tru]y we should,

_ then we have yet stopped short ‘of a higher and more s1gn1f1cant truth.

For man' s de-format1ons are on1y part of a far wider p1cture, and one

that has a "mora1 frame Td’know any:forﬁ, said Bushnell, be it object,

'_or exper1ence, or event, we must see 1t in terms of eterna] prov1dence,

“in terms of "the reality and ground of all realities and the h1ghest

n 80

poss1b111ty of know]edge The rea]ity and the Value of all forms and

objects consists. not in what the thlngs are in themse1ves but in what

8i ThTS‘means that the‘symbo1ism of

'they s1gn1fy, prepare, represent.
~our world must ultimately be placed in a re11g1ous context, where a]one

_we can find its true meaning.. We must Took at’th1ngs_tempora1 as

’"s1gns" or "shadows" of the eterna] or in other uords, ue must see the

affa1rs of ‘time as "preparat1ons of etern1ty 82 .

~What 1s‘"unnature", then, but ideal and pure nature work1ng
,aCcord1ng to a higher plan? Disorder and unnature are really order and

-nature chastising the fa]se_fact, sin.83

Though man, through his sin,
’has;stamped«his.mark on creation,.God's typology overarches and includes

" this activity;,suchithat.all_forms of unnature are in a higher sensej'

. .part of system, and working. to unity.’ It is the 1aw of God's end, ‘the

~moral perfect1on or holiness of God' s be1ng, round wh1ch a]] crysta]11zes

84 - This means that redempt1on is not some "patchwork"

_into harmony.

radded on to the fabric of history, but the frame of ordervand counsel by
- -which-all'things "con-sist", or eome together into system. ‘It means

~that the whole creation ts made for Christianity, and thatlwe do not‘

‘understand the world until we "distinguish the*interweavfng:of grace".’.85

w79




For Bushne11 ‘then, all that is bears some spiritual signift-
.fcance, some mean1ng in terms of God's. redempt1ve p]an There is no.
such thing as emp1r1ca1 rea]1ty apart from moral mean1ngfu]ness or
d1v1ne purpose It 1s the same perspective by which the Pur1tans saw
a]l of life as s1mu1taneously sp1r1tua1 through God's spec1a1 over-
ruling prov1dence. It 1nvo]ves Bushne]] in the basic metaphys1ca1

postu]ate that ail form prov1dent1a11y represents sp1r1tua1 reallty or

" truth. "On the one hand is form; on the other, is the formless. The

~ .becomes an operat1ve grace for his recavery".

first represents, and is somehow fellow to, the other§ how, we cannot

_d‘isoover;“86

'The'unfverse isvnot a merexjumh1e of fortuities;fbut‘a
great circle of_uses with man'at the center; it proceeds not only by
cause andfeffect, but for a final cause that hasébeen"from allfeternity,
and that is "to form" man‘in.character by restoring him»todhis "true
normal re]at1on" | | | | N

" :Bushnell. sa1d then, that God "p1ans" from before the foundat1on
- of the.world to recover man from his certa1n 1apse 1nto sin. - Hevwou1d
even say that God "a]]ows" the fall that man m1ght be schoo]ed in his

" 87 ‘God has

11berty and so realize "the per110us capacity of character”.
.created the wor]d for man, as he ‘has created man for-a: ‘great etern1ty,-~
vuso that when man falls. under s1n, "everyth1ng bends to his fortunes and
8 Sin in this vlew_js.no
‘mere casua]ty, but "that central fact about'wh1ch the who1e creationdof 1
God and the order1ng of his providential and moral government, revo]ves
:And redempt1on is no afterthought of probat1on, but the essence of it.
Into this. scheme of rea11ty, Bushne]] reso]ved the apparent
-discrepancy between the f1nd1ngs of geologic science and the b1b11ca1

. account=of,paradtsa1c h1story.- How can the disorders of nature' be

n 89
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explained as symbols of sin when the rocks open their tqmbs and disblay
fmyrfad déformifies'which were‘in the wor]d'1ong before the arriva] of
man? Bushnell answered with what he called the "anticipative conse-
. quences" of sin--tokens, forms or symbols put out by God into creation
as both-marks of divine inte11igence and prophétic tybeé.
Because mind works under conditioﬁg of.inte11igehce, every.plén
ordéred by intelligence will disclose from the Beginnihg marks that |

‘relate to future evénts. And so we see the unity and harmony of God's

- system in the fact that prior to the appearance of man, God has set

nature with types of man's sin. Long ages before the arrival of man,
the whole creation, animate and inanimate, "was groaning, in all orders

and degrees, from the rocks upward . . . prefiguEﬁng.and symbolizing

. the great, sad history to come . . .".90

- And what can we look for, in this view, but that God's
premeditations about sin, the images it raises, the
counsel it requires, the deaths and abortions it works,
and the new-creations it necessitates, will be coming
into view, in all the immense, ante-dated eras and -~

- mighty revolutions of the geologic process? By the
mere unity of God's intellectual system, they ought to
appear, and, when they do, they will as truly be
consequences of sin as if they were mere physical effects,
subsequent in time to the facts.

L

'In part, the anticipative consequences of sin faithfully pre-
-figure to man the fact of his lost condition. Inipéft, they are evidence

..of the intelligence underlying all reality. fBeyond this, Bushnel]-fdﬁhd,

in them a deeper dimension of meaning and grace. }"It is the whoié

endeavor of his management to be known".gz It is for this reésonvthat
things temporal are re]ated as_signs and images to the truth of God.

- "Thus if God is to be himself revealed, he‘has»a]ready thrown out symbols

for it, filling the creation full of them, and these will be -played into
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’ metaphor".93 This affirmation Tays open the view that the anticipative

symbols of sin are given to man by God for the purpose of mediating
knowledge about God.

To say that man is potentia]]y.redeemable means that he is
capable. of knowing God again by an.immédiate knowledge--but also that . o i i
~his redemption will be possible on]yfas he§is first affecied"with know- |
1edge‘about'God and about his need for God. This is the fUhction of
all knowledge which God mediates to man through nature, history and

“all the forms of life. "The inherent use of all mediaT know]edges . ..
w 94

is that they br1ng us in, to know God by an immediate know]edge
Holding this view of truth, "as presenting itself always by
images metaphorically significant, never by any 6iher~possib1é means

n 95

or media', Bushne11 could recognize in the f1nd1ngs of geo]ogy ‘a grand

reference'to "last ends" and. the conditions of trial and experience

through which these ends are'to_be reached. For if the world has been:
. disordered by sin, so has God "antfcipative]y disordered for the sake ‘of

order" 96

So has God prepared the creation with moral types. that man
might sense the hand of God-at work, that he might perceive the nature

-of intelligence as active love. -

For, in being set with types all through and from times
most ancient, of suffering and deformity, prefiguring,

in that manner, the being whose sublime struggles are to -
have it for their field, and showing him, when he arrives,
how Eternal Forethought has been always shaping it to the
mold of his fortunes--thus and thus only could he be fitly
assured, in the wild chaos of sin, of an¥ such Counsel, or
Power, as can bring him safely through

The overmaster1ng jdea is the training and restoring of souls.
God's or1g1na1 plan comprehends a supernatura1 economy that w111 work

through d1sorder to br1ng souls out into the established liberty of
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holiness. Seenain-this.1ight, history; like nature, must'be a field
Vthekercise, trial or discipline. God must be working in history

' throogh'retribution and correction, so that'history becomeslfor each

~ individual soul a "minister of salvation". MApart'from this, the human

. story.can be'seen on]y'as a current that runs nowhere,-having’neither

-

"”;d d1gn1ty nor-law, a mere ro111ng on of eras, the account of which is,.

tfor the greater part, Tost to. ob11v1on.

A1 h1story is the tra1n1ng of God who by 1ove and Judgment
is working salvation . . . . The wor]d and its affairs are
not otherwise intelligible. Life is a riddle forever
1nexp11cab1e, if it be not solved in this way ... . . It :
has no meaning till we can say that God is in it with- a great
des1gn ulterior.

[

But.even more than this'is history an oraan of salvation tor us,

| .seen as the training'of tfme' Not only is Chr1st1an1ty typed in the
rocks of the wor]d, in the who]e frame of creat10n from the heavens J

f }downward but it is pref1gured or prepared in pre Chr1st1an h1story

" through the story of a single people and the objective forms of the1r

ritual. "H1story itself", said Bushnell, "is but a k1nd of f1gure,

'_.having‘its greatest va1ue, not in what it is, hut in what it-signifies.l

- “History preced1ng the gospe] is. pervaded by*ana]ogy, a "visible
::preparat1on" of time for the fu]]ness to come, a "prov1dent1a1 pro-

rflcess1on" of symbo]s mov1ng toward the ascendancy of the "1nterpreter of .

™. ]00 And history after Christ can be seen only in terms of the R

101

Cal
:;'"new format1on" of man accord1ng to the p]an of God The w111“of
God, in short, is. at work - in h1story, govern1ng in the interest of
Chr1st1an1ty
And just here we can glimpse BUshne]]'s understanding of progress

in history. The world, or what we call creation, is not so much a

n99
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' comp]eted fact as a process, what Bushne]1 called a "conatus", "struggling
up concom1tant1y with the powers that are.doing battle in it for
character; falling with them in their fall, rising with them or to

rise, to a condition, f1na11y of complete order and beauty".
gress in h1story is not deve]opment, and the deformities of the wor]d'
-are not incomplete or partially developed fru1ts. There 1s no such
thing in history, Bushnell wrote, "as a progress-without a.God",_ Any
outward'traﬁsitfon_in the'events.and objects of the:world:is_batvevi-
dence or form for the work of God 1in shabing characfer within, "shaping
and writing out a soul-history correspondent".m3 |

In the final analysis, Bushnell's mOral—econOmy‘scheme'provides
‘the metastructure according to which he defines gberything. The true .
meaning of nature, for example, is not its objective reality, but its
symbolic use. The true meaning of system comprehends a moral d1mens1on:
the real wonder of system, said Bushnell, is not stability but counsel,
: constancy and order made flexible to use and~eXpression; | |
' And the true meaning of sciehce,.in this view, is re]ﬁgious‘. |
'.quest;; Herein lies the distinction between what Bushnell called "atheistic
science" and'truevscience, ’The former- is *imposed- upon by nature,*ndt' |
.instructed by it; as if there could be‘nothinQ greater than disfance,
measure, quantity, and show, noth1ng higher than the formal p]at1tude

of things". 104

~For to know matter simply as matter, laws simply as Tlaws,
or even to know the mechanical and physical uses of things
and nothing more and higher, is indeed to miss of all that
is most significant and loftiest in them. After all, the
great thing is . . . to behold the face of the Creator in
his works. Thus it is and only thus that they are truly

- comprehended. True science ends where the holy poet begins,
climbing up through experiment and labor of reason into that
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which faith seizes by a divine insight. The philosopher

proves what the seer sees,--God, the inworking spirit of

all work, the dom1nat1ng force of all law, the underlying
- system of all system

A11 the facts of science and all the objects of scientific study, are
.g1ven as vehicles of grace, that God m1ght d1sclose h1mse1f ‘to man,
__that he m1ght conduct man to h1mse1f On]y as the sc1ent1st is re11-
gious th1nker, only as he has caught "the un1ty and compos1te who]eness
of truth“, only as he can see ‘the world’ s so]1d structure as subserv1ent

to. Chr1st1an1ty, will he be true to h1s h1gh ca111ng

(iv) Nature as 1anguage

e

N

Leonard Bacon recalled being "sufficient¥y startled" by the
'-preacher of the Concio at the 1848 Ya]e_Commencehent: His thought, said

‘Bacon, was "so far‘removed“ from the "mental habits" of ‘his hearers,

106

- that "they could only misunderstand it". Amos Chesebrough was .

m'present on the occasion at Yale, and- though his closest-attention was

given to the discourse, his reaction to it was no less equivocal:
107

"; . .1I.C0nfESS'thaf I was more mystified than edified". Within

two mOnths,fBushne11 had proclaimed his views in three major addresses
at Harvard Ya]e and Andover, and on each occasion .the react1on had

been the same. “said Bacon: e : s

- If the first and second discourses were startling to many

- a good man whose mind could move only in well-worn grooves
‘of thought, much more was the third. The hearers, and
those to whom the report came of what was heard, had -
expected something new and strange--perhaps something of
ecc]esiastica} disturbance; and some of them were not
disappointed. - ,

With considerable apprehension, then, and with more than ordinary
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interest, readers turned to the Preliminary Dissertation introducing
| the published version of the three discourses; and identified by
Bushnell as just such an expianation as would assist his readers in
understanding his thought more fully. No simple introduction, these
one hundred seventeen pages set forth a theory of language which wouid
. 1ndeed prove to .be received by the public as "the key" to Horace )
»Bushne]l. According to Mary Bushne]] Cheney, thesevv1ews of 1anguage
~ form the "foundation" or'thev"key-stone" for the th]e structure“of
'Bushneil's thought. “Here"{ she emphasized, "is the key to Horace
Busbnel] to‘thevwhoie'scheme of his thought to that pecu]iar manner
‘ of express1on which marked his 1ndiv1dua11ty,--1n a word, to the man. w109
What he 1ntended “in his Preface, said Bushne11 ‘was not a fu]]y
,deve]oped phiiosophy of 1anguage The crux of his study was semantics:
jthe “51gn1f1cancy""of language, or "the*boner and'capacity of its'nords,
w110 Ii h1S hearers .
- had been accustomed to the abstract ]anguage of an Emmops or the prec1se ”
definitions of a Taylor, Bushnell here offered them a view of words as
symbo]s.only,fof.1anguage as an instrument insufficient forvthe purposes
:i>of dogma ~ In:short, Bushnell gu1ded his- readers 1nto these- three maJor
‘statements of Christian theo]ogy by first denying the p0551b111ty of
‘Titeral representation in them. "There is no such thing"; heaurote,-
Mas getting c1ear of form in human 1anguage.“1]] |
© One might ant1c1pate, then, the 1mportance of Bushne]] S Vviews B
of language for the overa]ivinterpretation and.appreciatiOn of his
thought. 'Mr..Chesebrdugh, for example, who was whoi]y buzz]ed by‘the
obscurity of}tne Yale discourse, found the same'fuiliof'meaning and
112

consistency after he had brobed the Dissertation On Language. But
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1t-is well to remember in this regard, that Bushnell's theory of
language, rather than being the foundation of his thought, is itself.
grounded in his principle of.correspondence or analogy. The concepts, -
symbo]ism and language, overlap in Bushne]]fs thought, but they'are

not 1dent1ca1 L

Out of Bushnell's view of rea]ity as symbolic or
med1a1,between supernatural powers, cones hisdview of 1anguage‘asvthe }"
- poetic embodiment of thought. As Feidelson acute1y observed, BushneT]'s
semantic argunent “is an ob1ique way'of stating'an organto theory w114
It is the great 1nf1rm1ty of man, Bushnell said, that he is. S0
easily 1mposed on by h1s senses. "It cannot be den1ed that senSIble
things: ‘and objects do somehow exert a dreadful tyranny over h1s Judgments _

and his character."”5

For having lost the 1mmed1ate consciousness of
God man's sensibility is low; he 1is coarse and und1scern1ng And JUSt
“here we. apprehend the s1gn1f1cancy of mora] ends in our ex1stence, in-
E that all the objects of our outward and v1s1b1e state are yet g1ven to
;:us as med1a of knowledge, veh1c1es of grace, instruments of our k
recovery.
This iS'Buéhne11's principle of spiritual correspondence. It

‘means that all form has been ‘prepared to represent somehow the form]ess, _
and this in order that we may be recovered to the perfect know]edge of |
V Gon It means that "there is an inner light of divine thought whwch
,1nforms, not on]y objects, but laws, and wh1ch, 1f we can f1nd 1t, 1s .

~expressed in all th1ngs" 116

Only because of th1s ana]ogy is any
revelation of God.poss1b1e to a man bound down,under‘eense.' It means,
for-ekample, that we can see in all the forms and objects of oreatfon
-some representation of the mind.Ot God.p And it is the same analogy

.which pervades ‘the outwardfProvidentiaT history of past times. -
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We find but another example of God's revelation to man under
'.conditions of. form, in huméh 1anguége, which ié "bossible only on the

ground of this vast, origiha1 and truly Sacred Analogy between things

117

visible and invisible". To say, in other words, that the whole

_ outer world is an organ-of divine intelligence, opens: the possibi]ity
for human language; because nature is the ianguage of God; the human

mind can find in it vehic]es of its own thought.

When I aff1rm that mora] and sp1r1tua1 truths are
communicated and communicable, only under conditions of
form or analogy, the declaration supposes a certain
correspondence between objects and terms of the outward
state, and whatever subjects of thought, feeling, and
spiritual be1ng, we may speak of; that the world of

space and time is a medium to the world of mind; that

what exists, in form, is prepared, by a certa1n mysterious -
and perfect]y un1nve%tégab1e relationship, to represent
what is out of form. : ’

It was to va]idate'this principle of ana10gy that Bushnell
discussed the origin of human language. Thinking,.hé said, can take
- place independently of language, but the-homent manvwould thinktdiscur—b
'sively or represent hts thoughts to another, Tanguage is requ1'red.1']9
This must first.havevoriginated as a human deve1opment——Bushne11
'accepted the_theory of language as-a divineﬁgift ohTy in'so-far.as:man'

--was created with the instinct of 1anguage..]20

Indeed,_any’two human

beings shut up wholly to each other from birth, would deve]op.g-]anguage;

“and ‘so affirm’this God-given caoacity-for se]f—representatioh o
But how, Bushnell asked, would any two such un- 1anguaged persons

S0 thrown together, proceed to deve]op a 1anguage? Without d1ff1cu1ty

" they cou}d generate a noun-language, or terms of phys1ca1 import, merely

121

by associating names or'sounds-with outward things.and actions. It

‘would not be so ‘easy, however, to speak of -a spiritual being, a‘thought
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122 Obviously,

or emotian, i;e. to develop ahvihte11ectua] language.
said Bushnell, our two 1anguage-makers would advancé through the medium
-of sense, through the use of things, objects or acts in the outer
world as signs of thought or interpreters between them.. One language-
ﬁaker would strike at some image or figure in the sensible'war]d to |
~represent his thought or emotion to the other, 50 that by sound1ng the
name, the idea would somehow be represented to the other. And SO an
intellectual word would be generated. |
But 1t was not enough for Bushnell to say. that all terms of

language are originally names of things or sensible appea\r'ances.]23
That the same form should represent a like idea between minds led him
to reason'that there is an inherent or pre-existing fitness at wark

~ whenever a spiritual thought enters a sensible form, that the‘association-

'betweenfimage'andAidea'is hqhe than arbitrary. Here, then; is ‘the .

; principle of spiritual correspondence. There is, said Bushnell, a
. Logos in cYeatianWhich finds a corresponding logos in mind. Even in
the formation: of grammar, this same logos is-at work, so that the

external grammar of creation answers to the internal grammar of the mind

- and becomes-its‘véhicle. In short: -

There is a logos in the forms of things, by which they are

-prepared to serve as types or images of what is inmost in

our souls; and then there is a logos also of construction -

in the relations of space, the position, qualities, connec-

tions, and predicates of things, by which they are framed
1into grammar. In one word, the outer world, which enve]o?§
- our being, is itself 1anguage the power of all 1anguage

Several hermeneutical 1mp11cat1ons follow from this view of
language as grounded_in analogy. If the correspondence between thought

~and sense is itself the very possibility of'inte11ectua1»]anguage, it
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is at the same time the limitation of such language. For words of
1,thought can be on1y names..of . forms, and.as'such.mediators of the.
fbrm1ess, "incarnations" or "insensings" of thought. We cannot

suppose a thought or idea to have in itself any senSible qua]ity.
~fwhateyen, 50 that when we clothe or embody‘such an idea in a form,
the intellectual word we thus create can be used on]y.as a symbol, to

: nepreéent or express the idea.. Hence, Bushnell's first hefmeneutical
,emphasis is the inexactitude of all fnteT]ecfuaT or.spirituai 1anguage;
The mathematica1 model of brecision is not‘applicable here Language

" 4s more an 1nstrument of suggest1on than of abso]ute conveyance for

thought

.
%,

What, then, it may be asked, is the real and-legitimate
use of words, when applied to moral subjects? for we
cannot dispense with them, and it is uncomfortable to
hold :them in universal skepticism, as being only
instruments of error. Words, then, I answer, are
legitimately used as the signs of thoughts to be
expressed. They do not literally convey, or pass over
a thought out of one mind into another, as we commonly
speak of doing. They are only hints, or images, held up
before the mind of another, to put him on generating or
reproducing .the same thought; which he can do only as he
 has the same personal contents, or the generative power
~out-of which to bring the thought required.]25

Beyond inexactitude, there is an element Of’falseness in every
: 1anguage. WOrds of thought or sp1r1t are not only 1mprec1se in their
s1gn1f1cance, but they a]ways affirm someth1ng wh1ch is- fa]se or contrary _

to the truth intended. They impute form to what is out of form.

~Being really images, therefore, of that which has no
sensible quality, they do always impute or associate
something which does not belong to the truth or thought
expressed viz., .form. On which account, the greatest
caution is needed, that, while we use them, confidingly,
-as vehicles, we never a%gow them to impose upon us
~anything of -their own. )
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And because language cannoteconvey any truth whole, or’by a-
1itera1 ehbodiment, there will be some necessary conf]ict’between the
:statements in which a truth is expressed Contrary forms are needed
as complemental representations of truth, and the e]ement of paradox

is essential to any:full expression of truth.j27

‘We are, accordlngly,'
to approach»]anguage-with a comprehensive spirit, to take up all
symboTs and be guided byvtheir many ehades of meaning to a'broad viewv
of truth. A]iow repugnances to_stand, said’Bushhe]i, and'otfer your
mind to the wholeness of tvr'uth.]28 | | | ‘_
~ From the.above emhhasee, we can anticipate the biace of defini-
tions and the role of the logical method within the sphere of inte]]ae-
vtua] 1angdage, Definitions, afe only “Changes o%:symbo]"; they'do not
carry meaning by simple notation, and we misuse them if we take‘them
to’ be more than "shadows of truth",l_z9 And just this kind of misuse
is the result of our application of the logical argument in re]igioué
: and moral reasonings. Bushnell did not assault 1ogit itself as a
'science,‘but "that deductive,'proving, spinning method" impeéed upon
“"the p]ast1c realm of Tife", where only insight or 1ntu1t1on can
eproper]y d1scover truth. | e
From the fact that the correspondence between thought and form -
- 1s not arbitrary, but that there is a vital connection between ‘the two,

“we can speak of the f1tness of part1cu1ar forms ‘to represent certain

'1deas or feelings. - We cannot say why this fitness exists in any parti-

cular case, for the analogy between mind and matter is "perfectly
inscrutable”. We.can'only feel instinctively why some form or image
should be made use of to represent some feeling or idea. Language,

“then, is not merely the embodiment, but the creation‘of’the_thought.
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Words are not merely units of construction, but living powers of thought.

o "Poets", said Bushnell, "are the true metaphysicians, and if there be

any comp]ete science of man to come, they must bring it. "130

And in th1nk1ng thus of 1anguage not as mechanical product, but

~as living creat1on, we can apprec1ate another-dimension of Bushne]l s .

-

,'hermeneut1cs. No one should interpret another's 1anguage w1thout a

sense both of its personal character and its organic unity:

"In every writer, distinguished by mental Tife, words have
a significance and power breathed into them, which is
- .wholly peculiar . . . his language is his own, and there
is some chemistry of 1life in it that belongs wholly to him,
as does the vital chemistry of his body . . . . Life is
~organic; and if there be life in his work, it will be found
not in some noun or verb that he uses, but in the organic
-whole of his creations. Hence, it is clear that he must be
apprehended in some sense, as a whole, beforé his f¥]]
import can be received ‘in paragraphs and sentences

Bushne11 spoke, then, of the persona] 11fe and character of
1anguage, and, correspondingly, of the 1nterpret1ng power of sympathy
"It requires some spiritually discerning sympathy extended over a length
of time, to a1iow one to come into the whole sphere of another, to feel.
out the real meaning of his words, to come to some true understand1ng

of his thought In this regard, he referred to the moral-d1men51on of -

- interpretation, its requiring "conditions of character in the receivers";
and we maybthus be reminded that for-him; interpretatiohiisfessehtia11y

- ~a religious act. Beéause of the relation of ‘matter to mind, the-act pf

making or perceiving symbols, is in its moSt'profound sense, an encounter
w1th God. 132
- It follows that for Bushne11 the imagination was the most

‘essential and act1ve facu]ty in human language. He defined imagination

--as both a creative and perceptive7capacity, "that power in human -bosoms
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which reads the types of creation, behoning the stamps of God's
meanings in their faces; the powér that distinguiShe; truth in their
images, and seizes hold of images for the expression of ’cr*uths".]33

It is not to be confounded with fancy, or understood as having to do

. with thé,qrhamental‘or-the superficial, for it is indeed.ihe most. .

critical and perceptive faculty which a man has. ‘What distinguishes
man as a being of intelligence, Bushnell asked, but that capacity to.

‘both employ and receive the types which the Logos offers?

A1l words that are names of mere physical acts and objects
are literal, and even animals can, so far, learn their own
names and the meaning of many acts done or commanded. But
no animal ever understood a metaphor: that belongs to '
intelligence, and to man as a creature of intelligence;

- being a power to see, in all images, the faces of truth,
and take their sense, or read (intus lego) their meaning,
when thrown up in language before the imagination. 134

’SUch Views of language as these preserved'Bushne]1'from any lack

‘of enthusiasm for the promises and achievements of modern science. Ima-

~.gination, he said, is no less essential to the scientig} than to the
poet, for both are seeking truth in. the outward forms of the universe,
the Spirit'in the‘letter. But in»particular, Bushnell was convinced

‘that advance in the physical sciences could oniy mean advance in reli-

‘gious truth. We may expect, he said, that:

" physical science, leading the way, setting outward things
in their true proportions, opening up their true contents,
revealing their genesis and final causes and laws, and
weaving all into the unity of a real universe, will so

- perfect our knowledges and conceptions of them, that we
can use them, iT §he-second department of language, with
more exactness.!3 : ’

But -the question must be raised, what, according to these views

.of>1anguage; is the méaning.and place of Christian theology? Bushnell
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defined theology as "abstractive and systematic doctrine"; "what

136

results, when the subject, God, is logically expounded or reasoned".
As it is an exposition of consciousness, therefore, a "bringing into

form, what is out of form, and can be only figuratively fepresented
137

in it", pure dogmatism is, of course; ruled out. Even as dealing

.with real truths of consciousness, theology cén-hand]e these truths by~
, analogies only. And as no doctrine_Cah ever be‘immovab1y fixed,_so |
.nd theology can ever be a 1aw for anything,}cah ﬁéVér carry the weight

of authority or infallibility. But in order to a rightieStimate of

the meaning and'p1ace of theology, Bushnell proposed a distinction
between "mere theology" and Christian theo]ogy",.the 1attef being
grounded in "divinity". |

Mere theology, said Bushnell, is a scienCe bui]t wifhout experi-
ence. It is a theoretic account of the subject; God, made from the
standpoint "of a simply natural consciousness". It is what Buéhnel]
~called "crustaceous" theology, being an encrusted or_cioséd system;

being "about" truth, but not "of" it.!50

If, however, the theo1bgiah begins at the’pdint of'a-]iving‘

: consciqusness‘bf God, which BushnellAca1led a state of real divinity,
and essays to expound that consciousness in speculative order, then
‘the resulting system may be called "Christian theology" or évange]ica]

theology. According to this distinétion, faith precedes. theology, and

theology has its basis in eXperience; And this "éxperience" is the
immediate experience of God, what is made conscious within a man: through

all the forms or media of divinity . . .

‘God as in the creation, God in history . . .-in all the
~outward objects; and again in the Scripture, in the form
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of political and religious annals, the biographies of
distinguished saints, the teachings of prophets, the
incarnate 1ife and death of the Word made flesh . . . a
vast realm of divigg fact, radiant in every part with
the Tight of God. :

“Christian theology is that interpretation of God which is made
- by ‘experience, which g?ows out of a knowledge had of God by immediate
consciousness; it is the fruit of a "Living State, the Life of God in

‘the soul of man".140 It is "the speculative or logical exposition of

the Christian consciousness, considered a§ containing the diVine“.]4]

It is'not:baséd on values or ideas independent of origins, but rests.
on a personal re1ation to God revea]ed in the person of Jesus Christ.

"Consequently, it "rests on the Scripture body of fact, because,.in that,
% _
142

the divine is bodied and expressed, and offered éb experience".
~ However, one must not omit here a consideration of great impor-

~tance, and that is that even as theology is groundéd in divinity, even

-as it is built onn Christ, the foundation, it will never, said Bushne11,

‘ﬂbe pure gold, or any thing Tike it". ‘Remember, he said:

‘That the Christian, or divine consciousness, of which -
speculative theology is to be the expounder, differs
from the natural consciousness in the fact that it is
‘no_constant quantity; that it fluctuates with the
- fidelity of the man and the spiritual temperament of
his 1ife; that it is always a mixed and never a pure
state, mixed with lies, sensualities, and all manner of
~undivinities, and these so cunningly inserted as not to
‘reveal their presence; that sometimes the investigator
-~comes under the power of the world, stolen away from -
himself, and then, -as the divine can not be held in the
‘memory a moment after it is gone from the heart, he
swings to a new center of motion, according to the
‘batance of matter left in his consciousness. This being
the true state, out of which a science or theory is to
come, and which it is to represent, what is that science.
like to be? 1Is not every theologian, though it may cost
him some mortification to confess it, moved to a very
different way of speculation, at one time, from that which
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seems truest at another. Such is our j girmity! Will
the infirmity of our theology be less?

nAt the same time, we must not underva1ue the worth of Christian
theoiogies In his discussions on 1anguage, and also in the Andover
address, Bushne11 d1rected h1mse1f to this quest1on of f1nd1ng a place
~or showing a true ground for specu]at1ve theo1ogy. In the f1rst p]ace,
he sa1d man must theo]og1ze 1n order to satisfy the 1nst1nct in h1s
nature. "We must define, distinguish, arrangevand frame into order _

144

the matter of our knowledge". In this way, man "comforts" his own

. intelligence; Bushnell would even say that the exercise itself is more

important than the resu]ts.]_45

-As well, the exercise of system is both
a discipline and a learning process. It drans aiman's thought toward
greater coherence and compaotness; it gives the nethod by which to teach
what'he'knows and what he does not ‘ Chr1st1an1ty is thereby better able
. to meet the assaults of false be11ef and skepticism, and to form a valid
;vconnection'with the truths of philosophy and science. Christian‘theology
provides- checks and balances, guard1ng against the 111usory and the
fantastic. "No person will ever become, therefore, a good and sufficient ,
~teacher or preacher of the gospel, w1thouthe strong theo]og1c.d1sc1p11ne."146 K
But probably the greatest value. of nan's theologizing instinct '
is its redemptiye role in God's moral economy. "The world", said
Bushnell, "is not”yet in'thexspirit,'but in the life of nature} There
4t must be met, and somewhat on its own level. If it were»addressed'
-only out of the inner light, and in terms ot the highest and purest
Christian experience,.it would be no better than if it were called in an

w V47

. unknown tongue". ~ Christian theology is a form, an objective structure

_.of thought, and as such, a vehicle or place of contact, by which
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Christianity "gets into the mental.system of the world, and, through
that, into the heart".]48 Christian symbols are, then, vehicles of -
insight and interpretation, forms of fruth that can work in the hind
as pbwers of thought and 50 as preparatiyes.and grounds of'faith;
.Through ﬁis views of 1anguage,'Bushne11'sought.a_hew approach
to the whole question .of fnterpretation, and so, he hoped, a decided
mitigation of the endless divisions, schisms and dénuhciétﬁons within
New Eng]and; "Without being at a]]Iaware of the fact", he'said,'“odr'
Atheo]ogic method in‘New’England has been essentially rationa]istic;"]4g
Denyfng the Unitarian method of reasoning "over" the ‘scriptures, the
orthodox were yet as active and confident rationalists "uhder" them{'
The suppoéition wés that learning and debate couéﬁ settle Christian
tfuths, and conseqdently; he said, New England piety was “marveIoﬁsly
unspirifué]", having'"no real intimacy with God; but an air of lightness
Aand-outsideness rather, as if it were who}1y of ourselves, not a life of

f'God in the soul",150

‘Bushnell's own views led to a different methbd. The scriptures(
would be approached not as a book of propositionsvand "mere dialectic
vgntifiesﬁ, but as a poétic who]e,'full-of,cgntrariOUS‘aspectsvof one
'and'thg same truth,:offered not to the scalpel of truth-by-analysis,

but to the seeing eye of the mystic.]S]

~And Bushnell hoped his views
wou]dilead his readersvto discover that they had over-valued tﬁe.orgahi—
zing power of dogmatism. The constructive enefgy of formulas is not
~caused by their definite hold of the literal truth. And while there is
no limit to the possible systems that may be framed,or composed, theo-

logies hold their power only as they.are vehicles of one Life.




CHAPTER TWO

The Trinity: "language for God"

“ReQelation", said'Wiliiam'E11ery Channiné;”“is‘addreSSed to
us as rational beingS'"] We ought not to expect “from God prop051t1ons
which we cannot reconcile with one another, or wh1ch 1n their- 11tera1
sense appear repugnant to one another, If the Bible contains occa-
sional obscurities, what in that book isAneeessary truth fs_re?ea]ed
 "too plainly to be mistaken, and too consistentiy'to be questioned".2

According to these principles, Chahﬁing Ebu]d‘in no Way recdnci]e
‘the scriptural revelation of God's unity with orthodox trinitarianism.

By the proposition of God's unity, Channing Understood literally -

that there is one being, one mind, one person, one
intelligent agent, and one only, to whom under1ved
and .infinite perfection and dom1n1on belong.

But according to orthodox trinitarianism, he said there are three Gods,'
"three 1nf1n1te and equal persons, possess1ng supreme- d1v1n1ty, called

- the Father, Son, -and: Ho]y Ghost". 4 Us1ng the same 11tera1 method by
which Nathanael Emmons could define the Godhead in terms of three
distinct persons, Channing thus affirmed d1v1ne unity in terms of one
person. This divine unity, he said, is not to be interpreted as ahything'*
.different from the'oneness_of other intelligent beings; this is Titeral
language and should be taken ‘in no unusual sense.5

'It seemed to Bushnell that such was the confusion into which New>

»Ehgland.orthodoxy had fallen over the trinity, that almost any reaction
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~against that standard had to be excused. Undoubtedly, he said, a véry‘
large portion of orthbdoxy held to the view of three real living persons-

in the interior nature of God,

that is, three consciousnesses, wills, hearts, under- .
standings. Certain passages of scripture supposed to
represent the three persons as covenanting, co-operating,
-and .co-presiding, are taken, accordingly, so to affirm,

~in the most literal and dogmatic sense.. And some very
distinguished 1iving teachers are frank enough to '
acknowledge, that any intermediate doctrine, between the
absolute unity of God and a social unity, is impossible

and incredible; therefore, that they take the latter.
Accordingly, Father, Son, and Holy Ghost, are, in their
view, socially united only, and preside in that way, as

a kind of celestial tritheocracy over the world. They are
one God simply in the sense that the three will always act
together, with a perfect consent, or coincidence . . . .
But our properly orthodox teachers and churches, while
professing three persons, also retain the verbal profession
of one person. They suppose themselves really to hold that
God is one person. -And yet they most certainly do not; they
only cgnfuse their understanding, and call their confusion
faith. ‘ ‘

And commentfng on this orthodox-Unitarian débate, Bushne]] rémarkéd
:thatva “metaphysical trinity" had been assaulted by a "metaphysical
unity". One, he said, "mocks our reason"; -the other "freezes our
vhearts".7
| Channing's. charge of tritheism had,pccasionédvthe pubiication
by Moses Stuart, the most able orthodox spokesman in New England, of

the Letters To the Rev. Wm. E. Chahning; Cbntaining Remarks On His

fSermOn-Receany Pkeached and Published at Baltimore. The word:”personﬂ,
said Stuart, is not used by'trinitarians;"in its ordinary acceptation
as applied to men".8 By "person" is meant not a literal "person”, but
a "distinction". What that distinction is in the Godhead which the
~word "person" ié meant to designate, Stuart admitted that he did not

‘know. The essence of his argument is that orthodoxy must abjure all
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attempts to define that d1st1nct1on wh1ch the trinitarian term "person"

implies; the d1st1nct1on is adm1tted, simply because the scr1ptures )

reveal it as a fact.9

Bushnell could not accept Stuart's view. Just as orthodox
~attempts to .assert three persons who ate yet one person, inevitably
lTost the unity in the threeness, so Bushnell thoUght'that’in Stuart's
attempt, the threeness was obscured by the unity.' Indeed;‘Bushnell

‘said that

the class of teachers who protest over the word person,
-declaring that they mean only a threefold distinction,
cannot show that there is really a hair's breadth of
difference between their doctrine and the doctrine
asserted by many of the later Unitarians. They may
teach or preach in a very differert manner,-=they
probably do, but the thegretic contents of their opinion
cannot be distinguished. ,

:&ushne11 did not set forth his view of trinity,‘he;said, as any

new doctrine.]]

- trinity which wefe agitating so deeply the peace of the\New England
church. He regarded the New England trinitarian debate as an endless
_-controversy because it arose from an attempt to settle a conception of
trinity as pertaining immanent]y'tb the interior nature of God. This
question, he said, is impossible, ahd he refused to take it up. _Just‘

here, he said in Christ In Theology, was'the peculiarity of the-exposi—

tion he ventured to offer, and its advantage over modalism, orthodoxy,‘

and "all ontological and transcendenta] theomes".]2

But if Bushnell could not settle a concept1on of the trinity,

Nor did he propose to settle the opposing theories of |

'he could offer a new view of the meaning of the subject as symbo] The

Christian trinity, he said, is not offered to the abstract reason; its

meaning cannot be apprehended under the definitions and rules of iogic.>
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But this is not to say that the doctrine is meaningless or some hypér—
bolic ornament. It is to say that the truth of the trinity is to be
~ found in its forms. The trinity, said Buéhné11, "may be regarded as

13 the figure or instrument through which God

Tanguage for God";
actomodates his infinite love to finite forms of thdught and feeling.
‘As. such, the trinity is both "instrumental” and "practical", and it
is Qnder these aspects that we must first consider Buéhne11's view of
the doctrine. | | |

First of all, Bushnell said,‘wé must hold fast the strict_unity
- of God. We must take it by assumption that Goa'fs "as truly one being
as if he were a finite person 1ike ourselves, and 1etvn0thing ever be

14 Bushne]]%ﬁhen addressed himself

suffered to quaTify,the assumption™.
to the question why there fs a trinity by attempting to account for

-what he called "the external fact of trinity", or to show that when

the Absolute One is revealed to man, the brocess must involve a trinity.
1Ho]ding the assumption'of God's unity and infinity, he_gsked, "How

shall we conceive God?". - The starting pdint is nof'frbm the,side of
.man,vwho will construct a metaphysical conception of Godhead, but the
-Starting:point is frovabd, revealing himsglf ﬁn,history to man. Bushnell
vsoughtva_trinity "that resu]tS'of necessity from the revelation of God

15

to man". - Consequently, his argument begins at a point quite different

from the orthodoxy of his day:

. . . instead of beginning transcendentally at a point

within the active Tife of God, it takes a humbler method,
- beginning at the consideration of our media and powers

of knowledge, and of the conditions under which Infinjte-

Being and Spirit may be revealed and expressed to us. 16

What is necessary to a revelation of God, or how can God appear

,j’\\"




before us? In answering, Bushnell set himse]fvagainst both orthodoX
and Unitarian. Any revelation of God, he said, necessitates term§ of
both p]ura]ity'and contrast. When God is revéa]ed,‘it cannot be as -
Channing's "bald, philosophic unity, perfectly cohpréhended and measured

Y “No, said.Bushnell the Inf1n1te can reveal h1mse1f on]y

uby'us"
'through tﬁe f1n1te, through s1gns media, obJects, "forms, co]ors,

motions, words, persons, or persona]1t1es".]8 And as no one of these :
forms can contain the Inf1n1te,_God will reveal h1mse1f through infinite

finites, repugnant and contrary one to the other The'revea11ng process

"will envelop 1tse1f in clouds of formal contrad1ction;-that is, of

- diction which is contrary, in some way,'tdlthe truth and which, taken

simply as diction, is cbntinua]]y setting forms %gaihst each otherﬁ.jg-
Plurality, then, accordihg to Bushnell's view, is‘no detraction

:fr0m=thé.dnity of God. But thé p]ura1ity,of which he speaks is not of

tﬁree finite terms, 1iféra11y taken, BUt of media of dfvine representa-

- tion which are necessary to an adequate revelation of tbe}one God.

"Holding firm the unity", he said, "use the plurality with the utmost

: uncoﬁcern,_as a form of thought or instrumental verity, by which‘we

‘are to'be'assisted'ih receiving fhe.most.unrestricted, fullest, most
- u20

real and sufficient impression of the One. To the Unitarian's
question how one can be three, Bushnell answered" that One must appeér

as three, or at least, consfdering only this asbect of trinity as

~ instrumental in respect to the revelation of God, that any revelation
of the Absolute One must involve a pTura]ity of‘symbols, in the case of
an incarnatidn;_a plurality of personal figures. Rather'than being
shocked or offended by the notion of plurality, then, we should expect

that ". . . assuming the strict unity of God,.He will be revealed undér:
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conditions of form and number; the Absolute by relatives, or in the

. . - 2
case of an incarnation, by relative persons". 1

Contrast will be the mode of the'plura1ity.22 vThfs princib]e
of contrast is of éourse 1hherent in Bushnell's Qiew of all objectfve
reality as Symbolic of truth. As nothing definite can be 1nfinife;'
so formal contradiction is the cond1t1on under wh1ch know1edge is
communicated to man; the nisus of "action and react1on" draws man up
vthrough h1gher levels of know]edge to a more perfect apprehens1on of -

God:

Now it is in this manner only, through relations, contrasts,
actions and reactions, that we come into the knowledge of
God. As Absolute Being, we know Him not. But our mind,
acted under the law of action and reaction, d4s carried up to
Him, or thrown back upon Him, to apprehend Him more and more
‘perfectly. Nothing that we see, or can see, represents Him
fully, or can represent Him truly; for the finite cannot show
us the Infinite. But between varjous finites, acting so as.
to correct each other, and be supplements to each other, we.
get a true know]edge. Our method may be compared to that of
resultant motions in philosophy. No -one finite thing
represents the Absolute Being; but between two or more finite
forces acting obliquely on our mind, it is driven out, in a
resultant motion, towards the Infinite. Meantime, a part of
the two finite forces, being ob]iqus or false, is destroyed by
the mutual counteraction of forces.23 ' _

~And as God can bring himse]f into knbw]edgevonTy'thrOUQh symbols,

. mysfery is a'necessary dynamic of expression for the infinite.,,Dogma,
says Bushne]],'is 1ife1ess; “an end of question"; it,ié "having God ,.
by fote“.24 'Doctrina1.prOpositionS“restrain the freedom and mobility
. of the,mind. As against what is definite and defined, symbolic know;'
1ed§e is characterized by'dynamism and dpenneSS; it "provokes to the
h1ghest activity of thought concern1ng God"; it involves "a ]1ft1ng"

“of thought, and is no rest1ng in easy conceptmns.25
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Could some science of the trinity, or of God's immanent
distribution, be perfected and established in a fixed

- form of dogma, so that nothing more would be left to us .
but to run over the logical terms and hear what they -
say, then manifestly, the labor of the world's mind

- would rest and the process of fertility be ended.

‘The Christian trinity, said Bushnell, is a "holy paradox", an

27

"amazing riddle thrown out to the mind of the world". “As such, it

represents both the 1imit of human understanding, "the last 1imit of

poséib]e investigatiOn",28 and the source of limitless senses of the

possibilities ihc]uded.in the meanihg of God and the mystery_of infinite
beihg;” Because the precise relation between form and truth is u1£imate1y

uninvestigable, man can ever fathom the trinity at greater depth, but.

29

he can never reduce it to a doctrine. "Nothing, said Bushnell,

"strains the human mind to such tensity as a riddle or mystery, when |

that riddTe or mystery is not a fiction, but is based_in,the depth of

30

some stupendous reality". The symbol is not the reality, but neither

. is it a blind, for underlying the Christian trinity is the same principle o

-

-of eerfespondence which renders intelligible all that is.

We are not simply overtaken by darkness, or driven to a
“corner: whence we. can not escape, save by calling on Mystery
to help us; but we meet her in the plase of intelligence,
.and greet her as an acquaintance. For we have seen .=
beforehand that the relation of form to truth in every term
of language is a mystery quite insoluble, and now we only
meet a particular example of the same fact.3l

‘Thﬁs; it must be.the "incurious mefhod"ethat js adopted as‘the,
law of interpretation of this doctrine, the “practicel" rather than'the
-speculative. To say that the trinitarian formula is addressed to the
imagination means that it has the power to f]odd'the_seul with the sense
of God, and so "release thee from the power of thy will", and Be‘the

spring of a man's faith. And so we are to receive it, poetiea]]y,
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'aesthetically, by faithvto be experimented or known experimenté]]y,'
“that feeling and imagination are sometimes gdod'interpreters and'
proper inlets of know]edge".32 God "apbroaches us" in fhe trinity; it
is "the algebraic formula of experiehce".33 . | |

But why .is the Christian trinity developed as the threefold

- denomination of Father, Son and Ho]y.Spiri%? To aﬁk, why.these names?,
or Why thi; landuage for God?, is to ask the questioh of'the.CHristian,
- trinity as a "practical" truth; and this is the trihitarian.queétidn
for Bushnell--not whether God is comprehensiblé, butiWhether_God.is.

34

personal.”™ And the answer to the question, Why this trinity?, concerns

why this threefold denomination -is necessary to a fu]].apprehension of
‘God, or in other words, the answer concerns the Power that these parti-
cular personal figures have in the work of ingenerating "the Life of

35

.God in;fhefsou],of man". To his Unitarian friend, Cyrus Bartol,

Bushnell wrote:

‘You seem to assume that Tr1n1ty, such as you qualifiedly
acknowledge, is a human invention, to be finally overreached
and antiquated. This I very much doubt. Much more likely
. is'it to me that our human limitation, as finite, requires
it, and always will,--that the infinite Unity becomes
‘relational, and eternally will, throqu_it,3 :

To unfold the power of this threefold dénomination, Bushnell
- ~began with-the»incarnation;:the'appearance of Chriét,.who_represents,thatv.

God’isFathef,37

God cannot be represented and worshipped oh]y in the
type of a person, which is nothing but a metaphysically finite concep-
“tion. Cbnsequent]y, when -the Logos appears in the human form as Son,_

he must have set over against him a-re]atiVe, finite form:

‘A solitary finite thing, or»persoh,'that is, one that has
no relative in the finite, is even absurd,--much more if
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the design be that we sha11 ascend, through it, to the
Absolute; for we can do this only under the great mental
law of action and reaction, which requires relative terms
and- forces, between which it may be maintained.38

So it is that the deve]opment of the term, “Father"; begins
 with the appearanée of tne Son. True, God is called "a Father" befoné»
Christ, but there is no development ofn"therfatnen" whiéh is o]det' |
than Christianity. God is called "tneiFather"_ordinarijy byvChrist,
. and tnusvthe Son ca]]s into our thought the Father, who is:intfact God,
fbrought into symbol We are given a finite'form-of conception, "Father", )
in cross- representat1on with the form,»"Son" by-means of these two
symbols and the ne]at1ve history which is unfolded through them, man
is borné'up into a certain 1ive1y realization ofigod.

God communiéates himself in the form of.{ncarnation. That is,
the Son ‘appears to communicate God to the wortd as Goodness -and Life;.
", ; ; he signifies, or reveals thé light and 10Vé of God, in and through

39 But ‘the Son does not stand before us as

the human or subject Tife".
the 'single term, God, saying, "Look unto me, -and behon\your God"; but -
he comes as sent into the world by the Father, and his incarnation,
~ then, 1nvo]ves a "doub]e 1mpersonat1on",vthat of .the Father- and that of
the Son. Thus the Son exa]ts and de1f1es what he revea]s by referr1ng
~his mission to one who is greater than h1mse1f.‘

Moreover, the Son does not’say‘that he tame forth fromvthe
Absolute or from It, but he gives us a conception of God as person,

-as Father, "active, choosings*fee1ing_Spirit".40

And- as in the human
~form expressing and representing the Absolute Being, the Son offers us
a comprehensive view of God's kingdom which includes and harmonizes

~both nature and the supernatural. “He has,even;brought down. the mercies
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41

of His Heart to meet us on our human level." We now know God as

Infinite, yet as Friend and Redeemer. Theré is, said Bushnell,

_ho intellectual machinery in-a close theoretic monotheism
for any such thing as a work of grace or supernatural
redemption . . . . Accordingly, it will be observed: that
where this Unitarian conception is held, there is also
‘discovered an almost irresistible tendency to naturalism,
and -so-to a loss or, dy1ng out of all that d1st1nct1ve1y
constitutes the gospel.4

By the Father and the Son, then, as relative conceptions, Gpd's

character, feeling and truth are expressed. QBut there is yet needed,

to complete our sense of God, another kind of expression

which will require the introduction or appearance of yet
another and distinct kind of impersonation. We not only
want a conception of God in His character and fee11ng
towards us, but we want, also, to conceive Him as in act
within us, working in us, under the conditions of time

and progression, spiritual results of quickening,
‘deliverance, and purification from evil. Now, action of
any kind is representable to us only under the conditions

of movement in time and space, which, as we have seen, is
not predicab]e of the Absolute Being abstractly contemplated.
God, in act, therefore, 3111 be given us by another finite, -
relative 1mpersonat1on ~

Accordingly, the word "spirit", signifying "breath" or "air in B

motion", is. taken up as Symbol or type of power, clothed with a divine

. personality, and offered to us as the Holy Spirit, the Sanctifier, the
Divine Power in souls, re]ated personally to the Father}and the:Son.
And as the Soh abpears’in-the»human type, so the Holy Spirit is evi-'

denced to us through phys1ca1 images, a rush1ng wind, Tambent flames,

‘unloosed tongues
We are_thus’given in the Christian trinity three finite terms;
- which when we use them freely in their cross relations, work in us as

~instruments of feeling.and faith. These impersonations are relatives,
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not infinites, yet.taken representatively, they'are infinites, becanse'
'they express God. They are givén to us tolshow us~God,_and by this
Bushnell means, not to mirror before our minds a metaphysica]_formu]a,
but to express the Infinite in all that he offers to us and in all

that he plans for.us. ' God reveals himself to ustas trinity in order .

to produce mutuality between us and Him, that. is, "to pour something

a4

- of the divine into our nature". The Chr1st1an trinity has 1ts rea11ty,

in other words, as it is a vitalizing e]ement within human souls. "They

may each declare, 'I am He;' for what they impart to us of Him, is

. their true rea]ity."45

..Consequently, Bushnell said, that the more we could conceive a
“trinity of act", rather than a "trinity of esseﬁce“,.the more we could
learn to use the plurality in the freest way poss1b]e, the more 11ve1y
- would be ‘our apprehension of God, the more ful] and b]essed our converse
with him. Th1s_1s why Bushnell's descriptive passages are always marked -

- by action verbs:

~

The Father plans, presides, and purposes for us; the Son
expresses his intended mercy, proves it, brings it down

_even to the level of a fellow feeling; the Spirit works
within us the beauty he reveals, and the glory beheld in

. his Life. ' The Father sends the Son, the Son delivers the
grace of the Father; the Father dispenses, and the Son
procures .the Spirit; the Spirit proceeds from the Father
and Son, to fulfill the purpose of one, and the expressed
feeling of the other; each and all together dramatize and
bring forth into 1ife about us that Infinite One, who, to
our .mere thought, were no better than Brama- s]eep1ng on
eternity and the stars.

And it was to demonstrate that our conception of trinity must be as

praética] and instrUméntal rather than as literal or togical, that

Bushnell drew up a list of e1ght c1asses of "ant1nom1es“.47 Each v1ew

of. tr1n1ty held in New Eng]and he.saw as represent1ng but- one or two
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of these classes. The Unitarians, fof example, fixing on -the c]assAof
inequality as the céntrai trUth,,then required all other classes to
accept a construction 1ogica11y_consfstent'with the ontological or
essential superiority of the Father.  In otheriwords, Bushnell said,
these antinomies only show that we cannot reason out a ]ogjca]1y'consisé
tent metaphysical trinity. Only an insthuﬁentaj view could gettle,ihe
import of such an eight-fold coﬁp]ication of cross-meanings, because
it showed_thatvgiven'the fact of a true incarnatidn, such aniinomies
as these would: resu]t of necessity, and because 1t cou]d receive such
' contrar1et1es as symbo11c of the h1ghest truth 48

E How.Bushnell had lamented before his co]]ege fr1ends in 1831,
the doubts he had nursed for years! "When the pPeacher touches the
Tr1n1ty and when logic shatters it all to pieces, I am all at the four :
w1nds « '+« « « My heart wants the Father,lmy heart wants the Son; my

w 49

heart wants the Holy Ghost . . .". The God whom he could then but

' “dimly feel", Bushnell knew in 1848 as "worded forth" through three

1iving persons; the Infinite One brought down even to his own level of

- humanity, without any loss of divinity.so

Now, the sky, so to speak, is beginnind” to be full of
Divine Activities, heaven is married to earth, and
earth to heaven, and the Absolute Jehovah, whose nature
we before could nowise comprehend, but dimly know, and
-yet more dimly feel, has, by these outgoings, waked up
in us, all Tiving images of His love and power and
presence, and set the whole world in a glow.2!

The Christian trinity had become for Bushnell an "instrumental”

‘andva "practical" truth. The view he offered in God In Christ and again

in Christ In Theology was of trinity as a form of language which is

accomodated to our finite wants and uses. It is "instrumental” in so
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far as it is a way for the fﬁnife mind to conceive God; it is.“practica]"
in so fer_as its fdrms,work man's piety toward God in the mettére of
grace and redemption.

And according to this view, further discuesion_of the trinity
. as essential orvimmanent, is neither wise nor necessaryef;BUShne11

pfefaced his view of trinity in God In'ChrWst with this'aSSertion'

"I do not undertake to fathom the interior being of God and tell how
it is composed 52 We know, he said, that the re]at1on between the
trinitarian symbo]s and the be1ng of God is beyond 1nvest1gat1on that

- as symbo]1c, the trinitarian formu1a is g1ven "For use and not for

" 53

theory The persons of the trinity

‘. .

ALY
are given to me for the sake of their external expression,
not for the internal investigation of their contents. If
. .1 use them rationally or wisely, then, 'I shall use them
according to their object. I must not intrude upon their
~interior nature, either by assertion or denial. They must
have their reality to me in what they express when taken
as the wording forth of God.%%

This is not modalism, he was careful to say. And while Bushnell

had‘in'God_In Christ‘likened Friedrieh Sch]eiermacher's general view of

trinity to his own, he had also noted that their_reaspnings were not

55

"inja]1~points, the same". "That there 1s some threefold grouhd in

the divine nature, back of the Christian trinity, I was most éareful'not

to de'n_y."56

What he did pfotest against were_a]]'inferenees and judgments
.“that undertbok.to leap the gu]f between symbo1.and truth. It istCTeaf
enough,'he said;'that the terms, Father, Son and Holy Ghost, ere finite
'cenceptions, and that thereecerteinly are'notkih the divine nature, -
three.fieite persone, answering as equiva]enfsAto these names. “But

exactly what, in all respects,'be1ongs to the vehicle and what to the
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truth, we do not undertake to affirm."57

Let it be'enough to say.that
God is a béing out of'oUF finite range of personaT Consciousness, and

yet personal; that it is not the object of his revelation to set forth
number, but by means of.number to‘set forth_pérsona]ity andvcharacter.

But Bushnell was offéring a symbo]ic view to an abstnaCt and

unmoved audience. The publication of God En Christ was met With an
overwhelming onslaught of criticism and accusation. The oook was 
vcondemned by the éccredited organs of doctrinal.opinion in néar]y every
'.evangeljcal,denomination in the country.s8 vThe.pu]pits of Hantford

and its vicinity were barred to Bushne]]vand witnin his Hantford Central

Association of ministers, a committee was raised to report on the book, -

with a view to bringing him to trial. This moveinitiated an ecclesias-
tical controversy which was to continue for‘neariy five years; While
'Bushneli Was acquitted by his own Hartford Central Association in

October, 1849, the sister association of the Fairfield Wesf,'not satis-
: fied with this verdict, continuéd to press for trial; until finélly, in
June, 1852, Bushnell's North ChurCh; in onden to end the controversy,
withdrew'from the Hartford North Consociation';59

| ‘Anos.Chesebrough femarked ihat thené‘arenbut'?; . .'few heresies

on the doctrines of‘fhe Trinity'and the Atonement, named in ecc]esios-,
tical history, of'whicn he was not accused..‘. ..a Socinian,.a_Sabellian,
‘an Apollinarian, a Docetist--as if ca]]ing a man'opprobrfous names |

‘answered for evidence of heresy.."60

It seemed to Bushnell that most of
these charges originated in a want of attention to the restrictions -
and the qualifications he.gave, and that in general, there had been no

61

-effort made to reproduce his view as auwhoié. Perhaps the most

-impartial judgment came fromvthe Hartford Central Association, uncertain
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: 'about the self-limitation of the view Bushnell offered. The questibn;
they said, was not as to what doctfines are fundamental tbvthe Christian
religion, for on that pbint they saw no controversy, but the question
was "as to what are the essential elements of theldoctrineS-conceded ,
vto be fundamenta], and how far they are reta1ned in Dr.. Bushnell" s

62

book.""“ The ministers of Fairfield West however, were less guarded

_in their judgement. In God In Chr1st, they said, Bushne]] taught

unequivocally "that there is no Trinity in the Godhead". 63 And'the
publication of Chr1st In Theo]ogy did not 1nduce them to m1t1gate the

charge Bushne]] S heres1es, they sa1d aggravated by the ground]ess
accusat1on that New England Congregat1ona11sts are Tritheists, were

only more fully elaborated in Chr1st In Theo]ogy “The book m1ght

satisfy Pantheists. "To all others, it looks worse than the Sabe111an1sm
64 ' | |

\

:1t is’ offered to screen.”

Indeed, said Cyrus Bartol, ". . . he Togically abolished the

'Trinity .. ",65 and the charge has held. Williston Walker said that

n -66.

the doctrine of God In ChT1St is a "mod1f1ed Sabe111an1sm George

Park Fisher wrote in 1881 that God In Christ adopted Sch]eiermacher's :

~ Sabellian hypothesis; and in 1899 he said that Bushnei]'had chbihed

a Sabellian view of.trinity with a Patripassian thebry of the person of

Christ.67 For ai].practical purposés, said George B..Sievens, in a

1902 artic1e comparing Bushnell and Ritschl, Bushnell held a "modal

.tr1n1ty" 68 |
It seemed to Bushnell that all the heresies of which he was

. accused were gendered by just that effort to Comprehend'the interior

mystery of God's nature,'the necessary futility owahich he had made it

69

a point of so great consequence to admit. ;Butfthe.charges-were
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~unsettling for Bushnell, and he began to doubt the adequacy of his

70 In the interim between its

“trinitarian statemenf in God In Christ.

publication and the appearance oflChrist In Theo]ogy, fherefore, he

“applied himself to "the hardest and most difficult of all sorts of
~work", to a careful study of the history of.the doctrine of the trinity,

or as .he said, he put himself "to the investigation of others".7] And

in the introduction to Christ In Theology, he announced the results of

his Tabour:

I have been examining my relations to proper orthodoxy

- more carefu]]y of late than I had done before, and the

- result is a double surprise; in the discovery, first,
that I am so much nearer to real orthodoxy. than I
supposed and secondly, that the New England theology,
so called, is so much farther off. Indeed, I am ready,
for once, to venture a prophecy, . . . that when the
smoke of this present commotion is blown away . . . I
shall be found in the book you are examining, to stand
in much better keeping with the orthodoxy of the
Reformation, connected with the previous times reaching.
back to the Nicene era, than do the teacygrs generally
and the current opinions of New England. '

’Hé had never intended, he said, to be orthodo£'4n»the.New'Eng]and
'seose. His design hao béen, in fact, to take issueAwith this, "and even
to arraign it as a virtual heresy". 73 New Englahd trinitarianism, said
Bushnell, "is who]]y unh1stor1ca1——a prOV1nc1a11sm, a kind of theo]o--

gical pato1s" 74

Under the Edwardeans, the doctrine of the trinity
lost its true historic balance; the original church doctfine of a
trinity in act was fejected'in favoerf a trinity in God os eésehoe.
The doctrine of eternal generation had been cohpiete]y forgOtten,lwith
“the result, said Bushnell, that many wefe-charging him with heresy for
no other reason."than becaoseoof the'startling-noveity of a doctrine:

~which, in fact, is,on]y'a renovated form of lost orthodoxy itself“;75
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But if Bushnell could align himself with the Nicene confession
_of a trinify'of act rather thén essence, his was yéfbé statement of

4éterna1.generation "more modestly conceived".?6

The problem, he said,
‘was one of "form", of the relation between'symbol and truth. And he.

could not resolve it any more in Christ In Theology than he could in -

Gdd In Christ. In the latter book, he had”offered'the principle of

eternal generation as the ground fbf‘a'theory of imﬁanencé. In the
"Word", he said, that property, or "power'of se]f—representation‘insi
God" which 1is eterna],_We‘havéAa’permanent ground of possibility for

77

the threefold impefsonation called trinity. But whether the Word is

~eternally Son, he could not say, "for I do not care to open God's sécrets
before the time". 78 "Son" is the finite form in?Which the Word is

g1ven ‘to us, and how much of the distinct persona11ty of the Word, when
'.regarded as the Son, is referr1b1e to the incarnation, is a question
quite inscrutable. Accordingly, when we undertake to separate the form-
- element in the trinity, "we can not know-how far we sepgfate, or sink,

or qualify, the personalities repreéented'by the terms".79

We only do not know exactly how much of the personal form
of - the Son or Sonship, as distinguished from the Word, is
vtrop1ca1 and referrible to the incarnation or the revelation
in- time, and how much to the essential nature of the Word,
as viewed in relation to the interior substance of. the

- Godhead, 80

‘Theréfore; Bushnell saw himself ‘as deviating from thé Nicene N
tradition, both in regard to its use of the term "Father", and in fts
- affirmation of eternal Sonship. 1In both cases, he said, he found it
necessary to refrain from Nicéa's "supposed knowledge of God". He |
could not, for'examp]e,,say "whether the name and persdndl figure of

- fatherhood, as concéived‘on:earth, is past, or prior in use to the
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incarnation"; nor could he "settle the question of the eternity of

the Soh,'as reTated to the eternity of the word".g]

And even if we '
say that it is the nature of God to reveal himself, and assume, on

that ground, that he will eternally be self-revealing as Father, Son
and Ho]y Spirit, that is, by a trinity of eternal generatjon,_yet,

Qe still must qualify this by saying ﬁgafﬁ‘that ft is not wiihin:our

" power to penetraté the interior mystery 6f God, "as to be'sure-whether
“his being most fitly revealed to finiﬁe‘beings_in thié way ‘is reqdired
by truth to himself, or by a necessary,accommbdation of himself to them
and to the symbolic énd finite:media by which théir appréhensioh‘is

condi’cionedv."'82 Bushnell said in Christ In Theology that he wished he

- could give a more categorical answer to the quesﬁion of immanent trinity.

-

T can only say that God unrevealed must be as different from God
revealed as truth from symbol . . n 83 |
Perhdpé it was the pastor in-Bushnell, more than the theologian,

. -who could not rest in this conclusion. He came to think of it as

dnsufficient, even "ah evasion of responsibﬂity"'.g4 There is a "fatal

-

want of depth", he said, in any conception of trinity as occasional or
~expedient, and he feared lest his own viewbpf trinity as language for

God might 1eaye-the»impression that he regarded the doctrine as a
"matter only of wdﬁds, and not in any proper‘sense an eternal Fact".§5
iBushne]] included himself among those for whdm that éuppositidﬁ was too
painfu]Aand’too remote.  We mUst have, he would say, a personé] God;  _
God is either personal, or else he is naught. That his personality is
merely an occasional matter, “an'éct of vo]untary-accommddatidhito our

finite apprehensions, and not any part of his eternal property or idea“,
e 86 | |

‘we cannot. believe.
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In the 1854 essay, "The Christian Trinity, A Practical Truth",
BushneT] again took up the question whether there is anything in God
- answering to the persona]ities of revelation. We know, he said, that

God is not a person, or a personal being, save in some qualified,

' figurative sense. And yet what is affirmed to us.in the trinity is

that God is practically related to us as person, that in revealing

himself to us, God "assumes all the attitudes and acts all the forms

87

of:persona]ity“- The trinitarian three are persons only in some

undefinable way that'puts<them in practical relationship with us. We

call them persons without knowing exactly what we affirm, but confident

~nonetheless, that we are affirming somehow the deepest truth: “that God '

is a being practica11y~ke]ated to his creaturés"%gs

by

Indeed, it may be .and very probably is true, that what we
~mean by asserting the personality of God is simply to
- predicate of him that sociality, conversability, or, to
coin ‘a word yet more general, that relationality which is
verified to us, and practically realized in us by the
Trinity.89 | |

~

In other words, to speak ofgessential triﬁitarianiSm,~is to
speak of the way God acts. When we affirm that God is person or a

‘trinity’bfipersons, we are saying that his,incomprehensible nature is

‘such as to permit us a practically social re]ation.' The profoqhd reality

~of the triune formula is "a réa]ity of fact in the world of action".go :

And as we cannot possibly think ‘that God acts the trinity as a mere

'dramatization to serve the occasibnal usesvof redemptioh,-itucan only:
‘be by some "interior necessity" that he approaches us.as Father, Son

-and Holy Ghost...And precisely hére 15 the meaning of etefna] generatfon:
trinity.as}a,"necessary'act of God". Based on the “in;ensely fnherent'

character of all necessary action", we can conceive God as "inherently
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related in act to the finite . . . fherefore a being who is ever]asfing]y
| threeing himself in his action, to be known as Father, Son, and Ho]y |
Ghost from eternity to etern1ty" 91 | | | |

It was an affirmation which Bushnell could not make 1n'§g§_Lﬂ
thi§§. What most discouraged-him, he said then, from asserting -the.
: efernity of the.thfee persons, was the declaration of Paul--"When all

things shall be subdued unto him, then shall the Son also himself be
subject unto him that did put all things under him, that God may be all

in all." And we can not know, he had said in Christ In Theology, how
much is‘Vehic1e and how much is'truth, exacf]yIWHéré form ends, or how
-much-td refer to'form fn.the trfnity of.revé]dtion; In bne~of.the last
sermons he would ever preach, Bushnell réturned éb the text of Péu]
"partly for my own sake, hoping to be drawn by the de11berate treatment

9 tnat

of it, towards concept1ons more satisfactory and determ1nate
"interior necessity" which. he had allowed in 1854, he now saw as one
;athat "answers exactly" tb thé necessity of finite.man; so'as to etérna]iy'-
"fix the number three to be the exact number of persons . . . . vaGod
-is to be all in all, 1t must be as trinity and not otherw1se.“93 |
. However one might judge the apparen¢ shift in Bushnell's doctrine
of trinify-towardia more immahent view,'he himsé]f undoubtedly éaw it
. as an'eTaboration rather than a cdmpromise of his:basic symbo]ism. Fbr
—he was abie'to'give full meaning to his principle of ana]ogy,»with its
éoncomitant e]ement of paradox,_on]y by assertfng-the personality of
God. - It was hisvearlier.empbasis on iﬁstrumenta]ity, which while it

emphasized the transcendental element in the trinitarian symbol, yet

- threatened the truth of the'reve]ation that de.is somehow Person. Aﬁd
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- it was Bushnell's own experiential need which in fhevend opened to him
. the practical impotence of a trinify which is merely subjective to us,

withoutvsustaihing the neceésary truth of relationality.

X,




CHAPTER THREE:

- Thé Person of.Christ:_"Godfs last metaphor" -

Speaking to his tongregation'on the twentieth anniversary of -
his éettlement as their pastor, Bushnell remafked that for some tim?:
he had1not,heard any .complaint of_hfs preéchingibut two: "6ne that I
preach too long sermons, which- is sometimes true; and the dther_that'
I preach Christ too much, which T cannot think is a fault to be fepented
of, for Christ is all and beside him there is no:gospel'tb bevpreachéd
or received."] Indeed, a review of the titles 0F73u§hne11's work 1is
-evidence enough.thaf he shared the nineteenth centuky absorption fn
‘prob]ems of the christo]ogfcal tradition. "[A]t this very time", he:
wrote,.“Christ has . . . the attention, so to speak, of the world as
” never before . . . . He is not only the chief_prob]ém of'theology and
theologic Tearning, But theAliterature Of'the day recognizes him, aﬁd
 50ciety has a kind of hope in him . . .".2 What was needed, he thought,.
| v therefore,'what'wa5“511ent1y called for, wéé‘a nveundergtanding-of the
"fact-form Christ". |

It has beeh*said,lthatito a significantydégree, any account df
‘New England theology must be renderéd in terms of movements-firét
1appearing in the generation following the Great Awakem'ng.3 Ahd whether
or not one would agree with Perry Miller that Horace Bushnell
"transcendentalized" Ca1vinism;vtheke is no gainsaying the significance

‘for Bushnell's. christological thought of the split in the Puritan.
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heritage which Miller detects in the theological movement from'Edwafds

to Emerson, nor is there any denying the re1ntegrat1on which is 1mp11c1t

in Bushnell's reappra1sa1 4 In other words, the. christological prob]ems '

which Bushnell faced were shaped for him by_thosé movements which, by _
the time of his entrance inta the Christian ministry, had issued:in
the Orthodox—Unitarian-Transcendental1st dBntroversy . Consequently, |
~any account of Bushne]] s understanding of the person of Chr1st, 1n
such d1st1nct1ve terms as the "fact form Chr1st", or the "metaphor" of
God, should begin by reca111ng the context from which he wrote. -

| .f-The doctrine of the person of Christ was itself the cardinal

questién underlying the Calvinist-Unitarian debates. In his letters -

to Channing, Moses Stuart remarked that ". . . aiﬂ difficulties in respect

to the doctrine of the Trinity, are essentially éonneCted with proving
or dispfoVing thekbivinity_of Christ,"5"New Eng]énd theb]ogians
following Jonathan'EdWards had developed, in conjuhction’With”their-

: trinitarianism, a christology baéed on,the orthodox-fofmula, "two
:natures and one person", a FormuTa which, Bushne]] sa1d, is correctly
worded only if it is taken in a symbolic, and not in an ana]yt1ca1 or
‘speculative sense. -Revelat1on-for the Edwardeans,‘however, was proposi-
tional truth, communicated to'thé.believer;as'dogma or doctrihe. In-
their apprehension of the doctrine of two natures as é theory pr
scientific formula, Bushnell said, New England Calvinists hadlcomé

really and practica]]y to hold a "bi-personal Savior".6~

Instead of a
person whose nature is the real unity of the divine and the humén,
‘orthodox trinitarians held a‘thebryﬁof‘two distinct or distinctly

active subéistences in the berson of Chrisf, between Whigh their thoughts

continually alternated, referring this to the human side, and that to




- 66 -

the divine. "Having lost out of mind the distinction between a twofold
nature and two distinct personal activities",’safd BuéhneT], "their
Savior is two, and not one any 1onger",7

It was this view of Christ's person as a "partnershjp trans-
action" which.the Unitarians expd;éd as artificial and absurd.. For
Andrews ‘Norton, the doctrine of two natures was of gréater incredibility

- than that of the trinity, and'Channing deemed the theory “an enormous

tax on human credulity":

According to this doctrine, Jesus Christ, instead of"
being one mind, one conscious intelligent principle,
whom we can understand, consists of two souls, two minds;
the one divine, the other human; the one weak, the other
almighty; the one ignorant, the other omniscient. Now we
maintain, that this is to.make Christ two be:‘mgs.8

s

‘With Jeéus, Chénning said, Unitarians worshipped the Fathér,as

: the'one'éhd only tfué God. In Christ's obedience, his-worshihping, and
his>suffering;.Channing fouhd p]ain‘evidencé of a nature under limitaé

. tion, therefore of a creature who éou]d_not be God. In George Park
AFishér's‘words,vChanning conteived of Christ "as a pre-existent rational
.creatUré, an angel or spifit'of some sort, who had entered into a human
bo,dy"'.i9 ‘According to Bushnell, neither_the,Unftarfan nor the trini-
tafian héd~apprehended the reality of Christ, for both were thinking of
his person in terms of measures or boundaries under‘the 1aws‘of $pace .

—and time.

Christ, says the Unitarian, obeys, worships, suffers, and
in that manner shows most plainly that his internal nature
is under a limitation; therefore he is human only. Then
- the common Trinitarian replies, your argument is good;

- therefore we assert a human soul in the person of Jesus,

~which comes under these limitations, while the divine soul
escapes; an?oso we save the divinity unharmed and
unabridged. ‘ ' _ .




- 67 -

The christb]ogy which Bushnell offered was not based on the
bstandérd methods of his day. He was, he said, talking about another
and more absolute kind of khow]edge than ‘that which is offered to man's
constructive logic. Yet he persfstent]y denied that intuition is itself
the ground of all knowledge. There is nothing more true, he said, than
that the soul is constituted for religion, as Theodore Parker maintained.
And Bushnell found in Emerson's "Over-Soul" a remarkably riéh sense of
the presence of a divine sbirit supernaturally permeative in mind. But
in his critique of transcendenta]iém, Bushnell raised the distinction
between that knowledge which comes 6ut of report, ofvstatément, or any
bare éntel]ectua]ity called truth, and that knowledge which comes on]y
throudh relationship, “person trusted to person”. The immediate knowledge
of which he spoke jtself presupposed a regenerative power not indigenous -
to man's personality;.it is not an impersonal "intuitive”princip1e"'but
a personal Being who becomes the "form of the soul". "There is a divine
Word in the sbu1's.own nature", he said, "but it shineth in darkness - and
is not comprehended till the Word becomes flesh and is represented
historically without."]]'
In dwelling on man's relation to substaﬁce and fbrm, iﬁ inquiriﬁg
after transcendentalism's hypotheses; Bushnell was actually w0rkfng |
toward a definition of existence which is given in Chrfst.foe offered
: what he called a ”chfisto]ogy of ‘manifestation", in which he tied man's
“intuitive faculties to the "world-astounding mystery of the incarnation"
as completed in the 1ife and death of Jesus Christ. He offered a
christology which is by definition soterioTogicaT, Who is_Christ? .
‘Bushnell answered not ih-terms of the anatomy of Christ's person, bUtvin

terms of what is communicated to man through Christ'é person. - The Lord
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Jesus Christ, he said, came into the_wor]d simp1yvt0'express God. The
meaning of the incarnation is God making the closest possible approach
. to human feeling that he might thus‘draw man into union Wfth Himself.
The immediate experience of truth in a man's heart presupposes that
Christ Tived and was what he dec1ared himse]f to be, the'expreSS‘image‘
.'z of God, thus the p111ar and ground of a11 truth and the power of man's
”‘re1nsp1rat1on.v' |
‘ 12

Chr1st 1s in h1s person,_"the form of a- d1v1ne character“,

_"God s own formu11zat1on of himself". 3 This means - that sp1r1tua1

o d1scernment is the on]y qua11f1ed 1nterpreter of what God w1shes to

1 truth to us

R commun1cate to us in Chr1st The basic methodo]og1ca1 quest1on for
Bushne11 S chr1sto1ogy of man1festat1on 1s "how te stay by ‘the- symbo]s
or 1n them . . . ‘to show how the forms in which God is offered to our
- faith may be used so as to get their true mean1ng and be themse]ves the ,
. 1% L o o
H1s symboTic approach allowed Bushnell to dismiss as iﬁposéih}e'-
“and 1hre1evant,a]1 "metaphysical- or speculative" difficuaties ihvo]ved
| in the claim of Christ's divinity. The truth of the man1festat10n of
'tGod in Christ, he sa1d, is a "reve]at1on form",{ not a "formu]a in
words" ‘ Chr1st is in h1s person and 11fe a "medium" of reconc111atton '
~with God; we can know nothing concerning h1m save precisely what exter-
hnél]y.appears, or}ishexpressed., "As fégards thefinteribr natuhé;of
"Christ,.or the compositiohvof'his pérson", BushneT] safd,:hwe perhaps :

w15 Here, as in the trihity; he advocated the "incurious

~know nothing".
-method", based on the fundamental principle that no investigation can .

ever ‘penetrate the interior relation of form to truth.
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And precisely so, the reality of Christ is what he
expresses of God, not what he is in his physical
conditions, or under his human limitations. He is here
to express the Absolute Being, especially His feeling,
His Tove to man, His p]acab]eness, conversableness, and
His real union to the race; in a word, to communicate
His own L1fe to the race, and graft H1mse1f historically
into it .. . . Therefore, to insist on going beyond
expression, 1nvest1gat1ng the mystery of the person of
Jesus, when it is given us only.to communicate God and-
His 1ove, is in fact -to puzzle ourselves with the vehicle,
.and rob ourse]ves of the grace it brings. :

The c1a1m that ChrTSt is God 1ncarnate, of a doub]e nature, at

once divine and human, Bushne11 aff1rmed accord1ng to his externa] view.

- The truth of Chr1st s twofo]d nature is conveyed through forms we are -

to regard him as a person representab]e to thought on]y by means of two
'po1es or denominations, the d1v1ne and the human;_which, however we
-cannot 1nvest1gate as regards the manner of theihzinterior_relation. If
-now one should ask about the interior contents of Christ's person;

| Bushne11 answered that the question is "unpracticable, unphitosophic,

. dictated only by a false curioeity, and of course, nothanswered by

w 17 It was Bushnell's great. cuntention that the incarnation

v7scr1pture
is not given to r1dd1e man's curiosity, and that by probing the 1nter1or
nature of the person of Christ, his contemporar1es had lost not on]y '
Jthe persona] unity of the Savior, ‘but his d1v1n1ty as well, for "1n

- maintaining the essential divinity of Chr1st, there is no d1fficulty
‘.mhatever, till we begin to specuTate<or dogmatize_abou.t’the:humam’vt,y."]8
The question whether Jesus had.a human soul, Bushnell dismissed

as likewise beyond human investigatiun, He did not 1ntend he sa1d 1n'

God In Christ to deny that Christ had a~human~sou1,"or.anyth1ng human but
a human body. 'He only denied that this human soul or nature could be

spoken of, or .looked upon, as having a "distinct subsistence", so as to
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live, think, learn, suffer, worship, by itself.

Disclaiming all thought of denying, or affirming anything
as regards the interior composition or construction of
his person, I insist that he stands before us in simple
unity, one person, the divine-human, . representing the
qualities of his double parentage as the Son of God, and
the son of Mary. I do not say that he is composed of - .
three elements, a divine person, a human soul and a human
body; nor of these that they are d1st1nct1y three, or:

- absolutely one. I look upon him only in the external way;
for he comes to be viewed externa]]y in what may_be
~expressed through him, and not in any other way.:

3\
'

The christological question for_Bushne]];-the‘whole'duestion~he‘
said, is "whether it is possib1e~for the divine nature to be manifested

. in humanity",zo

fwe know, he said, that there is in God a_capacity of

self-expression, a generative power of form, by which he producés Himself

..

outwardly in the finite; that in all the materia]fcréation God embodies

himself to be mirrored before us.

A finite outward person, too, may as well be an organ or _ o
- type of the Infinite as a finite thing or object; and God
may act a human personality, without being measured by it,
as well as to shine through a finite thing or world,
without being measured by that.

On the one hand, Bushnell feared 1est his view. of Christ was

22

"too exc]us1ve1y d1v1ne", on the otherahaad,-the-whole thrust of his

expos1t1on was against the naturalistic christo]ogies of his day.. He
wondered if it were not better "to add more faith" and "subtract less

of the divine" from Christ, than to preach a "sub-carnation" or to throw
' 23

-a tint‘over Christ's deity by some cohfusion}practiced on his'per$on.
In the end, the divinity of Christ is all for Bushne11,vand he

constantly presents his view of Christ in ways'which contrast full

divinity with.any mere humanity.' “By the divinify of Christ", he said,

"I do not understand that Christ differs from-other men, in the sense
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that he is better, more inspired, and so a more complete vehicle of God. .

to the world than others have béen. He differs from us, not in degree, .

24

~but in kind". This way of putting the question bears on some of

Bushnell's less guarded statements concerning the humanity of Christ,
such as that Christ "is in such a sensé'God,‘or God manifested, that
the unknown term of:his nafure, thét.whiéhhwe are most in doubt'of, or
about which we are Teast capable of'ahy pbsitive affirmation, is fhe :

25

human". If the man:Jesus never made the eXperiment of sin, said

Bushnell
. .. it must be because the divine is so far uppermost in
him as to suspend the proper manhood of his person. He
does not any longer act the man; practically speaking, the

" man.sleeps in him. ‘It is as if the man were not there . ..
He acts the divine, not the human, and the only true

reality in Egm, as far as moral conduct is concerned, is
the divine. : ' ’ '

The mark of Jesus' divinity is "the rea]}y astonishingfsé1f-
evidence of his character".27_ Jesus proves himself, Bushnell said, "by
: his own self-evidence", and the simple inspection of his life suffices
to show that "the>character'of Jesus forbids his possible classification
with‘menf.28 | |

He was born of a woman, grew up in thewtrade of a
-mechanic, was known as a Nazarene, stood a man before
the eye, and yet he early began to raise impressions

that separated him, and sgt him asunder inexplicably
from the world he was in.%9

Chriétd]ogiCal thinking, then, takes.its'beginning with Jesﬁs
of Nazareth. A11 that Christ 1$‘and doeé as form or symbol is'summed up
in the person and life of the historical Jesus, "in the dramatic forms
of his peerna] history". It is interesting, then, to note that while -

- ‘Bushnell's awareness of biblical criticfsm-and:historical reconstruction
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is slight, his'christo]ogy ho]dé together histohy andvproc]améfion.
He rejects_that theo]dgica] method which_takes its beginning with thé
- mysteries of the divine nature instead of withAa historical person.
Jesus of Nazareth is the basis of the kerygma for Bushnel1,
- The revelation of'GQd in-Chrié§ is made'by the Sayidr's whole
~Person. The profound separation of Christ ffom the sinnefs'of mankind,
and the impressibh he awakened in them of that séparatfon, was made notvl

by miracles, nor by words of asseftibn, nor by anythingfdesighedAfor'

that purpose; but it grew out of his life and chaéaéter--"his”unWOrld]i- .

ness, haliness, purity, truth, Tove: the dignity of his feeling, the
 trans§éndent wisdom and grace of his conduct v hisvprofound singu-
larity as a being superiof to éin.ﬁso' Chriét's}whole'ministry was a kind
of discovery, and so a process of separation. .Aécordingly, Bushnell .

- 'said, we need not Took to the resurrection ‘and ascension as: some ultimate

-pfoof of Christ's divinity; these are "on]y a kind of finalvconsummation,

or complete rendering" of what was unfolded by Jesys' whole life and
ministny.al | ’ | » | | |
| I't accords with this that we will more,c]pse]y‘approach God's
object in the wonder of ‘the incarnatioﬁ,:i?.we adhere as c]dsejy as
possibie, “to the simple historic matter of the'gospel".32 What God is
~and will be to men is accurately shown by the incarnéte life and-miniétry
of Jesus. One must, then,aBushnell said, have the c]oseﬁt possiblé |
intimacy and.be,‘as it were, one sbirituwith Chrisf. “You Will need to
make his character and life a perpetual study, and.dwell on them till
your‘infellectua] life is fi]]ed_With thist-]ike'thoughts and images_.
0f divine beauty drawn fromlhiérperSOn".33

":The4gospe1.i$ "a1l person", Bushnell-said, "what a pefson is
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34

and feels and does and suffefS"; it has "nothing to do with any

propositional truth whatever".-35

Bushnell's meaning in preaching Christ,
then,‘is "to make Christ himself everything"; to present the goepel not
as ebstractive theories about Christ, but to makeethe person himse]f |
everything The truth of Christ, he said, 1s "worded in his person

:jand receivab]e on]y from his person”. 36

Tt is a fact then to be carefuiiy N
noted, "that all the best saints and most imbressive}teaehers of Christ
are those who have found how to present him best in the dramatic.ferms
of h15 persona] history". 37 n : |
; This "Tiving person", this "concrete personation", Bushnel]

said, we can speak of only in terms of purpose: the person and work of
thrist cannot be divided. Christ enters thevworlg as pefson rather
than as theory, because only.as person can he entgr.the'worid as power,
"If Christ were a philosopher, a human'teacher; a human exempie,‘we
might doubtless reason him and set him in‘our ﬁreseﬁt scales of propor-

‘.tion, buf he would as pertainly.doenothingifqr ds_equa] toldur warit."38
 The true gospel, Bushnell said, is'that'which,brings;a ;egenerative'powek
and creates the soul anew in.the image of God; it is the "1ife of God in
‘the soul of man"; it is Christ dwe]]ing’in”Tan’SJSOUI'and giving it a
fdfm out of his own; it is Christ ‘"manifeéfed in sueh love and divinity
’b,that, taken for sa]vation as a being, he can be trusted" 39 And so it

is that Bushnell' 'S answer to the question, Who is Christ?, is a]ways

given in terms of.God s object in the incarnation:

The true answer is, that he is, externa]iy viewed, a
union of God and man, whose object is to humanize the
conceBtion of God, and so to express or communicate
God. 4 A
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To say'that Bushnell offered a christology of manifestation,
then, is to say thet he proclaimed the gospel as a person, who is
given as "a gift to the imagination". "The very purpose of the incar-

nation", he said, "is to get by or away from abstractions, and give.the

" 41

wor]d a concrete personat1on It was to get away from the abstractions

V 'h1mse1f that Bushne]] framed h1s chr1st01ogy in forms and’ f1gures wh1ch
he intended as images only. Corre]at1ve]y, one may say that the strength
or weakness of Bushnell's expos1t1on depends not on]y on his own powers

of 1ns1ght and’ express1on, ‘but. a]so on the capac1ty of his reader for

1nte11ectua1 or sp1r1tua1 d1scernment 42

It follows from this that the depth and fert111ty of Bushne]] S .

expos1t1on of the person of Christ can be opened more and more fully to

-

the reader through the meanings of a single word or phrase. As the "form"
‘of God, for example, Christ is both image and 1ife. In Christ; the sinner
-beholds all the graces of God's internal Character;'"thedbeaUty and truth
. of God" ere visible in his person and 1ite. Jesus Christ is the "face'Of

God": 1in the life of the man is the fee]ing'of God_eXpteséed,'"GOde

v 43 And thus is the

full beauty and love in the human type or face".

~gospel relational to man's deepest needs. As the form of,God; Christ is
. o . =y ' , o

the form of the soul: he embodies or envisages the divine love and

: friendship'pdwerfu]]y"enough to enter them into ourllife.44

It seems to me that when a sinner of mankind beholds the
-gracious look of God in the Tife and passion of Jesus, when
the graces of God's internal.character and the depths of
his feeling are opened there to his view, and when he is
called to look into this glass with a face unveiled and be
changed into this same image from glory to glory, it need
not mortify him. What should he sooner do, were it only
for ambition's sake, than to let what is loviiest and highest
~in God communicate with him and enter as a qUicken1ng and
regenerat1ng power into his nature. For this -is thg only
.aim and import of what we call salvation by grace.
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Thus it is that Bushnell said we must "Took into language itself"
and see‘how the revelation of God is coming and to come. The spiritual
comes “out of thevphysical, meanings‘coming out of meanings; in other
words, things visible have their highest meaning and reality when taken

‘as being what they really are,'images-and signs of what_is invisible.

God fs teaching'us here to look for the sdljd, not in the visib]e, but -
- in what is revealed throughvif., This is the secret leaven hidden in
 the Tife of Christ and by him‘incarnated in the wor]d."And this is the

‘sense in which&ChristIis the "embodiéd token" of all past history, the

_interpreter of our othefWiSe unmeaning world. A1l past history is
language for Christ, a preparation of physical bases for the supernatural

truth to come: s
Adam is the figure of him that was to come, the second Adam, =
because he, Christ, was to be the head, correspondently, of

a spiritual generation. Christ is David, Melchizedek, high
priest, the spiritual Rock, a prophet 1ike unto Moses. . . . .
A11 the past is taken up as metaphor for all the future . . .

that is, types for the expression of our higher truth.46

It is this View‘of Christian truth which guides Bushnell's ' |
“interpretation of the incidents of the Tife of Jesus. We have nothing
~to do, he said, but to Tlook Upon the 1ife and passfon of Christ “as_ _

L8

belonging to.the one divine person and, through these incidents, taken

all as media of divine expression, come, as directly as possible, into .

47

the import and powér of what is expressed." Did Jesus suffer the

limitations of a human person? Did hé'grow in wisdom and knowledge?

Did he reason, obey, worship, suffer? The answer to any such question,

Bushnel] ﬁaid; is-one and the same:

If sometimes acts are attributed to him that seem to be -
divine, sometimes others that seem to be human, we can
not say, 'this infers deity', 'this a human soul', we
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can only refer them all alike to the one abnorma] person,
and the secret mystery of his consciousness . . . that

- God may thus express his own feeling and draw himself
into union with us, by an act of accommodation to our
human sympathies and capacities.48

In the matter of Christ's obedience, then, we are not so much
-to considerithe obedience as what the dbedience expresses. "Man obeys
- for what obedience 1s, but the subJect obed1ent state of Chr1st is

n9 Or, if we speak of the

accepted for what it conveys, or expresses.
: worsh1p pa1d by Chr1st we are to see here that- Chr1st is. express1ng

what is perfect in God, by us1ng the human type accord1ng to its nature,

and the conditions to which it is subJect. And of the passion and death . -

of Jesus, we can say nothing more adequate and complete than that herein

is revealed to us the suffering holiness of God: -

-

- Therefore, when we come to the agony of the garden, and
the passion of the cross, we are not, with the speculative
- Unitarian, to set up as a dogma, beforehand, and as
someth1ng that we perfectly know, that God can set Himself
~in no possible terms of connection with suffering; nor
believing with the common Trinitarian, that there are two
distinct natures in Christ, are we to conclude that Jno sort
of pang can touch the divine nature, and that only his
human part can suffer. We cannot thus intrude into the
interior of God's mysteries. We are only to see the eterna]
Life approach gur race--Divine Love man1fested and
',sealed _
W

The human persona11ty, the obed1ent subject, suffering state of
Jesus, they are all "colors of the d1v1ne", vehicles of God to man. We
are human,~andvincapab]e'of apprehending the sensibility of God,un]eSS'
it is mediated to us invan objective form. And here is~the precise
relation of the agony to the cross: "One is the reality, the ofher‘is

‘the outward sign or symbo]".sl

The value of the cross is not Christ's
. physical suffering taken simp]y’as human suffering. . Its,real'va1ue is

as form which mediates to us the suffering sensibility of God,“a
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reve]at1on of such depth and 1ntens1ty, that the "human vehicle breaks
under - the shock". 52

According to the Fairfield West Association, Bushne]] had, in

such statements as these, denied the distinct human1ty of Jesus.>>

"Jesus, to his th1nk1ng, was God indeed," said Cyrus Barto] - "the man-

54

part on1y appearance and costume“. George Park F1sher put it th1s

way:

The existence of a-human spiritual nature, if not express]y
denied, was-held to be of practically no account. It was
substant1a1]y the Apollinarian idea ... . God surrenders
himself to-the restrictions of a human organ1zat1on and
subjects himself to the conditions of an earthly 1ife on our
1eve1, as a medium through which to manifest himself to us.

- It is all, Tliterally speaking, divine thought, divine emotion,
divine act1on, even divine suffer1ng. This was the funda-
mental thought in Dr. Bushnell's Christology,:-the thought
which, whatever were h1s mutations of opiniom, was always
uppermost. .

Bushnell said h1mse1f that he was aware of the 1mportance of -
upholding Christ's real human1ty, "For if Christ be taken as a mere show
: or~theophany; having no real and histohic-p1ace in%humanity, then the
gospel has no longer any solid import. It becomes a phantasm and

nothing more.’“56

But the charges brought aga1nst his view of Christ's
person can nevertheless bezsubstant1ated. As Bushnell said, "The human_
ejement is nothing to me, save as it brings me toAGod, or disc0vers to
me, a s1nner, the patience and brotherhood of God as: a-Redeemer from
~sin . . UM, 57 One does not find in Bushnell's: chr1stology a view of .
Christ's distinct persona] manhood. The meaning of the incarnation is
~the movement of God to man, the historic fact that God has come nigh to
us, or;fully expressed h%mse]f'tp us, through the human type or form.

To raise the question of Christ's real humanity is tb question
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the reality of all form. Orestés Brownson called it "the grand heresy
of . the nineteenth éentury", relating the problem specifically to a
pantheistic doctrine of creation. According to Brownson, Bushnell had

mistaken entirely the character of God's immanence in his works:

“The fundamental error asserted by Dr. Bushnell assumes . . .
that the Incarnation is simply God producing himself - .
outwardly in a finite form, or in a human person. This
he connects with the more‘general“doctrine, that creation

- is nothing but God's production or expression of himself
in finite forms. These forms, that is, what we call
external things, being nothing but God ocutwardly produced :
must be God, and the author cannot deny it, for God's :
supposed product1on of himself in the finite form of the
‘human person he expressly calls God, and maintains, as
such, to be a proper object of divine-worship. Here, then,
is the entire universe, taken collectively and distribu-
tively, deified, and represented as worthy to be worshipped
as’ God.

If, at the time of his Discourses, Bushnéal was aware of‘the
“tension between a real and a symbo]ic humanity, he saw neither the
"necessity nor the possibility of reconciling the'paradox. vAs*latetas
1869, he wrote that "God thus manifest ih the fiesh, is everything;

~what he‘is in his mére]y human personality, and how:that personality is

99

related to and un1f1ed with the divine nature, is n0th1ng We know,

’however, that th1s conclusion fa11ed to. susta1n him, - and that in- 1872,

L .
in a remarkable sermon, "Our Re]at1ons To Christ in the Future L1fe", -

Bushné]] made one last attempt to clarify his symbolic view.
He returned to the question of Christ's'hUmanity by way of a

- complaint brought against him by the Minority Committee of the‘Hartford.

Central Association, to whom was assigned the duty-bf»preparing_a-suitab]e
~reply to the communication of the Fairfield West Association. A charge
was therein made, as distinct from that of denying the trinity, that

;BushneT]'s‘view in God In”Christ invo}ved ardenia1f0f‘thevdoctrine of the
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glorified humanity of Jesus. Bushne]] supposed the charge to have been

provoked by the unsatisfactory reference he had made in God In Christ

to that text of Paul, 1 Cor. 15:28, and while he admitted in Christ In
Theology to an unsafiéfactory concebtion of the doctrine, he did not
) perceive.then that the difficulty he'experienced connected in any way

with his symbo]ic view, any'more than with the views of others:

That theo]og1an must be g1fted with a remarkab]e fac111ty
of faith who has never yet found a difficulty in supposing,
either that the one God, or that an eternal person of the
Divine Three, the Son of God, underwent a permanent change
of state before all worlds, in the year 1 of our Christian .
era, that 'in this particular speck of the system of the
universe, at a certain date in the parish register, if I
may so speak, of the town of Bethlehem, he entered into
union with humanity, and is hereafter and forever to reign
~over the known universe of angels. and all the populations
of the sky, in the humanity then assumed and shortly after
glorified. 60

'Sure1y,>Bushne1l said in 1872, we musf base'0urvpiety, not on
a re]ationship'wfth the man, Jesus, but with Jesus:the Christ. "The
gospel hangs, for all ifs.operative value and spiritual consequence fo
“the world, on the fact fhat Jesus is the Christ, the man-form used as

. vehicle for the etérnal Word and Lord. "61

But what cou]d ‘he say to
h1mse1f and to others who. were drawn to the human1ty of Jesus, finding
there the-fu]]ness of God brought Tow? Cou]d one dare to imagine that
-the joy of such faith is conditioned forever by the humah person at'whose
ministry or “from whose love it_began? Is the Lamb .on the Thrdne~the-Son
~of Mary sti]l? Can we hope, in our expectationxfor the future Tife, to -
. -possess Christ sti]T:as forever what he was historically, "that as being
in the form of God he took the form of a servant, so now he is a servant
~in the form of God" . . .?62

Bushnell replied unequivoca11y'with-an,answer that surely marks
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the 1imit of his understanding of form. Taking his doctrine of incar-
nation back into the very being of God himself, Bushnell rejected the'
: tdea that it was necessary in the incarnation for God to take up a man-

soul not before existing, and without character of its own,~for

_"humanity was.inﬁthe type of his own evér]asting person before". Before

creation and before incarnation, God was somehow,_or in some sense, Man:
"He had, that is, an anthropoidal nature, which‘anthroboidé] nature is
a k1nd of Divine Man- Form or WOrd by which he thinks h1mse1f, 1ncarnates

himself, and types h1mse1f 1n h1s creat1ons."63

What faith discerns in
the incarnation, then, is no casua] break1ng in on history, no apparition
or epiphany, but the beginning and the end of system,'"the Man, even the
God- Man- ever]asting]y present, integrally present, in trinity before
either ne or the world began to be“.6'4

- It was hls symbolic method, Bushnell said,: wh1ch by "s1mp1y
cutting short speculation", had caused all his supposed heresies in
reference to the trinity and the person of Christ. We are then ]ed,to'
-question whethen, in his finaT'version Of-thcse doctrines; Bushnell did
not become himseTf‘as "specu]ative" os'hfs critics, whether-in his own
‘penetrat1on of the mystery of God, he did not, in fact, take "the great
truths in question, out of their symbols". 65 ,

Bushnell would have said that he did not fa]]‘prey to "idle |

-speculations”, that his own yiews still marked the difference "between

66

constructing and receiving a gospel". He spoke, he said, "to persons

of 1nte111gence and thoughtfu]ness' 67

that is, to those to whom it is
‘given,  through the "interpretative‘imaginings and ‘discernings 'of faith",
‘to understand a metaphor. = God, the unknowable, "will sometimés.utter

‘himself in the knowledge thus of a believing consciousness, more
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indubitably than a rock or a mountain seen by the eyes; Faith beholds

68

more piercingly than they, looks farther in, sweeps a larger horizon."

It was this close relationship which Bushnell berceived between
God's_re?e]ations'and the inlet function of man's imagination td which A
* they are given, that enabled him to "look farther in" to the ijteries ‘
~~of trinity and incarnation. He assUmed it as a "fundamental princip]é",

- he said in Christ In Théo]ogy,'"fhat the Va]uefof-the word'résts in the
' 69 '

impressions it is to produce in us";°° or in other words.a few_pages

Tater, he said that the "object" of God's revelations is "the law and

- 1imit of our-inquiries",7o ‘In Nature and}the Supernatuka],'he stated

- as "the inevitable, first fact of natural conviction with us", that "what

71 In-other

we earnestly waht, we know that we shall aséuredly find".
words, what Bushnell'ca]]ed “faith-talent",-or What,wevmight Ca]] the
symboTlic imagination; that perceiving by trust which opens a sQu1 to God,
- functions in Bushnell's theOTogy‘aé the limiting factor of fnduiry into
'truth. If fhere is no salvation thhout'human commitment, then Bushnell
~could put it dowh as fhe fundamental principle 6f s&mbo]ic khow]edge,

- that God will open as much truth to us in his reve]ations'as'is needed

to engage_QUr_trust.




CHAPTER FOUR

The Work of Christz Atonement as the.fart of'God"‘

.In 1851, Bushnell wrote that his doctrine”of\atoheheni had,coSt

him twenty years of patient search and'1aboUr.]

“The remark is suggestive |
of both;confinuityVand'pause:'it is a harkening baék‘to the Ya]e, J

‘ conversfon, and so é connectidn of his doctrinévof atonement with that
decisive experience; at the same time, it is an allusion to the fong

- inter]ude between 1831 and Bushnell's "inward personal discévery of

Christ".2

For further'insight into the remark, we might turn to‘Bushnell
‘himself, whose frequent observations on theistage5s0f~ﬁfs'own'religibus' |
development afford imb]icit meaning of both the pfbgreés:éhdifofm_of

| his thought. | | _ | ’ ‘ |

It is significahf thaf Bushnell's description of his spiritual
awakening of 1831 calls up that favorite romantic musical instrument,

'v~the AeoTian harp,;aéuah.analogue for the mind's response to*the;divine

3 For, as he said on another occasion, -

'~ informing "breeze of inspiration";
- just as the wind harp is made to be the vehic]e'of,sound, Four'created
minds are made to be orchestras withfn, vibrating"in'great feeifng,

-silent feeling if you Wi11, to God . . .".4 This equation bétween
inspiration and music points not only to Bushnell's discovery in 1831
“of the poetry,and f]ufdity of language, the "second, third, and thirtieth
senses of words"; but also to his new-found consciousneﬁs of the'harhony‘:

of things, the diVine.givennessvof“the}world‘s analogies, that words~can_
.82 -
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be .used symbo11ca11y only as they are used "in the1r nature, and not
contrary to it". 5 | |

During the 1830's and the 184d's, Bushnell Sdughf to root this
discovery of symbolic language in a wider sphere of reference, one that
: would 1nvo]ve a total metaphys1c of the universe. The ve11 was 11fted
: ‘he sa1d, in 1848 in a v1s1on which opened his "sp1r1tua1 understand1ng"

6 In ]848 Bushne]] saw. for the first time that the

.-'of thevgpspel,
g gospel itself is,symbo], contrived by God and offered to human fee11ng.
And thie_time; the breeze of inspiration was a]]einfbrminge From 1848 |
'fo the end of his'1ife,'Bushne11 was 1ed-tq ever en1arged concepffcns of
the orden'and'completeness of the one system of God.ae_interpreted through
Christ, "the fdrm'of the soul", God manifested to fee]ing‘andeso organi-
cally united with the human race and become a new-creating power in
history. ‘

. The resources of this vision are nowhere more evident than ini
.Bushne]]'Svdoctrfne of atonement, 5a view of Christ'and_his-work‘fhat
~has its nea1ity and value in forms that carry effect through the imagina-

7

tion and the heart".” On the one hand, Bushne]T'offened-his'view as-a

wholly new conqepfion and was therefone‘not'sunpnised:at*the;many‘

.. censures it encountered. On the other hand, his was a comprehensive -

- view which botnirevealed and comprehended the "objective" and ?sunjective"
-poles. He approached his doctrine, then,‘through“the extreme~or con-
ef11ct1ng views then prevailing in New Eng]and and spoke only in tenns

. .of. "rec1a1m1ng" and "restor1ng" 8 |

_At the one extreme, Bushne]] pointed to tno'varieties of orthodox

or fobjective",theory of atonement, the penal substitution theory, and

the Edwardean or governmental view.: ‘The former - theory, according to the
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Shorter Catechism of the Westminster Assembly, comprised a view of |
Christfs'work as appeasing divine wrath and satisfying divine justice -
through a direct and 1itera1_substitution.of the suffering that was

due to man. This was a theory, Bushnell said, which generated moral
objections "w1th such marve]Tous fecund1ty, that we can hard]y state
them as fast as they occur to us". 9 "

But Bushne]] s New Eng]and brethren, he sa1d had largely

'renounced such 1deas of penal suffer1ng, and had, in fact cast the
whole subject of atonement in molds of their own.. .According .to the mohe .
mitiéated "Edwardean" theory, Christ was said to have suffered only so
.much pain as would constitute a compensative expressioh of God's indig-

10 The assumption was that as punishment expresses

nation against sin.
God's abhorrence to sin, or his justice, God could sustain his moré]
~goyernment'and‘1ay a ground of forgiveness without;punishment,'onlyfby
some equiVa1ent expression‘of abhohrence. As stated hy Jonathan Edwards,

,Jr.:

The atonement is the substitute for the punishment :
threatened in the law; and was designed to answer the same
-ends of supporting the authority of the law, the dignity
~-of the divine moral government, and the consistency of the
- divine conduct in legislation and execution. By the
~ atonement it appears that God is determined that his Tlaw
shall be supported; that it shall not be despised or
- transgressed with impunity; and that it is an ev11 and a
bitter th1ng to sin against God.

‘According to both the Edwardean thebhy and that of the Shorter

~ Catechism, what Bushnell called the "ritualistic" or the "objective"
'side of ‘the gospel had beensasserted~as literal-theo]ogichOr'theoretic.‘
truth. Bushnell pointed for example to the sacrifice of Christ, seying

that each form.of orthodoxy held "the Titeral ‘sacrifice of Christ",»the




- 85 -

one as payihg the,fu11.debt which sinners owed to God; the other as-

| expresstng the abhorrence of God to sin. In both cases, the immediete
.or first effect of Chrtst's work was seen to operate on'God.]z_

In oppositiun tdrthese objective'QOnceptiohs of atonehent, New
. .. England Unitarians preached a view off"at~one-meht", that’is; a vfew :

Tlof Christ's work as being desighed to operate wholly on man, subjec-

tively, as a‘curative to human character. No view was more disdained

',_by the Unitarians than that the work of Chr1st was -to produce some change

~in-the mind of God,towards man. - As Channing put 1t, Christ came rather
vto'changevman's ﬁind, and thevh1ghest object of his mission was "the
recovery of men to-virtue or hoh'ness“.»]3 Christ aceomplished this
suh]ime purpose in the main through his moral example, and\herein would
seem to lie the real connect1on between Chr1st S death and human
'->1"org1veness..'4 ’_ |
| In accordance with their anti-trinitarianism and the view of
.~Christ3following therefrom, New.Eng]ahdvUnitarianslhad;completely caSt
‘aside what Bushnell called the objective characteh of Christiahity. It
»1s of the utmost 1mportance, Channing sa1d for Christians to ho]d fast
the doctr1ne of .a pure]y sp1r1tua1 D1v1n1ty, for God has not presented

15

himself to man in any form wh1ch adm1ts of. representat1on. Chr1st1an1ty

,represents a ref1nement of the spiritual pr1nc1p1e, and SO an abo11t1on
of "the ceremonial and outward worship of former times . . . those
grosser modes of descr1b1ng God, through which the anc1ent prophets had E

H 16

‘esought to 1mpress an unrefined peop]e And pre—em1nent1y, Chr1stTan1ty

" must free itself from the tr1n1tar1an error. of "materializing and

~ embodying the Supreme Being", the 1ead1ng feature of which was the

17

.doctrine -of a .corporeal God dy1ng on-a cross. ° Itwas th1s-error,
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Chann1ng said, which accounted for orthodoxy s crass notions of 1nter-
cession and subst1tut1on, of "3ust1f1cat1on" as distinct from the pure
patern1ty of God. ]8 |
Bushnell described his method in d1scourse as being first to
1ay out the negat1ve part of his argument and then to' let h1s subJect.
beg1n. ‘He came to Harvard in 1848 with a-"sub3ect1ve—ob3ect1ve" view -.
of atonement;. w1th the new-found message that the extremes are not
oppos1tes, but fe]]ow truths, and false only when they are separated 19
First, he separated them, in terms of the New England context,vanq this
only in order'to'attafn a‘distinct COnoeption of‘the Qiew'he was tohoffer.”
And as an interpretive tool, Bushnell 'said, he adopted the convent10na1
subJect1ve obJect1ve" dichotomies, warning however of a meaning in them
"derived from my own uses' 20.
n separat1on,.Bushne11 said, neither view is the thue or eoffi- ,
.Cient gospel. Unitarian Christianity he saw not as a reffnehent,ot the -
spiritual principle but as a sort of regreseion;_ "Christianity; set
- forth as a mere subjective, philosophic doctrine, wou]dﬁféi], just where
all philosophies haye failed." .In one view, -he said, it is the great |
work of the Christian preacher to bhing men to'ref1ection.~rBut'etill,

there is nothing in,reflection of true religion:

- 'No man is in the Christian state ti1l he gets by, and, in _

one sense, beyond reflective action. And precisely here
is ‘the fundamental necessity of an obJect1ve form or forms
-of art in the Christian scheme. While a man is addressing
his own nature with means, motives, and remedies, acting
reflectively on, and, of course, for himself, he is very

- erta1n1y held to that which he needs most of all to escape,
viz., the hinging of his 1ife on himself, and the interests
of his own. person. This, in fact, is the sin of his sin,
that his 1ife revolves about himself, and does not center
in‘God . . . . What he needs just here, while struggling
vainly to 1ift himself by his own shoulders, 1s the
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presentation of a re11g1on objectively made out for him . . . .
Prec1se1y here it is that Christian ]1berty begins, and

here is the joy of a true Christian experience, It is

going clear of self to live in the objective.

There is a profound philosophic necessity that a reiigion which

| is to effeot the:feoOnci]iatiOn of man to God,'shou]d_heve an objective . ,_' 1353
character. "The Christ must become a religion for the soo] and before

| it, therefore'e.R{te or Liturgy for the world's fee]ing—-otherwise

22

- Christianity were incomplete, or imperfect".®® But we cannot hold the:

objectfve in a literaT sense. This is why orthodoxy in New England had

'come to represent-such a dry and sterile entanglement. And*it was the
Togical difficulties incumbent upon such Titeralism that had driven
‘Bushnell himself almost to desperation With respeet to the doctrines of
the‘person.aod work of Christ. In 1848, Bushnell discovered that it is
toe symbo1 which reconci1es opposites-—and that fhe whole objective'side .

of Chr1st1an1ty must be seen in this 11ght.v Neither 1et it be imagined,

he sa1d that he was speak1ng of symbols which are man-made, only seized
upon- as images because they are at hand, “They,are prepared, as God S
form of art, for the representatioo of Christ and his work; and.if we

refuse to let him pass into this form, we have no mold of thought that
_ ’3 _

can fit]y'represent him". As a preliminary to Bushnell's view of

atonement, the following passageofrom Christ In Theology is both 1ndicative

of his over-all approach, and. suggest1ve of the real mean1ng of that -

sp1r1tua1 understanding" wh1ch was opened: to h1m in 1848:

It is'objected,,for example, that I deny'the;sacrifice'of
Christ. Yes, I deny any thing and every thing of the
‘outward form of 'sacrifice in the death of Christ, and so
-does the objector. Or, if not, he sees at a g]ance that
he must. Perhaps he has thought and been accustomed. to
~say that he holds the literal sacrifice of Christ. But
the moment his attention is held to the subject a little
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more closely, he sees that he can not hold the 1iteral,

iin the sense of an outward, formal sacrifice. Then,

admitting this, the question rises, what does he hold?

A spiritual sacrifice certainly, one that is analogical

to the outward sacrifice of the altar, and of which that

is a type or figure.. . . . I will venture, in short,

to affirm that whoever of you will undertake to settle

precisely what he himself means by the sacrifice of Christ,.

after rejecting the idea. of a formal or outward sacrifice,

will come to a result so.nearly identical with my supposed

heresy, that he can not show the difference. Nothing will

prevent his doing it, unless it be that he relapses,

unconsciously and without knowing it, into a construction.

of the word that really identifies the spiritual sense with

“the outward form; instead of holding the latter as a type

and f1gure only of the former, Eiparated from it, of course,
. as the sign from the signified. C : :

We do not'understand Christ, Bushnel]lsaid, until we see that God
'is "a being who holds his ends in contact, ever, with His beginnings,

and His beginnings with His ends".2®

This is to say that God has been
plann1ng from the first for an objective re11g1on, just-so that the gracev'
of Christ might be an operative power within men. Or it is to'saytthat :
the supérnatﬁra].rémedy which Christ brings to the world could not be .
-effective. without-the "Divine.Form" of Christianity. The view of atene- |
ment wh1ch Bushnell developed from these concept1ons he called a
"subjective- -objective" one, or a view of "representat1ona] obJect1v1ty" 26
‘Stated briefly, it is a view which regards~the_workrof Christ as a matter
- of SUbjectivefimpressions which are-rea]ized under and represented by -
drobjective‘forms‘of truth. The most d1st1ngu1sh1ng features of .this v1ew _ vd
~might be stated at the outset |
1,'-Symbo11sm is the key to Bushnell's Understanding ofratonenent.v This
»neans that-all aspects of Christiantty,whichlBushnell considers as
part of its "dbjeetive" character, he tnterprets in terms.of symbol.

or ana]ogy, that it is God's way, in casting the molds of th1ngs

"to show us f1rst what is natura], and afterwards what is sp1r1tua1
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as it may be signified thereby ... making always the lower to be

interpreters of the higher" . . . 27

~2. Bushnell regards these symbols to be 1n all cases "divine forms",
| “contrived by God" and offered to fa1th for man's redempt1on This
means_that Bushnell's doctr1ne of_atonement deve]ops as the fu]T |
»expression.ofvhis moral economy scheme. - | |

3. Bushnellis doctrine'of atonement unfolds his'meaning of "moral
economy" nothin terms of punition, but ot de1inerance. Essentialt
to his yiew is his understanding of "the curse": a-condition of
penaT]y coereive discip]tne ordained for spiritual profit and
recovery. | | - | |

4, 'Thefe is no judicial penalty invoiVed in atonement.

_5. The curse works not on]y to show man his sin, but a1so to the pro—
gre551ve evo]ut1on of human sensibility. |

6. To say that Bushne]] 1nterprets atonement in terms of symbol, is to
say that his who]e‘doctrine rests bnvan,intuitive epistemo1egy,ion '

the vital connection between impression and response; form and feeling.

When Bushnell spnke in terms of "recTaimtng"'and Iv'\r'e'sto}‘lrb'ing", he
‘was referring specifically to his obJect1ve view of" atonement, or to
- that aspect of his sub3ect1ve objective view. For if he found the
~Edwardean theory to be unsatisfactory, and if the older and more venerab]e |
“view was to h1m repugnant, neverthe]ess he hoped in what he did to vir-
tually reclaim all that was real and essent1a1 to the power~of the
orthodox'doctrine of atonement. 23 The objective character or the objec-
tive side of. Chr1st1an1ty Bushne]] defined 1n terms of forms, symbo]s,

-or images which are the objective equ1va1ents of man s subjective
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'impressjohs; their role in the moral scheme of God is to render effective-
the real end and aim of Christ's work in aou1s; or stated different1y,
~they act as vehicles or molds of grace, "pa]pab]e formé",.which are.
bheld forth to man'ssperceptiVe capacity‘br to the'repqse of faith; to
lidraw, to attract, to embrace, “to connect" us with the grace’of'God'v
v"As part of Chr1st1an1ty s outward obJect1v1ty, Bushnel] e]aborated "a
'llarge1y scr1ptura1 and verbal d1scuss1on", including all forms of |
1anguage, ceremon1es, r1tua]s, events, wh1ch s1gn1fy, as in form, God S

de11verance of man from pena1 d1sc1p11ne, such as altar forms, terms of

" subst1tut1on, and 1ega] terms of Just1f1cat1on. In,add1t1on, as part
. of his objective v1ew, he discussed the law as letter or form; and the
- moral power of Christ as the power of form or the power of impressjon.

In reference to the sacrificial terminologies of Christtanity,

Bushne]f used such‘exﬁreasiOns as "mystic symbo]S",l“dTvine artﬁ-and

"mystic term1no]ogy", not designed by man but "contr1ved by God", not

-ornamental but the 'molds of grace", the "operat1ve veh1c]es" of the

power of Chr1st And it was in terms of th15-ob3ect1ve character that |
Bushne]] saw Chr1st1an1ty as fulfilling rather than d1sp1ac1ng Juda1sm,-

that while it d1sm1sses the outward rites and obJect1v1t1es of the 01d

'-re11g1on, it. does in fact erect these 1nto SO many inward obJect1v1t1es,
that Chr1st1an1ty consecrates the ritual terms and figures of Juda1sm

..as the “D1v1ne Form“ of Chr1$t1an grace for'a]lvfuture»tlme:

- Some persons appear to suppose that Chr1st1an1ty is d1s-
tinguished by .the fact that it has finally cleared us of
all ritualities or ob3ect1v1t1es, introducing a purely
subJect1ve and philosophic or ideal piety. This they
fancy is.the real distinction between Judaism and -

-Christianity.. . . . The scheme of God is one, not many.
The positive institutions, rites, historic ‘processes of
“the ante- Chr1st1an ages are all so many preparat1ons made
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by the transcendent wisdom of God, w1th a secret design
to bring forth, when it is wanted, a divine form for the
Christian truth--wh1ch, if we do not perceive, the 29
historic grandeur of Christianity is well nigh lost.

It was'accord%ng-to‘this typoTogy that Bushnell interpreted all’
‘the sacrificial~termino1ogies and substitutiona]-fonns‘of-Christtanity.
“in the term "sacrifice",ifor example,"Bushne11 denied everything of -
*the outward form of sacr1f1ce in the death of Chr1st The-term is:a
sp1r1tua1 word- figure", - he said, "one that is. ana]og1ca1 to the
outward sacrifice of the‘a1tar, and of which that is a type or figure";30
‘g This means thatvancient sacrifices were"given'by God to be typesfof
the higher sacrifice of Christ; and that the term, "sacrifice" has thus
been made a type or physical root of a spiritual language to be figured
by it and built upon it. To get our understanding of th1s term,vthen,
e must return ‘to an "etymo]og1ca1" study of ancient sacr1f1ces as .
f1gures or bases of the 1anguage for Chr1st. |

Hebrew sacrifices, Bushnell sa1d were both human and d1v1ne in
rtheir origin. Just as human Tanguage or1gtnated'byfa divine 1nst1gat1on
- acting through man's instincts and voiCes, SO God acted providentially
:.and through secret he]ps of 1nst1gat1on causing men to feel the need.
:»of sacrifice. Because there were no types in nature.out of wh1ch as
~ roots, such words could grow as would signify a matter SO ent1re1y
' supernatural as the grac1ous work of Chr1st, God prepared art1f1ca11y a
1anguage for Chr1st, through such forms as the ancient r1tua1 of sacri-
fice. Th1s means that>sacr1f1ces'throughout h1story have not been the
rmere spontaneous contrivances of men, but "Just as:-truly appo1nted by -
.God, as’ 1f they were ordered by some voca] utterance from heaven. They

relate, in fact, to all God's future in:the kingdom of His Son, ‘and are
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as truly necessary, it may be, to that future as the incarnation itself.
Nay, they are themse]ves a kind of incarnation before the time".31
Implicit in this method of interpretation is Bushne11's entire
moral economy scheme._ The type, he said; is a natural ana]ogon or
figure of some mental.or spiritual idea; and ‘the who1e'outWardtwor1di'
itse]f'hanbeen designed by God as a grand'natural furniture or typo-
1ogy, correspond1ng to the final uses of th1ngs as forms of thought

and sp1r1t in. the mora] recovery of lost men. We cannot construe mean1ngs

backward then, but we must follow them out in that progress1ve way in

- which they have been prepared, even as we know that the whole economy
of God .is a process of unsheathing, the higher spiritual meanings coming
after and out of, the,physical roots on which they grow. If we are to

understand the sacrifices, then,

we must take them in their outward forms, and in the mean1ng
they had to the people that used them, just as we take all
the phys1ca1 roots of language; and then, having found what
they were in that first stage of use, we must go on to >
conceive . what Christ will have thﬁm s1gn1fy, in-the h1gher
uses of H1s spiritual sacr1f1ce

“Even to go back to its simple first stage, Bushnell could not

“find the power and significance of the institution of sacrifice either

in the fact that the animal was slain or that the victim suffered pain
in dying. And hav1ng sketched an outline of the- sacr1f1c1a] h1story 1n _
~ its stages of progress, he conc]uded that the value and ‘power of .sacri- - -

. fice inheres in its being 1nst1tuted by God as a transactional 11turgy—-f

"not a verbal Titurgy, but a transactional, having its powergand.value,
- -not in-anything said, taught, reasoned, but in what is done by the |
-worshipper, and.before and for him, in the transact1on of the rite". 33

The~re11g1on_of-the_Jew1sh,peop1e had developed as a -carefully
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exact ritual of outward exercises. In the first stage of its history,
the people had so little reflective capacity that it was impossible
- for them to make anything ot a religion that was not a]]’ceremony
before the eyes. But the'deeper truth of that history fs that Goddwas"
" _managing those peop]e_and'tratning’then‘tdwards.Himse]f;-hTheir religion ~
‘before the eyes had in-fact'"a mystic power'whol1y transcendent as
” regards their own understand1ng, and one that 1nvo1ved an 1ns1ght SO
‘.profound of the re]at1on of form to sentiment, that God on1y cou]d
vhave prepared 1t" 34 . »
Through the1r transact1ona1 11turgy, the carefu] cho1ce of the
'5anima1 ‘the offer1ng of the f]esh in smoke,-the spr1nk11ng of the b]ood,
God generated in the Jew1sh peop]e an 1mp11c1t faith, a sent1ment,
p1ety, wh1ch they did not understand themse]ves, and wh1ch they could

35

~not have stated in words that suppose a ref]ect1ve'capac1ty And in

the: progress of the1r h1story, with the unf01d1ng of the reflect1ve

’ hab1t their souls began to move beyond the ritual effect to an awareness‘“h'*”

.of a deeper sentiment. Religion was:becoming more openly reflective
~and spiritual with the movement of history towarddChrist; who is in his
ibeing»atzonce form and“pnre:subjectivity;fwho is the'immediatevknOW1edge}‘ .
7 e o | ,‘ , L

| : The real,significance.of the institutionvof.sacrifice,;then,.

lay in 1ts effect on the fee11ng of the worsh1pper. The effect, 'Bushnell

’h.sa1d, was “1ustra1 s1mp1y". The expense, the pa1ns tak1ng, the r1tuals

~ of the ancient sacr1f1ces, all had their power in mak1ng c]ean ‘The

. worshipper may never have assoc1ated the outward 11turgy with his 1nward

- state, yet there was a correspondence thereto, by which a man's faith

“was exercised and his purification-effected:




- 94 -

This, at least, was the plan, though it was possible for
them to fail of the true result, as it is for us, under

a more reflective and self-regulative form of piety.

They were to deposit their soul in the outward rite, and’
there to Tet it rest; and then the outward rite was relied
upon to be a power in the heart. The plan was, to frame

a religion that would produce its results artistically;
that is, immediately, without reflection, by the mere
liturgic force of forms. ,

. And so it is for us to deposit our souls in the sacrifice of
Christ, to receive Christ as fu]fi]]ing‘the-analbgy of the ancient.

sacrifice, "sérving like useé, only in a higher key,-and in a mbre
37

. perfect manner, with a moré comp]ete‘]ustra] effect“. Christ is our

_ sacrifice, ﬁot‘in a Titeral, but in a figurative'sehée. And in thi§

~ view, Christ does not begin to be the‘rea1,énd true sécrifice "ti11 He
goés above all the literalities of sacrifice, and becomes the fulfilment

8 14 took many centuries to get<the'

of their meaning as figures".
figures ready,‘to preﬁaré a Tlanguage at all competent to set forth "the

39

everlasting Lamb element in God's nature". And the central figure of R
“the new Tanguage is "sacriffce":‘“a.wqrd as-much»mbre‘sighificahtfwhen7

applied to Christ, than when applied to the altar ceremony, as thelLamb
40 - a '
poy ‘ i

of God signifies more than a lam

- .. for the Lamb is not other than God, outside of God,
suffering before God, but he is with God most internally . . . .
-What we call grace, forgiveness, mercy, is not something
.elaborated after God is God, by transactional work before 3

him, but it is what belongs to his inmost nature seX forth

and revealed to us by the Lamb, in joint supremacy. 1 v

Ina simi]ék manner, Bushnell interpreted words pertaining
fseCondari]yvto sacrifice, or to the effects.offsacrifice, 'For example,
‘to speak. of propitiating God is to speak in~the-same'sense as a Hebrew,

accustomed to'offér_his propitiatory sacrifice for sin, would use the

‘term. If the Hebrew were a man of the earlier stage under the ritual,
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he wou]d 11ke1y not understand his feeling or thought in coming to |

offer a prop1t1at1on upon the altar.

But if he be a worshipper of the later times, the time, -
for example, of David and the prophets, when the
reflective habit is a 1ittle more unfolded, and piety is
growing more subjective, he will begin to revo]ve the
question -internally, and will finally reply that he finds
‘the need of a sacrifice in himself, and the wants of his
own character as a sinner, and not in God . . ... And the
moment such a thought occurs to him, or dawns upon his
understanding, and he begins to see the obJect1ve form of

- the rite as related to his subjective exercise, it will be
as if he were just com1ng to a distant’ apprehens1on of its
nature and va]ue

If then it is said that God sent his Son to be a propitiation
'for the sins of the wor]d there is no -such thought as that God is

p]acated or satisfied by the sacr1f1ce of Christ. The true concept10n

is that God has instituted an economy of prayer to work on Chr1st1an

souls so that when the sinner comes to hang himself in fa1th upon Chr1st, -

he is brought 1nto a rea] and true peace w1th God - The rea11ty of the

-propitiation is the subJect1ve-renovat1on:wh1ch is. wrought through the

objective‘figune:

And so, when we speak of propitiating God, the subjective
impressions and dispositions wrought in the sacrificer, or
‘the disciple, are themselves the ground or condition of
peace and divine manifestations in the soul, otherwise not
- yielded. -God is really become propitious, only not_by
effects wrought in himself, but in his worshipper.

'If we take the word, .atonement", and- put 1t through the same
process,.ne bring it to the same result. The Hebrew worsh1pper came to-
atone,.and whi]e»his thought may have been objective]y occupied with

~expiating or making amends for h1s s1ns, the real effect of his ritual
. was subJect1ve, “that he has come under. a h1gher ‘impression of the

sanctity of. the law he has v101ated and -a new,purpose of -obedience to
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it".44 ~Atonement, as applied to Chr1st, is just what is f1gured by it

in the anc1ent sacr1f1ce

-~ .« « that wh1]e, in form of thought he expiates our sin
before God by his sufferings and death, the real force of
the transact1on, thus. objectively stated, is that he
produces in us and the world of mankind an impression that
God is right, and sin js wrong, and the law holy, and '
obed1ence Just 45
. Simi]ar]y, "remission", objective in its form'of thought has

Cits rea11ty "in an internal abso]ut1on from the law of s1n, a regenerat1on :

46 Subst1tut1ona] forms such

of the spirit in duty, Tove and purity".
‘as "being made a curse for us", "bruised for our 1n1qu1t1es", "w1th his
stripes we are healed", must be taken as obJect1ve representatlons of
“the suffer1ng mercy by which we are c]eared of our. sins and restored to

- peace with God. And an 1nvest1gat1on of the actual uses in the New

Testament of any words of the altar like, "ransom" or "redempt1on",'w111 v':‘

- show that they are used not as commercial, but as ob3ect1ve sacr1f1c1a1

~figures. In short, it was Bushne11 s conc]us1on that a]] such forms of
vthe scr1pture find the1r natura] significance as figures, or "myst1c

_symbo]s", such as both transcend our specu]at1ve understand1ng and effect

. our union with: God And it is the latter point wh1ch is most v1ta] for

without these forms offered to 1mag1nat1on or 1mpress1on man's re- .
1nsp1rat10n would. not. be possible. The language of the a]ter signifiesvf
more than a human:invention,eand more than a casua]'or accidental

: capplication of figures. :"It:is'onlylpart‘of the same view", hevsaid,
”l"that Christ is an,accident,'anduthat redemption;is no real pTan.of God
in the earth§ prepared by no shadows in the oast,fthat COnnect uith good

47

~‘things to come, in the future". On the contrary, God represents history

under the altar forms in order to make an impression that is'bothA f
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impossib]e and inconceivable in any other way; and this is to say that,

't.taken'as_objective to faith,‘the altar forms set us 1nijdst that'atti—'

tude in which the reconci]ing power of Christ can operate efficaciously.
1t was aS'part of the same objective form of Christianity that

_~Bushne11,d15cussed.the mora],instjtutelof,Taw;.or what he ca]]ed‘the

- "law by goVernment" .This'is a part of his doctrine of atonement which

‘Bushnell was st111 deve10p1ng when he wrote Forg1veness and Law, aspects

ﬁ'_’of it are obv1ous in God In Chr1st, Chr1st In Theology, and Nature and -

the Supernatura], and h1s strugg]1ng with it accounts for a good part

. of The V1car1ous Sacr1f1ce

It was in the Tatter bopk that BushneT] developed the distinction
' between what he ca]]ed the "Taw before government" and the "1aw by

vgovernment", a hypothet1ca1 d1st1nct1on which he proposed 1n an effort

"v‘to arrive at a view of Just1f1cat1on independent of any penal or subst1—

'tut1onary 1deas, A]though his writing on the subJect in 1866 appears to
be somewhat rigid and art1f1c1a1 the mental exercise wh1ch th1s d1s—
‘tinction afforded Bushnell seems to have been a valuable one., By the

t1me he wrote Forgiveness and Law, Bushnell cou]d present h1s ideas on

law, Just1ce, -and. d1sc1p]1ne, with a much freer vocabu]ary and in terms

~of his over-arching mora] theory. It is by way of th1s d1st1nct1on that
Bushne]] s meaning. of the 1aw as form will be approached .

| The real meaning of the Taw for Bushne11 1s the "1aw abso1ute"'

"pthat innate and necessary 1dea of r1ght which is common to a]] mora],

. natures,-also ca]]ed-the "law of consc1ence",'and accord1ng to his

,thypothetica1_distinction, the "law before government".48

It is this
simple idea of right, very nearly answered by the relational law of -

Tove, which commands all moral natures from eternity; it is the same to
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created souls in all orders, and the same to God as to them. It is
v"the,grand, a11-regu1ative, Moral Idea of Right . . . the Monarch
Principle of the soul. It puts all moral natures under an immediate,'>

.indefeasible bond ofﬂsovereignty".49

In other words, there was a self-
existent law before God's wi]T;:and before His act in institutfhg e

_ governmenf'and 1aw. | _ |

| It 15 tﬁis conception of a law beforevgovernmeht, Bushnell said,
which we musf‘rélatevspecifiéa11y to the Fall. 'And;as certainiy,’the

- profound reality of disokder'and unnature signifies the rejec£%6n of
this ideal Taw. xNo pafficuTar act ié sfnfd1;.save:aéftheiabsoiﬁte law
of right fs implicitly violated in it. _"Any fall muét be tranSacted
really before this law; for the gquilt of bkéaking'aﬁyiléw creatés a %a]]?
on]yAas’this grand, all-inclusive law ié‘cast off,‘and_thevregu1afive

" 50 '

principle of the Tife is changed."”" And here, Bushnell said, iﬁltﬁe

~want and place of true redemption:

Everything God does in His legislations, and punishments,
and Providential governings of the world, is done to .
fortify and glorify the Law before Government. A1l that
He will do, in redemptive suffering and sacrifice, revolves
~about this.prior Everlasting Law, in the same manner. In
this law His supreme last ends are gathered; out of this
Taw all His beatitudes and perfections have-their spring. .

- No so great thing ?S‘redemption can have principal respect
to anything else.? . : v o

. What BUthej] wanted'to i]]ustrate4Was:that~fhe‘1aw; the'dédth

. and the cursé whith followed its rejection, and Gdd?s grand work of
redemptive sacrifice, havé no direct reference to‘institutedvstatutes

or judicial penalties'existfng therefrom. It is a-ngat mistake,‘he
said, to form our conception of law in terms of specific cddes, sucﬁ as

the decalogue or the Ten Commandments.';We~must distinguish between'the
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institution of Taw and the absolute law of right, for this is a basic
distinetion between fbrm and spirit, objective and subjective.
The problem was, Bushnell said, to set up.a moral regimen in

souls, to produce some practical configuration of the ideal law which

would enforce it empirically through motives of reward and punishment,
profit end'loss. And to this end God "takes.the Taw absb]ute down into
the world of prudence, re—enacting'it there and preparing to train us
into it, by a drill-practice uhder sahctions".52 God's instituted

government includes "a large creative‘outfit and providential management,

where contrivance, and counsel, and statute, and judgment, and all that
belongs to an administrative polity may_get amp1e range of opportunity"
in both explicating and vindicating the 1ew before government.53

| The instituted law, including both the moré] 1egis]atfons'of‘
the Scripture and the common laws of society,.inaugurates-the»order of
:justiee and penal sanctions. The order of justice is, in other words,
the natural order, and the working of Just1ce is the vind1catory funct1on

it discharges in the matter of government.-'It works through definitely

enforced applications and definite pena]ties'maintained with impartial

exactness. The justice of God is his vindicatory firmness in maintaining

his own 1nst1tuted Taw; it is grounded in the natura] or obJect1ve order
of 1aw, and in God's. uses of that polity for His own moral ends
The instituted Taw is g1ven by God in a way of pos1t1ve enactment,,

' appo1nt1ng what,we are to do, or not' to do, for the due fulfilment of

the absolute Taw. . As such, the 1nst1tuted law is a necessary co-factor
in redemption. It g1ves adhesiveness to the law, wh1ch otherw1se, as
being. 1dea] man might 1ightly dismiss.. Through the pressures of its

sanct1ons, even the coarsest mind is fastened pract1ca1]y in an awareness




- 100 -

of that-subjective disorder which might otherwise be lost to dull
susceptibilities. More exactly, the instituted law has for its office

the unfolding of the moral sense:

By it the law before government is reenacted, or applied
specifically, and the definitely enforced applications
are so many points of obligation impressed. The, soul
therefore, 1living under sin, cannot drum itself to sleep
in mere generalities of wrong; for it hears condemning
thunders breaking in from almost every point of duty in
the scheme of 1ife. The moral sense too is mightily
quickened by the arrival of justice, and the tremendous

- energy in which it comes. For it is a great mistake to

- imagine that the sanctions of Just1ce are valuable only
as intimidations. They are God's strange work, and the
fearful earnestness they show raises our moral. 1@Eress1ons,
or convictions, to the highest pitch of tensity.

Instituted law, then, while it is "the letter that killeth" in
that the knowledge of sin is by it, is no mere ministry of death. There
'15 a benefit preparing in it which is indispensable to redemption. By
:the 1nst1tuted law a wh01e body of moral judgments and conv1ct1ons is
sharpened and enforced; its dr111 practice under a re11g1on organ1zed
by statutes is divinely ordered and preparatory to the reve]at1on to

come. Th1s is. to say that we can understand the d1v1ne movement called

redemption only in terms of the strict unity of God; for however distinct

in idea are the two systems, the natural and the supernatural, the
objective and the subjective, they are yet in some higher eehse one
-systemﬁto God. And it is to say that we can have no true understanding

Qf fhe~WOrk1ngs of justice apart from the joint offiee of justice and
“mercy, without which the instituted taw has no-benign efficacy at all. '
This‘joint'office,.Bushne]] said, is the training and exercise of character;
‘and it is in terms of this office that he described the 1aw as an e]ement

in coercive discipline, a concept1on which is fundamenta1 to his under-
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standing of the work of Chrﬁst.

" Bushnell called the present life a state of "penally coercive
discipline", in the understanding that man's training toward God is
carried on under a motivity thus named. This is his meaning of the
"curse": "not a state of doom or punition, but simply a condition of .
 discip1ine ordained for spiritual profit and recovery“.55 Life is
ordered according to the moral uses of all things, to be a period of
probation or schooling, a trial in Tliberty, ah‘économy where all things
work;not in terms of penalty, but of discipline. _

The coercive side of the law is working too to benefit, and the
moral end of the law is the schooling of character. This means that we
must see the order of justice in terms of the divine beneficent whole--
as part only of the system, and as part that is penal only in so far as
it is disciplinary. We do not live in a scheme of justice or of ‘awards,
but in a scheme of probatory discipline. What we know in this‘world of
" Justice, in terms of the retaliatory or retributive side of law, is only.
~.a certain kind of pre-judicial distribution; a form of "quasi-justice"

" or "quasi-retribution", type of the justice to. come. The time future,
‘Bushnell said, will be the time of justice. In the present Tife there
is nb‘justice work doné. ”
Persons are not treated alike, nor wrongs alike, neither
is any -thing kept in the scale of desert. God reserves _
“the Tiberty in his own hands, to turn our experiences here
in what way of stress or modified comfort will best advance
his good purpose in us. At the same time, while nothing is
- being done with us here in the terms of Jjustice, we. are
duly notified and certified of a time future, when our
present mixed way of discipline will be over, and we shall
be carried on with our bad ways ‘uncorrected, if so it must

be, to be settled on the hard-pan basis of justice gure and
- simple, receiving every man according to his work.? :
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Christ could not have come, Bushnell said, if the law had not
been "céstfng patterns“_fqr him through the centuries, "and getting
ready all the great external matters of the world's émﬁfre". By the
instituted law, "the re]igious mind has been cast in the mould of
Christian ideas, and a language has been prov1ded otherwise 1mposs1b]e,A
on artificial roots, for the reception and perpetua1 pub11cat1on of the

57 In the 1nterpretation of this ]anguage, we must take

" new Gospel".
special care to discriminate'befween the objective and the subjective;
This cbrresponds with the universal analogy of the sacrificial terms,
as with all the language applied to Christvand hié work. We have no
. Titeral language for religious ideas,‘and'the exactest things that can
.be said must somehow be taken in figure. -Considering this, we are to
expect that all the most subjective truths will be revealed; or'sét before
us, in objective forms; and that in-providing a fit array of patterns for
the heavenly things, and their objective representat1ons, the d1v1ne art
of reve]at1on witl be most of all displayed. |

It was according to this same method of.symbo] or type'and his
understanding of instituted law, that Bushnef]_endeavored.to exhibit the
‘true import of,tﬁe work of Christ,A“as*viewed.under the political symbo]
of justification”. There will be no thought in Bushnell's doctrine of |
Jjustification of any paymaster scheme adapted from a 1itera1 interpretation
of the language: of instituted polity. His view will rather be that‘the
work of Christ.terminates in impressions; that among these impréssfdns,
certain are rendered. operative and‘more_quiékening aécording to the
analogy~of the penal-sanction discip]ine. When we say, for example,

that “"Christ hath redeemed'us from the curse of the law, being made a

curse»fqr us", we are to understand ‘that the curse of the law is not the
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justice of God, but the penal-sanction discipline we are under. Into
this curse Christ was incarnated, and here was to be the fie]d'of his

. redeeming work.

So when the Lord lays the iniquity of us all on the divine
sufferer, departation, deliverance, not punition, is. the
gist of the meaning. Another phase of the picture is
brought forward, when the prophet says--'Yet it pleased °
the Lord to bruise him, he hath put him to grief.' The
Jewish habit was to refer every thing good and bad to
God's will-~'Is there evil in the city and the Lord hath
not done it?'--and precisely how far the prophet would go
in ascribing the 'bruising' and the 'grief' to God's will,
in distinction from the wrong doing of wicked men, we may
not be able to say, but if, in some sense, he would charge
it all to God's infliction, it does not follow that the
infliction is judicial penalty; for it can as well be
penal-sanction suffering, as we cgrtainly know that all
other suffering in this world is. 3 o ' B

Simi]ar1y; all the Latin-born ferms containing the syllable
I'Vjus", are to bé interpreted as having a moral, and'never a'fokensic or A
judiciai significance. We know, Bushnell $aid5 thaf the GreekAwords A
tfans]ated by ”juétice“, "just" and “justify"; have never any but some
far-off reference tb law and justice—-even_When applied to man; how
much less can be exﬁectéd'of-these'terms.when they are used as types of
‘the moral exce]]ence'Of_God set forth to be é'quickehed sensibility for

righteousness itse]f.sg

It was according-td the ana]ogyﬂofﬂthe curse
that Bushnell interpreted the law as form, and it is thfs analogy that
.underlies his doctrine of justificétion by faith.‘ While the diségssion
of that doctrine is reserved for the "subjective"Awork'of Christ, we may

“allude here to the general tenor of hié view:

By the Taw, as there conceived, we are only held in terms
of penal discipline and not of desert or vindicatory

- justice, and the discipline is satisfied never, save when
it is fulfilled, or consummated in a character deifically
righteous. As the trial goes on we suffer scorches of law,
and twinges of condemnatory pain, but our lacerations are
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measured by no principle of desert: They are not meant
for justice, but to work conjunctively always with
revelations of goodness and Tove concerned to win our
obedience . . . . A1l thoughts of a legal justification
‘are, in this view, out of place, we can make no account
of it. The wrath to come is by supposition yet future,
and the dispensation of justice is not yet arrived.
Nothing penal mixes with our discipline, only so far as

it will help our recovery.60

It was Christianity's outward objectivity, Bushnell said, which
set Christ forth to faith instead of to phi]osophy,_as‘a Form for the
soul, apart from which he could not be a power in the soul. Somehow

everything we know and experience in our earth]y state has been divinely

ordered as an'objective religion centered in one and'the same end bf

- setting Christ forth to faith. "Embodied'thus, in a form'of:divine_art,
Christ is set.before mankind, to be a religion for them, and_become,'in
thaf mannér, a religion in them."60 As a laét aspect-of what Bushnell
"called-hié "objéctive“ viéw of atonement,fwe“might'ihus'consider a

~dimension of his meaning of Christ himself as_"Fdrm", “the form of the

'soul", as the manifestation of Life before the'sou1iand SO fhe moral
power of-inspiration. Christ is the form of the soul as the one "who
1ives‘Godlin the human figure and relation", and so is the power of

inspiration before it. "Bushnell called it the power of "in-showing".

And it is at this point in his understanding of Christ, where his "two
distinct views", the objective and the subjective, become "yet radica]ly '

one and the -same".

The work of Christ is to be regarded not as a theorem or a form

of thought, but as a process, a process oflobtaining»what Bushnell called
"moral power". He called the 1ife of Christ a "historic chapter of
vicarious sacrifice", meaning that in the "fact-fbrm sacrifice" or the

" ministry of Christ, God.was revealing. in time. and for our recovery, that
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vicariousness which belongs to the essential nature of His love from all
~eternity. The work of Christ as a saving power is the process of
interpreting this vicarious love to man; the work of Chr1st is the
interpretation of God to human sympathies, wh1ch necessitates the
meet1ng of man in his finite form, and not in the impossible measures
.of 1nf1n1ty. Through h1s _personal 11fe history, a kind of cumu]at1ve
- power 1is gained_by Christ among men. In other words, d1v1n1ty manifests
itself in the finite as moral power. |
Bushnell conceived of moral pdwer»as'isSuing from "g?eatness of -

u61

character and as working'oh1y by inducements, "that is, by

-impr‘essions".62 Any perfect character, he said, has of necessity an

organific power, that is, a power to enter human thought and feeling as.

63

a vital force that cannot die or cease to work. Such power is not

- Timited to the divine: Socrates, George Washington, and pre-eminently

Abraham Lincoln, are names which carry a moral power on mankind, and it
~1is from the sway of their characters that the power.exists;64

| Human analogies, however, can but'féeb]y represent.the moral power
’of Christ and his sacriffce, a power'issu%ng fromAa new movement on the
‘world. If is not an example, Bushnell said, and not a model tovbelgopfed,
but “some vehiC1e of God to the soul' that is able to éopy God into it".8°
It is Bushnell's bas1c thrust as against all natura]1st1c gospe]s, that
"Chr1st1an1ty is a power from out of the plane of nature, a supernatura]

. power:

‘But there are different orders or degrees, it must be
‘observed, of supernatural power; the human, the angelic,
the d1v1ne, which all are alike in the fact that the will
-acts from itself, uncaused -in its action, but very ug%1ke
as regards potency, or the extent of their efficacy.
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Christianity, Bushhe11 said, is based on the necessity of
sa]vatidn-—a power moving on fallen humanity from above. Say what we

may of the human will as a supernatural power, man has no ability at

- all to regenerate his own state. Salvation is by faith, or it is not

67

at all. "It moves frbm him and not from you". But man does have

'thevpower, he said in Nature and the Supernatural, "to set himself before

power", to offer.his will and all his capacities openly and receptively . -

to God. If man can but go up into trust, if he can byt let God love
him in the Tife and cross of his Son, then the transformation s begun.
To say that Christ is the moral power of God,'then, is to speak

of. his efficacy as regards the human understanding'and will. This'is

“the power of symbol or form: it is addressed to and pérceived by the

feeling or sensibility. Moving through these as a revelation of sympathy,

Tove andblife, it proposes "to connect" man with the Life of God:

Suppose, now, to advance another stage, that a man under
sin becomes reflective, conscious of himself and of evil,
~$ighing with discontent and bitterness, because of his

own spiritual disorders. Conceive him then as undertaking
a restoration of his own nature to goodness, and the pure
ideal of his conscience. What can he do without some
objective power to engage his affections, and be a higher
nature, present, by which to elevate and assimilate his
own? Sin has removed him from God; withdrawing into

~ himself, his soul has become objectless, and good affections
cannot live, or be made to Tive, where there is no living
object left to warm and support them. He can rise, there-
fore, by no help from his affections, or through them.
“Accordingly, if he attempts to restore himself to that ideal
purity he has lost, he is obliged to do it wholly by his
will; possibly against the depressing bondage of his .
affections, now sunk in torpor and deadness, or soured by a
protracted, malign activity. Having all this to do by his

- will, ‘he finds, alas! that if to will is present, how to
perform is not. He seems, to himself, 1like a man who.is
~endeavoring to 1ift himself by pulling at his feet. Hence,
or to remove this disability, God needs to be manifested as
“Love. The Divine Object rejected by sin and practically
-annihilated as a spiritual conception, needs to be .imported
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into sense. Then, when God appears in His beauty,

loving and lovely, the good, the glory, the sunlight of
soul, the affections, previously dead, wake into life
and joyful play, and what before was only a self-1lifting
and slavish effort becomes an exulting spirit of liberty.
The body of sin and death that lay upon the soul is heaved
off, and the law of the spirit of life in Christ Jesus--
the Eternal Life manifested in him, and received by faith
into a _vital union--quickens it- 1n ‘good, and makes it
free.

If Christ}came'then to be the mofa] power of God on men; he came
Yto draw" them, as by new-born affinities, and so to break the power
of baffling Self;devotion; the‘truth—power:of Christ is the power "to‘
sway"lmen's héarts'by the argument of the cross; it iS some kind of
Toving énd subduing energy obtained by the 1ife and death of Christ,
-Which affects human feeling and engages fallen sensibilities. In shoft,
Bushnell's meaningvhere 6f the moral pdwer of Christ is the bower of

:_Chr1st as the "express 1mage" of God to -engage man's religious 1ong1ngs—~

- call it h1s symb011c 1mag1nat1on or h1s 1ntu1t1ve capac1ty or h1s feeling

after God--so that man may offer himself in trust to God, and so the
union-God seeks be conéummated ‘What is the use, Bushnell asked, Of_
~ the incarnation, if man may have the 1mmed1ate knowledge of God? "We
’fwant" he said, "the who]e_Scr1pture,'and not least the incarnation and
“the cross, andithe story of the pentecost . .'. for the purpose of show1ng
us how to find God. The inherent use of all med1a1 know]edges, all
truths, cogn1t1ons, books, appear1ngs, and teachings, is that they bring
us in, to know God by an immediate knowTedge".69 |
This was the sense in which Bushnell ehdeavored to set forth a |
}View of Christ which has its reality and value ih forms that carry

effect throUgh'the imagination'and the heart; a subjective view which

is realized under and represented by outward objectivity. And as he had
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traced the growth in man's refleCtive capacity through Jewtsh hfstofy,
Bushnell presented his‘meaning of Christ as the moral power of manifes-
tation, in terms of a long-drawn scheme of economy needed to generate'
in ‘the world a receptivity for the "in-showing" power of Christ. If
Christ had come before the F]ood Bushnell said, all the significance of
h1s suffering -and sacrifice would have been lost, and probably would not

‘even have been preserved in the remembrance of h1story. There was no

receptivity for Christ as yet in the world; he came "in the fulness of .

~time", when there was "a culture of mind, or of moral perception produced,

that is sufficiently advanced, to recefve the meaning of Christ in His -
-sacrifice, and allow Him to get an accepted place in the mora1 1mpress1ons
of mankind". 70 | }

Even in this first dimension of the Meaning df'Chrtst as the
‘moral poWef'of'God one can detect the']ateht progressiviem of Bushne]]fs
view. The world he saw as a "visible sacrament", a grand supernatural |

~economy, evolving not accord1ng to the boasted gospe] of progress, but

progress1ng nonethe]ess-—organ1f1ca11y-—accord1ng to the moral power of
God in h1story, ‘Even the nineteenth century, he said, was "st111 too

- coarse, oo deep in.sense and the force-principle, to feel, in any but
71

-a very sma]] degree, the moral power of God in Christian history”.
‘But slowly and sluggishly, the higher sense was unfolding, and men might

anticipate the day when this receptivity would be opened wide enough for

‘the power of Christ to enter all sou]s'that Tive:

It penetrates more and more visibly our sentiments, opinions,
“laws, sciences, inventions, modes of commerce, modes of
society, advancing, as it were, by the slow measured step of
centur1es, to a complete dominion over the race. So the power
is working and so it will till it reigns. Not that Christ
grows better, but that He is more and more competently
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apprehended, as He becomes more widely incarnated among
men, and obtains a fitter representation to thought, in
the thoughts, and works of His people. :

It was to the yet over-coarse mind of the world that Bushnell
attr1buted man's greatest b11ndness in respect to the moral eff1cacy
of Christ. The culminating man1festat1on of divinity as mora] power,
he said; is the suffering.of God on account of evil, or with and for
created beings under evil. Christian theology he saw as féi]ing in its
common disallowance and rejection of this fact as rationally irrecon-

cilable with the greatness and sufficiency of God. Yet, Bushnell said,

"it is this moral suffering of God, the very fact which our human
thinking is so 'slow to receive, that Christ unfolds and works into a
character-and a power, in His human 11fe";73

When men ascribe to God as one of His.perfectioné,ethat He’is
jmpassibie; what is meant, Bushnell safd, is fhe‘physical and not the

moral impassibility of God. And'this is why to cbntemp]ate the cross,

~and the physical pains and sufferings of Christ, is to contemp]ate a

mystery as great as that of the incarnation itself. It is enough for us,

Bushnell said in The Vicarious Sacr1f1ce, to regard the phys1ca1 suffer1ngs

as med1at1ng the divine fee11ng "Their importance to- us lies probab]y,.'

not in what they are, but in what - they express, or morally signify.

'They are the symbol of God's mora] suffer1ng" 7

And ‘what is ca]]ed ‘the agony, Bushne]] said, is thus the key-
1] 75

note of. Christ's whole ministry, "because it is pure moral suffer1ng
The power of this agony will begin to open to us, only as we apprehend |
here the suffer1ng sens1b111ty of God and are impressed with the
-vicarious nature of God as .one who bears the burdens of love upon Him.

‘Nothing- is more certain, Bushnell said, than that God‘S'pErfection
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requires Him to be a suffering God, and that it is this suffering
sensibility of God thaf most needs to be reVea1ed and brought nigh td
human feeling in the incarnate mission of Jesus, not‘being sufficiently
revealed through nature and. the providentia1 history of men. We can |

not assume, then, that Christ in His vicarious sacrifice, was under

76

obligation to do and suffer just what He did.’° ‘It is the essence of

Bushnell's meaning of "the vicarious éacrificeﬁ, that God is one, a
strict unity, always in the same perfect character and bearing ever the -
same great principle of love and sacrifice. Béck of the cross and the
agény, béck of the incarnation and all the preparations of eternity;'is
“the deep love of God struggling out for éxpression. And it 1s through
the reve}ation'of this truth that Christ brings God to man, "takes hold
of", "stirs", ?impfesses", "softens", and "méTts" man's sensibility, and
*fn a’ word, "draws" that sénsibi]ity."to win a choice,‘rajse that chbice

into a love, in that love become a new revelation, so a salvation".

Here then T think we may rest in.the full and carefully

- tested discovery, that whatever we may say, or hold, or
believe, concerning the vicarious sacrifice of Christ,
we are to affirm in the same manner of God. The whole
Deity is in it, in it from eternity, and will to eternity

-~be. We are not to conceive that our blessed Saviour is
some other and better side of Deity, a God composing and
satisfying God; but that all there is in Him expresses
God, even as He is, and has been of old--such a Being in
His love that He must needs take our evils on His feeling,
and bear the burden of our sin. Nay, there is a cross in-

. God before the wood is seen upon Calvary; hid in God's . own
virtue itself, struggling on heavily in burdened feeling
through all the previous ages, and struggling as heavily
now even in the throne of the world. This too, exactly,
is the cro;; that our Christ crucified reveals and sets
‘before us. o

Bushnell's understanding of "the vicarious sacrifice" comes

however to fu]]est,expressioh-on1y in his doctrine of jUstificatioh,by
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faith. For it is through the moral power of Christ as justifying, that
we come to understand the whole retributive pr1nc1p1e running through
all natura1 and prov1dent1a1 exper1ence as actually the self-sacrificing
vicarious love-principle working to bring us through. And to turn to
the doCtrine of justificatiqn by faith is to tqrn to what Bushnell
-regarded. as the rea] matter of'hﬁs "subjective-objective" view.

| The direct aim of Christ's.wofk,'Bushne11 said, is to reconcile
men to God; or what is the same, to communicéte God to'souls separated_
from God, and to regenerate in them a new divine principle of‘spiritua1
1ife. in one sense, tﬁen, everything in the doctrine of Christ is
brought down to this one point of subjective impressione—Christ_came to
reconcile men to God. On the other hahd, hoWevef,-this is not the whoie

account of Christ's mission; and just here, Bushnell said, lay the real

‘adyantage Qf_his.symbo1ic view of atonement. For. in addition to showing

the true 1mport of CHristianity'S‘objective side, his doctrine also
- upheld the sanctity of the Taw without‘ahd-aside from all conceptions of
legal justification. In Bushnell's view, it was no SUFficiént goépei to
preach‘the sanctification of men alone, unless thaf sanctification could
~ be had in a way that saved the integrity of gdverhment and}the,ends of
,pﬁb]ic:justicé. Acéording]y, he set forth his "subjective" view of
Christ's moral power as both justifying and sanctifying: two modes of_A
~deliverance which.he said are distinguishab]e in idea, though'ihseparab1e
in fact.78' | |
At the foundation -of Bushne]]'é undefsfanding of jusfification is
the conception of Christ's work as terminating in expression, or”What is

'the_same, impression: justification is to be underétood as a matter of |

subjective impressions, an inward and actual deliverance that is wrought -
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through faith. We are to look for the meaning of justificatfon, thén,
acéording to the laws of expression, that is, accordfng to impressions
“made in us by the 1ife and death of Christ. These'impressiohs w111 be
conveyed tﬁfough objective forms--symbols derived from the 1éw and
~governmental order.'}Justification is the doctrine of Christ set in

forms generated by‘human thought and inquiry under human 1aw..

Juétification is nothing, Bushnell said, save as there is executed

in the soul and its character, "an inward and actual deliverance from

the retributive_causeé by which it is corrupted and held in penal

subjection. The objective, forensic justification is notﬁing,vin fact; ,
but a mode of conceiving the inward subjective de]iverance“.79 This
means that justification is more than a letting go, or a release from
~wrath; i1t is the "forgiveness" of sins, in thaf justificafion brings

.thefbelfevings30u1'out of sin and-disorder. In Justification God masters

the retributive causes of mah's‘nature, and man receives what is more

than a ground of rémission, that is, the executed fact of remission
itself. Notwifhstanding'the ambiguity ensuing from the judicial nature
of the term, justification is to be understood as having a purely moral.

~significance--"that God is just, as being righteousness, and justifies,

simply as communicating His own character. and becoming a righteousness

upon us".79

In justification, Christ delivers the soul internally from
~ the consequences of sin, that is, takes awéy condemnation. .Therefore,

- Bushnell also described it as "the restoration bf confidénce“; man is
X 80

'setlin confidence with God by being set in'rightecusness with God.
“And beyond this,_jhstification is a vindication of the law; it is salva-
tion which can open a passage through government without,any breach'upon

its integrity and order.
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Based on this understanding of the nature of justification,l
Bushnell's exposition of the doctrine endeavoré to show how such a
deliverance has been effected in the life and death of Christ. And
as Bushnell said, this is where his view of Christ c]assesimore as
"Art" than as science It regards the suffering life and death of Chrwst

.as v1s1b1y" express1ng God's v1car1ous 1ove such that the impression in
man is that God will justify us and give us still his peace. Christ
"lives confidence into the world", §o that man is inspired to trust.

.. 'And then when we embrace Christ as ouk 1ife, "then.we ake practi¢a11y ‘

‘justified".81 Being justified by faith, God's righteousness is set in
upon us. |

What is involved in Christ's 1ncarnat1dn, then, as respects the
matter of h1s suffering, is above all the revelation of the v1car1ous

_love of qu. ~"It is not that suffering appeases God, but that it
expresses God-—disp]ays, in open history,:thé uncbnqueréb]e love of God's

Heart"..,82

This means that we will fall out of key as regafds any proper -
estimate of Christ's life, if we see him as suffering nothing7through it
except in a sharp theologic crisis at the close. By the incarnation _
rather is. meant that Chr1st is put 1nto common’ cond1t1on w1th us. under
the curse; h1s incarnation puts him in the ‘compass of all that belongs

to the so]1dar1ty .of the curse, except that he is touched by none of 1ts
‘contaminations. And if we look to those of our race who seem totsuffer
‘the most, these 10Wer "sub-Saviour suffereré" can by ana]ogy~sugge$t.to ~

us what must be the dehth of the suffering of Christ.83

"See God in
the flowers if you w111" Bushne11 said, "but ésk no gospel made up of -
flowers. Loqk,after a sinner's gospe],-one that bfings you‘GodrhimSETf . ..

Understand the tragic perils of your sin, and think'nbthing_strong-
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84 Christ suffers all the

enough for you but a tragic salvation".
suffering of mankind--it is in our objective terms, as if the condemna-
tions of God were upon him, or that he bare our sins, or that by his

stripes we are healed. .This is not to give us a theory of Just1f1cat1on4

by faith, but to give us the fee]1ng that God has chosen in th1s manner
to express his love.

If we now ponder further what is meant by the jncarnation, we |
will see that God is expressing himself here in a way which effectua11y

impresses our mind with a sense of fear and ill-desert in transgression,

as the execution of penalty wou1d.d0‘under a system of pure justice.
Christ reveals the divine love and feeling before us in ways that

effectually honor the system of retributive order in our conscience,

verify it to our fears, and sanctify it in the revefence of mankind, é'_
as if . the pena1t1es of Just1ce were Titerally and r1g1d]y executed | w |
feel the sacred author1ty of the law. and the consequent evil and 11]-~ |
desert of our sin. ' - | %
This means of course that!there>is}no law of penalty or justice |
involved in. the Justifying work of Christ; he ts here fortno.such pur-

fpose,.but on]y'tolbring'himSeTf personally near to us for our benefit.

}-What is wanted, rather, is that our deliverance should be wrought in

a way that complements the law and is a virtual justification before it.

‘But in order to th1s, it is not necessary, of course,
that the penalty we are under should be exacted of
Christ, or executed on Christ, because it is not
executed on us. Al1 that is needed is that the future.
action of law and rec1proca1 justice be made certain,
in case the transgression is continued; and, if it is

- forsaken, that the pardon should be y1e1ded under a
provision so tempered as to save the sanct1ty of Taw

~and the rectora& honor .and author1ty of God in 1ts
administration.
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Bushnell spec1f1ed four methods by wh1ch Christ fortifies the
sanct1ty of law and the judicial righteousness of God in the impressions

| of mankmd'.86

A very small matter it would be, he said, if Christ
‘managed to just save the law by some judicia] compensation--Christ does
infinitely more in intensifying and deepening the impression of Taw.
Christ restores men to the law, because the subject forgiven is restored
~to all precept, not to the absolute Taw on]y; but 1mplied1y to all sta;
itutes of God's instituted government for-thelapp1ication andlenfdrcement '
of that. Chr1st fort1f1es and sanct1f1es the law by his own transcendent
obedience to its precepts, and the exh1b1t1on of sacred beauty in h1s
character. Christ satisfies the law because he fulfils the Taw, and

consummates it as being in his own person the incarnation of it. By

“his rigorous and impressive announcements of the penal retributions of -

"~ the law in the future life, Christ 1dent1f1es Chr1st1an1ty as a Judgement—

day gospel and himself as the judge of the world. And finally, Christ
sanctifies:the Taw by the offering of his death,.considered.aslcounteré
part to the uses of blood in the ritual service,_“where‘b]ood as
conta1n1ng the 1life, is- regarded as a sacred e]ement which, by its app11-
cation, consecrates, aga1n, the Just Name-and. Law of the Be1ng whose |
‘altar 1t spr1nk1es-—remov1ng, thus, the d1shonors of transgress1on and
c1oth1ng in authority,. before the evil consc1ence of sin, the throne
it has v101ated."87 ' | ”
Bushnell's doctrine of. Justification by fa1th represents in part
“his. attempt to. get away from theor1es of Jud1c1a1 satisfaction, and from
the whole idea that God first began to ru]e by taw, was unsuccessfu],tand

';so was forced to introduce the d1spensat1on of grace. g“God we say,

never made any S0 great m1sf1t ina p]an as to organ1ze a great first
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ha1fvof it, that he must somehow, any how, at any cost, get rid‘of,
before he could bring it on to success."88, Love fs always the reigning
spirit of God's p]an; and in this viéw, our state of probation under sin
is not a state of‘pena1ty or of justice, but a mixed state in which the
‘ordinances of justice are held in counsel by the powers of mercy in ways:
which will work best to benefit. Both justfce and mercy therefore, afe
forms of love. And we begin to see in this view of justification, qu's
moral economy carried full circle--that the beginhing and_the.ending pf

God's system'arevdne. When we are Justified by faith, Bushnell, said, "we

are carried directly back into the recesses, so to speak, of God's eternity--

back of all instituted government, back of the creation,
back of all the statutes, and penalties, and the coming
wrath of guiltiness, and all the contrived machineries

and means of grace, including in a sense.even the Bible
itself, and rested.with God, on the bgée of His antecedent,
spontaneous, immutable righteousness. ,

It is a de]ivérance that is wrought by faith. The justification
is not conceived to be an acchplished fact,.and can never be, brior-to
~faith in the subject. Thfs faith is not the beifef that Christ has come

to_eVen_our account with justice; neither is it the belief that Christ
has obtained a surplus merit. Faith is not be11éf in a fact of any
kind, ll'éven thoﬁgh it be an atonement made, or a legal justification
provided". Real faith, he‘said, is "the trusfing of one's self over,
‘sinner to Saviour, to be in him, and. of him,_and new characteréd'by him;
"because it ié only in that way that thelpower of Christ gets opportunity

90 It is bylfaith that men are connected again with the life

“to work".
of God, and filled and overspread with his righteousness. Quite. apart
-from all theologic fiction, Bushnell said, there is a grand; experimental

Scripture truth of imputed righteousness involved in this view. The man
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Jjustified is never thought of as being just in himself, “in the senée
of being set in a state of self-centered righteousness",g]‘but only

-derivatively, and according to the degree of faith.

In one view, it is not true; there is no such quantity,

or substance, separate from him, and laid up in store

for us; but there is a power in him everlastingly able

to beget in us, or keep flowing over upon us, every gift
~our sin most needs; and this we represent to our hearts,
by conceiving, in a figure, that we have a stock, just
what we call 'our righteousness', laid up for us, 9o
beforehand, in the richly funded stores of his eternity.

‘Bushnell granted that accbrding'to his view, it was possible to :

conceive of justification and regeneration as onTy differeht tohcebtions
of the same thing. Spiritual freedom on the one side is justification_'
on the other. But he insisted nonetheless that the distinction between
Justification and sanctification is sufficiently defined.  In the temm
'Fsanctification', he said, "the mind is looking simply toward the
de]iverahée.énd festoratidh of character"; while in the tefm ‘justifi-
cation', "it 106ks £0ward the de1fverance of retributive evils and

' pains".93' The distinction is based on BUshne?]'s undeksfanding of
"imputation", that is, on his conception that in justification the soul

is only so‘jbined; by its faith, to;the»righteousneés of God, "as to

.be rather invested by it, or enveloped in it, than to be'transformed

all through in its own inherent quah’ty".g4 ‘And in this manner, he said,

"ohe”whO‘is Justified at once, can-be sanctified only in time; and one -

who is completely justified is only incipiently sanctified . . .“.95 ‘

'Both justification and sanctification are by faith, that is,
both are effected through the "inspiring"'mora1 power of Christ. In v
fact, wheh he discussed the moral power of Christ as.sanctifying power,

Bushnell used the terms "faith" and "sanctifiéation" intefchangeab1y.




Christian regeherdtion'he said, is the work of Christ as the moral |
power of God within man. "This we may call repentance, faith, conversion,

. 96
regeneration, or by whatever name".

‘And it is this understanding of
regeneration which marks the full development of Bushnell's meaning of
“Christ as "the form of the soul". Christ is "the form of the soul" as
the moral power of inspiration before it. But this revelation is given
in order that Christ may become a healing power within the soul. The
sermon in which Bushnell gave account of his personal religious experience
of 1848, begins with this sentence: "What form is to body;'charaCter is
to spirit".?’ Christ is the form of the soul as dwelling within the
soul and giving it a forh out of his own. "The life of God 1n the sout
of man,—-that is re11g1ous character, and beside that there is none. w98
Regeneration is inspiration. It is God mov1ng 1nto the soul and
11v1ng in ity commun1cat1ng ‘himself; 1nbreath1ng, shedding - h1mse1f
»abroad in the sou], conf1gur1ng it 1nward1y to a]] that is most perfect
in himself. And as the sou] is made permeable by the d1v1ne nature,
prepared in that’ menner to rece1ve and entemple -the Inf1n1te Sp1r1t,'and
so be formed in divinity, so the soul tsvmade, as it were, "to be the
vehicle. of God's thought and action; so of h1s character and Joy" 9
Christ came, Bushnell sa1d, “to impart the divine". And this
Christo-mystic understahding of regeneration is intimately bound hp with
a doctrine of the<indwe11tng'5pirit of Christ. The converted han'is.more'
thah a humah person: "he is a spirit;‘exa1ted,hehpOWered,vend finally
to be.glorified by the 1ife and Spirit of God develdped free]ytin him.

100 As Christ then is the form or

‘This emphatically is regeneration."
image that glasses God's image before us, the Spirit is the plastic:

eforcevwithin, fthatitransfers and'photographs~that'image;~and-sd,
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beholding as in a glass the glory of the Lord,.we are changed into the
same image, from glory to glory, even as by the Spirit of the Lord".]O]
Mere reve]atidn, Bushnell said, or a word of truth that has gotten form

as in language, has by itself no moral power to new-character the soul:

It stands before the mind, g1ass1ng truth in a way to act
upon it, but it can accomp11sh nothing save as another
kind of power acting in the mind makes it impressible under
and by the truth. Hence the necessity of the Paraclete and
the new dispensation, prom1sed to complete the full :
_organization of the saving plan. The gospel ended off in.
‘Christ or his personal story and set before the world would
do 11tt1e, save as another kind of power invisible is -
prepared in Ehe world to raise a new sensibility for it and
toward it. ]

On the other-hand,'however, the matter ofvregeneration is not
to be referred to the HoTy Spirit in any exc]usivevsensel Christ is the
power to the soul before its thought and by that which is g1ven to |
thought in His person; the Spirit is that power back of thought which
opens its recept1V1ty to Chr]st and in that manner sets the subJect
under the impression of Christ's 11fe:and death and character. In other
words, the work of regeneration requires both the Lord Jesus and the

-Spirit:

Then, -the Holy Spirit working as a subJect1ve grace within,

-~ to open inlets there for Christ 1ifted up as an objective
grace and power without, Christ is formed in the soul, and
it speaks-out the new consciousness it has of 1life, saying,--
Christ Tiveth in me. And so we are washed, sanctified,
justified in the name $8§ power) of the Lord Jesus.andvby:

- the Spirit of our God. ' -

Christ then is, or is to be, an operative power on men, as the
moral image and Tove of God, set forth to engage their love and renew
-them. in character. And regeneration requirés all there is of God in

~the incarnate life of Jesus, in the objective‘forms'of:his suffering
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ministry and death. 104 This renewal is such a radical transformat1on,
that it can be descr1bed only in terms of new birth, or "new creation".
Christian faith, Bushnell said, is no mere playing out of nature on its

own level; it is the Tifting up of the man above himself in a trans-

formation that makes him new to himself. As no Tonger mere.flesh, but
"spirit", the Christian ranges above the world in a new sphere, wfth
faculties opened for the first time into worlds above the Wor]d The
conception'is, Bushnell said "that souls new- born 'from above' » @S

Chr1st speaks, are in this manner 1ifted above, and go clear of the

,foot levels of the world and the mere natural understand1ng The smother

of ‘flesh and sense 'is taken off, and they r1'se."105 '

A]] this takes.place by faith ”because.when we rest ourselves,
our 1ife and 11fe character on God, we prove him and have the sense of

106

him revea]ed to our immediate knowledge". “The enter1ng in of God

supposes a hew d1scovery of. God a new cogn1t1ve re]at1on Now the soul

is no Tonger blank “to truth: it knows not only itself but it has the
knowledge of God and is raised out of the level of finite forms into
conscious and immediate participatien of divinity.]07

‘Faith, then, is in a higher plane of»perceptiOn‘thanfhatural

understanding; all that.one'knows, debates, and thinks_aboutVGod are

- "things round about", .only introductory to the knoW]edge of God himself. .

108

~ "After.all you have reasoned, faith'jS'sti11'to come". It is the "

man's new, self-commiting, trusting act, by which he puts himself out -
on trust, that effects his sublime migration upward into the range of
spirit, where he lives inspirationally, and has all things new. -

This migration upward carries body and soul together. As

Bushnell had spelled out in Nature and. the Supernatural, souls and.
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bodies are not far apart in their fall; the fall of sin carries down
both together. Similarly, "the quickening of thelspirit quickens, not
the soul only, but the mortal body with it". Héa]th is a divine thing,

said Bushnell, be it in the soul or in the body, "and as the fibres of

both are intertwined, with such marvel]ous cunn1ng, a]l through how

shall either fall out of God's order alone, or come back into it

109

alone?" The point to be made is, that Bushnell's social philosophy,

while a large and complex topic, should not be_interpheted in isolation

110

from his understanding of Christ. More specificaT]y,vit is Bushnell's

1understahd1ng of regeneration as "organific", both on the fndividuel
and the social level, which bears partfcu]ar'relevance,tovcertain aspects
of‘his social philosophy, perhaps the prototypical example heing his
theme of "Christian civilization". |

In one sense, Bushne11 S concept of "Chr1st1an c1v1]1zat10n" 1is
. the inevitable corol]ary of his view of the consequences of sin, as the
- overall denaturing or de formation of man's phys1ca] and soc1a1 life.
Because: of the organic ‘unity of life, Bushne11 said, Chr1st S v1car1ous '
ministry is as much a healing of the physical andhsoc1a1 orders of

existence, as it is a healing of -souls. 'Thisimeaht~for'Bushne11 that

regenerated souls--Christian people--would be invested with a certain
physicaT rigour and social capacity. Bushnell hoted for examp]e that
the virus of no,deso1ating plague had:ever originated among a Christian

" people:

. . because no Christian people can ever sink to a type
of moral and physical dejection low enough to breed them.
They will have too much of character, condition, good
keeping, courage superior to panic--too much ant1dote, in
a word, to allow the distilling of any such poison. Is it
idle to suggest, or foolish to believe that Christianity,
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as a grace of remedy‘1n the world, has a supernatural
touch, that sends a qualifying counter-shock through
the bad causes of nature, and prevents the plague-

- mischief being fully concocted?

Bushnell could point to no greater testimony to this remarkablyv
sanat1ve power of Chr1st1an1ty, than the New England peop]e " "They
have such hab1ts of 1ndustry, a condition of life so p]ent1fu] and
healthful, so much of physical tone ; . . that the 1nfect1ons of pest1>3
lence meet a barrier, when they arr1ve, that is very near]y impassable. "]12
And it is this view of Christ's vicarious office as a genera] hea11ng of
_the subject, a restorat1on to complete 1er of both body and soul, that
we should bear‘in mind in terms of Bushnell's devotion to: the idea]s :
.and sentiments of the more settled and cultivated forms of society.

It is of course through the social dimension of this organic
“renewal that Bushnell's idea of "Chrfstian civi]ization"~comes:to full
eXpression. For this view of regeneration as transforming'hoth the soul

.and the body,}is»tied.together_in Bushnell's understanding with what he
.-ca11ed'the'"1aw,of pohu]ation",~that is,:the'hereditary-mechanisn which

he believed gave Christianity its "out-populating power". As he had

~maintained in Nature andvtheLSuoernqtural, mankind 1is an:organic'whole,'
'and‘necessari1y propagates from generatton to generatiOn,'the disorderino-
effects of sint .Bdt on the other hand, he wrote in 1861, we may Just as
sure]y be'born‘saints'as.sinners, for "good. prinCiples.and habits, o
. 1nte11ectua1 culture, domestic virtue, industry, order, 1aw, fa1th"

.can be transferred under the 1aws of hered1ty, from one generation to

13 He could even say that two parents cou]d be so thoroughly

the next.
- formed in. Chr1st as to commun1cate the seeds of regenerat1on, so that

_in fact,‘ regenerat1on may, in some initial and profoundly real sense,
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114 And such we might_expect

vbe the twin element of propagation ifse1f“,
to be the case, he said, in an economy where the supernatural always
works in .and through the laws and conditions of nature.

It is the expectation of Christianity, }n-this view, that by
‘the moral power of Christ, entered fsemina]]y" into the process of
propagated 1ife, "salvation will become an inbred 1ife and popﬁ1aﬁihg
force, mighty enough to overlive, and finally to comp]éteTy people the

15 And this is only another example of the moral uses of all

world."
‘things in the one system of God--that while we may sometimes complain of .
our involvement in the solidarity of tﬁe curse; the strict so1idarity

of our condition is in a higher sense working for'the'triﬂmph 6flGod's
moral power in history. |

Bushnell conceived, then, of the dark side of western emigration

in termé'df.its."downward pressure”" from the ascendant order of Christian
refinement. ‘And the danger of barbarism was particularly great, he said,
in view of the fact that the people rushing west were not of Chriétian
“stock--"the rude-minded and 1gnorantbmasses of western Pennsylvania; thé ‘
luckless and impoverished families f]ying from s]averyvin Virginia,
) KentQCky*and Tennessee; and such hordes of foreigners.as the over-
-populated countries of Europe are obliged to spare--men of all habits,

« 116 54411, Bushriell said, the prospect of

- characters and religions--
barbarism wés no cause forldespair, and;the‘waveabf‘retrocession would
be only a gathering of power for another advance of the gospel. . It was

" the 1nherited_capacity for Christian civi]fzation which would evenfua]Ty'

work in America to overpopulate and 1ive down its inferior and barbarous

groups.
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But suppose this same law of physiological connection to
be finally rectified and purified in the progress of time,
all Christian parentages becoming the spring thus of a
graciously rectified and purified germinal 1ife in their
children--and it must as certainly be so as that there is
any transmission of quality at all--and then these two
results will follow: First, that the new solidarity in
good, thus consummated, will be at once more prosperous
and more healthy, being clear of the poisons of vice and
of all habits of excess, and will thus overpopulate and
virtually 1ive down the more corrupted families; secondly,
that every such family will become a rectified stock,
transmitting seeds of uprightness that will propagate,
much as they %?smse1ves are propagated, even to the end

of the world.

To say that Bushnell was an‘organic thinker, then, is to Say.
that he conceived of the universe iﬁ terms‘of spiritua].growth; It is,
of course, his'cohcept of form, which gives this synthétic diménsion to
all of his thinking, and which 1is eXpresSed finally in his view‘of
~atonement, in terms of progressivéuparticipation and u]timate'éo]idarity
in good. vAs'it is, none of Bushnell's work occasioned more dissent than
his doctrine'of_atonement, and at the center of the criticism brought
“against it, is his theory of form or symbol. 'AccOrding to George Park
Fisher, fof example, Bushne]]'s view made the subjectiVe étonemeht the
naked truth, while it‘rendered.the objective atonement dn]y."a figure |
v'ofrspeech".‘ "There is a living, spiritual, recipfoca]“fe]]owShip between
the Believér and Christ; but prdpitiation and a11,kindred_terms were
declared to be- the language of appearance;‘théy'are figures, as when we
’-.say'that the 'sun rises. A change which takes place in ourselves weAV
118 '

metaphorically impute to God." Or, we may look for another example,

to the Rembnstrance.and_Comp]aintvof the Fairfield West Association:

The objective form, if regarded as the truth, is not.
-true, the representation bearing no true correspondency
“to any thing real. ‘It is only a form, or representation, -
or liturgy, by which impressions are -produced in us.
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Thus, there being no real sacrifice, nor any real remission
of sin as the effect of sacrifice, and the atonement being
no propitiation to the divine justice, but a simple
at-one-ment--having all its effect upon us . . . not by
any real altar ceremony, but only by an artistic display--a
liturgic form for an effect in the direct manner of art,--to
turn these representations into dogma, and represent them
as realities, is to represent as truth that which is not -
true; and the Protestant world, who have taught that these
representations of atonement and remission by the blood of
Christ have a true correspondence with any thing real, and
so are the truth, have done what they could to ??5 _
themselves between God's wisdom and man's want. '’ ‘

| Bushnell had anticipated that his contemporaries would interpret

“his doctrine as having dissipated or explained away the objective side
of Christianity, and from 1848 on, he addresséd himself to the question,
"Wherein lay the reality of his representatively objective view?". A

proximate general answer to the question, he said in Christ in Theology,

-would be that no truth is perfectly represented until it has found some

objective fdrm,TZQ "It is not perceived that, when a word rises out of

>fact in the physical range, to.be'the fixed name, by figure, of sométhing

-~ in the rangé_of thought and spirit, it obtains a meaning_as,much.fu11ef E

“and more solid-as it is closer akin t0 mind."]Z]

As he had in hisvdoctrihes of trinity and the person of Christ,
-however, -Bushnell again turned to the principle of -efficaciousness, in an
-attempt to verify the reality of form. That which is most pqwerfu]]y ‘
“true, he said, is that which is closest to the wanfs of inspirable but
'1osf:souls. Because the objeétivities of Christianity are essential
-vehic]eslof truth, without which there is no redemption, they aréf_
'groundedAin the eternal. The mystic symbols of:the altar, for example,
taken as outward images, that is, as "bases of words; correspondences,
the Swedenborgians.would say; types, our fathers have said; or, better

still than either, patterns, shadows of good things to come", have -their
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transcendental ground in the nature of God. Their moral use means that
they have somehow been connected with God in Christ from before all
worlds. Christ has been our high priest, as he has been our propitiation

and our Lamb, in some eternal sense.

My own conviction is that the institution of the altar,
useful of course to them that worship in its ritual,

was principally designed to prepare impressions and
terms of language for 'the good things to come', the
"heavenly things themselves', sometime to be manifested,
in the transcendent mystery of Christ . . . . They are
copies of a transcendent something in the heavens, or
the Word of the heavens; to be as letter to spirit, and
to be fulfilled in due time by the heavenly things
themselves, brought down to earth, in the incarnation

of the Word . . . the beginning connects with the end,
and the end with the beginning, and that, back of all,
the sublime superstructure rests on a foundation wholly
transcendent in the divine nature 1tse1f,——th§ essential,
eternal, universal, priesthood of the_Word.]z :

Obviously, the questfon of "reality" still perp]exed,Bushne11

‘after The Vicarious’Sacrifice,uand by 1874, he thought he had a better

answer. Bushnell announced in the'Introduction of Forgiveness and Law

that'"the unexpected arrival of fresh ]1ght” had obliged him to make a

]arge revision of The Vicarious Sacrifice. It had occurred to him, he 

said, in his observation of human behavior, that the-answer lay in the
principle of analogy. ’”Is ft not time now", he asked, "éftef SO many
centuries gone by,fto have it discoVered, that there is nd truth con;
cerning God which is not- somehow exp1fcated by truths of our own morq]

123 There is no forgiveness attained on the human Jevel

consciousness?"
without some work involving cost in behalf of the one wronged; and this
cost of suffering is the propitiationAof the one wronged. Can we not
conclude, thén, that the same is in some sense true of God, "more huhano",

and made intelligible to uS‘thrdugh‘the human énalogy? Ahd’now,_Bushne11

said, instead of asserting oh]y a representative mitigation or propitiation
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of God in the sacrifice of Christ, he wanted to assert "“a ree] propitia-
tion of God,bfinding it in evidence from the propitiation we instinctively
- make ourselves when we heartily forgive".]z4
The move was hailed byIBushne11's critics as a return to‘orthodok
ranksf And in view of Bushnell's symbolism, it is at first glance ée
perplexing.finel statement on the meaning of.ana1ogy and form. Bushnell
had always based his symbolic method on the principle that the ana]pgy
which exists befween form and spirit, between finite andtinfinite .
“"persons" 1nvo1ves the element of paradox;'a tensioh'between affirmation

and negation,. similarity and dﬁfference, reve]afion and mystery. In

Forg1veness and Law, Bushne]] stated his ”grand analogy" in terms of an

"almost identity that subsists between our moral nature and that of God
's0 that our moral pathologies and those of God make faithful answer to
.each otHer; and he is brought so c1ose'to ue thetfa1most anythingvthat .
occurs in the workings or exigencfes of our moral instincts mey‘even be‘
. expected in h1’s."]25 | |

There is a senée, however, in which the "new 1ight" which Bushnell

'-vannounced in qugiveness,and Law, constitutes no shift at all, but only

a deepening of his. meaning of'"vicariou5’éacrifiee" He~had been saying
- since 1848, that the rea11ty of any symbol u1t1mate1v rests in 1mpress1on,
.or what is the same, expression; that the symbo], .as God's own poetry,

is evocative of human feeling simply because 1tz1s expressive of_the '
divine fee]fng. Symbb]s'calleforth commitment, participetion, trust,

and in this respohse, or in this meeting; is man’'s underStandihg‘found,
| the 1ight given which renders intelligible the objects of knowledge-and_
experience. It is not ihat the divine is simply the human type writ ’

large, but rather that according to the principle of,analogy, symbols are
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judged by their faithfulness to human experience.
| Perhaps Bushnell saw his "new 1ight" in terms of his own "over-
coarse mind", that had failed to competently apprehend the suffering

df God with and for created beings under.evil. He Said in Forgiveness

and Law that God has done more -through the symbols of atonement than
- simply to work 1mpress1ons in us by the suffering Tlife and death of
Christ; propitiation is not just an ob3ect1ve form of thought which
renders a subjective change in man apart from the tragic e]ement'in

God's own moral virtue. Christianity, he said, is more than "“repre-

'Sentative1y" objective, because its types express on»thellevel_of a
vtransaction in time, that suffering love which hae.been engaged from all
-eternity to bring us out of our sins. We do not properly conceive tne
meaning of vicarious sacrifice as "grounded in principles of universal
ob11gat1on", unt11 we understand the obJect1ve forms of prop1t1at1on
"as ana]agous to, or as exh1b1t1ng 1n t1me; "the 1nter1or, ante—mundane;d
eterna]]y -proceeding sacr1f1ce of the Lamb that was s1a1n before the
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~foundation of the world". If Christianity's obJect1ve fonns are not

literal explanations, representations or theories, they do nonethe]ess

speak out incontestably about the ever-present feeling and character of

~ God.

[ 42




NOTES

INTRODUCTION

]For studies which have placed Bushnell's theory of language
in the context of symbolism, see Donald A. Crosby, Horace Bushnell's
Theory of Language (The Hague, Paris: Mouton, 1975) and Charles
~Feidelson, Symbolism and American Literature (Chicago and London:
University of Chicago Press, 1953).

' 2Sée Theodore Munger, "The Secret of Horace Bushnell" ‘in Bushnell
Centenary (Hartford Press: The Case Lockwood & Brainard Company, 1902),
pp. 35-46. : . '

3See Paul Tillich, Dynamics of Faiih (New York5_Harper & Row, .
1957), Chapter Three. _ :
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~ CHAPTER ONE

'1Theodore Munger, "The Secret of Horace Bushnell", Bushnell
Centenary, pp. 35-36; Munger, Horace Bushnell: Preacher and Theologian
(Boston: Houghton, Mifflin and Company, 1899), pp. 40-43. .Munger's
misinterpretation of Bushnell has held over the years, and has been
adopted by other scholars such as Frank Foster and John Wright Buckham.
This misinterpretation is that for Bushnell, nature comprises all of
reality, "even God who is included in its category”. See Frederick ,
Kirschenmann, "Horace Bushnell: Cells or Crustacea?", in Reinterpretation
in American Church History, ed. Jerald C. Brauer, Univ. of Chicago

series Essays in Divinity, No. 5 (Chicago: Univ. of Chicago Press, 1968).

2Mary Bushnell Cheney, Life and Letters of Horace Bushnell (New
York: Arno Press and The New York Times, 1969), p. 20. B

’3Cheney, p. 36. |

4Bushne]],-Christ In Theology (Hartford: Brown and Parsons,
1851), p. 174.. On the basis of this experience, Bushnell said that he
always felt sympathy and respect for the Unitarians. See God In Christ
(Hartford: Brown and Parsons, 1849), p. 99. ' .

A5Cheney, p. 57.

. 56Cheney, p. 209. The point being made here, is that Coleridge -
was the decisive factor in Bushnell's experience of 1831, and this
contradicts the interpretation given for example by Barbara Cross,
‘Horace Bushnell: Minister To A Changing America (Chicago: Univ. of
Chicago Press, 1958), p. 27, and William A. Johnson, Nature and the
. Supernatural in the Theology of Horace Bushnell (Lund: CWK Gleerup,
-1963), p. 19. My interpretation on this point follows that of John E.
‘Howell, "A Study of the Theological Method of Horace Bushnell and its
‘Application to His Cardinal Doctrines", Diss. Duke University, 1963.

7Bushne11, Sermons On Living Subjects (New York: Charles Scribner?s
Sons, 1892), p. 166. ;

, 88ushné11's own account of the homespun manner is given in "The
“Age of Homespun", in Work and Play (New York: Charles Scribner's Sons,
'1910),7pp.A3747408, and is.revealing both of the family 1ife in which he
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grew and the model of education and piety which he inherited from'his
youth. See especially pp. 374-387.

: 9Cheney, p. 32. Note also Cheney, p. 56, the experience Bushnell

had before 1831 of being divided between his intellect and his feeling,
a split which goes back in his American heritage to the Great Awakening
in 1740. I am indebted to Charles Feidelson, Symbolism and American

.Literature, p. 96, for the idea that this split can also be viewed in
terms of the loss of the capacity for symbolic thinking. And in this
respect, one could say that it was Bushnell's great achievement to rise

- above. this cleavage through a recovery of the symbolic imagination.

]OSee Sermons On Living Subjects, pp. 172-175. For the influence
of Common Sense Realism on American theology, see Sydney Ahlstrom, "The
Scottish Philosophy and American Theology," Church History, 24(1955).
Bushnell never doubted that every man has innate knowledge of the

-distinction between right and wrong: "We may call it an idea in him, or
a law, or a category of his being. He would not be a man without it;
for it is only in connection with this, and other necessary ideas, that
-he ranges above the animals". (Nature and the Supernatural (New York:
‘Charles Scribner's Sons, 1886), p. 111.) Nevertheless, this is not the
whole story of 1831, which must not be seen merely as some affirmation
of moralistic duty. See Cheney, p. 209, for evidence that Bushnell's
discovery of a higher sense in Coleridge just preceded his religious
experience of 1831. Together, these two facets of his conversion changed
‘his‘whole approach to truth. ’ '

rA]]See for example Cross, p. 11; William A. Johnson, "Horace

Bushnell Revisited: A Study of the Development of His Theology", The

- Drew Gateway, Autumn, 1964, p. 11; Munger, Horace Bushnell: Preacher and
Theologian, p. 27. These are representative of the way Bushnell's
conversion of 1831 is either glossed over or misconceived. Note in
Johnson's article, p. 13, an example of the widely held misconception

- that Bushnell read Coleridge through the.eyes of the American Romantic

‘movement. v C , _

]ZSermdns On Living Subjects, pp. 176-177.

| ]3Nature and the Supernatural, p. 240.

]4Sermon$ On Living Subjects, pp. 175-177.

]SSermons.On Living Subjects,_p.~182.

TGSermons.On'Living Subjects, p. 179.

17

] Nature and the Supernatural, Preface to-the First Edition,
p. ii. T :
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185ee for example, Cross, pp. 115-133; Roland Bainton, Ya]e and.

the Ministry (New York: Harper and Bros., 1957}, pp. 96-126.

]9Cheney, pp. 63-64. Bushnell is apparently indebted to
Coleridge for these definitions. See Aids To Reflection, introd. James
Marsh, Kennikat Press Series on Literary America in the Nineteenth
Century (Port Washington, N.Y., London: Kennikat Press, 1971), p. 236:

"I have attempted, then, to fix the proper meaning of the words, nature
and spirit, the one being the antithesis to the other: so that the most
general and negative definition of nature is, whatever is not spirit;

‘and vice versa of spirit, that which is not comprehended in nature; or

in the language of our elder divines, that which transcends nature.

But nature is the term in which we comprehend all things that are
representable in the forms of time and space, and subjected to the rela-
tions of cause and effect: and the cause of the existence of which,
therefore, is to be sought for perpetually in something antecedent. The
word itself expresses this in the strongest manner possible: Natura,

that which is about to be born, that which is always becoming--It follows,
therefore, that whatever originates its own acts, or in any sense contains
in itself the cause of its own state, must be spiritual, and consequently
supernatural: yet not on that account necessarily miraculous. And such
must the responsible will in us be, if it be at all."

: .ZOMoral Uses of Dark Things (London: Richard D. Dickihson, 1902);
"Progress", Hours At Home, 8, No. 3 (January, 1869); "Science and
Religion", Putnam's Magazine, 1, No. 3 (March, 1868). ‘

21

Nature and the Supernatural, p. 19.

, 22Indeed, the mechanical model of cause-effect had become so
intrenched in the New England mind, that neither the naturalist nor the
supernaturalist could conceive of the spiritual dimension in any other
~-terms. For example, the. avowed naturalist like Theodore Parker would
~allow no view of religion which could not be explained in and through
the fixed laws of nature. See Nature .and the Supernatural, p. 500ff..
~ The supernaturalist, on the other hand, was retreating into an opposite,
~and for Bushnell, an equally untenable extreme. See Nature and the
Supernatural, p. 19 and p. 41. : ;

23Nature and the Supernatural, p. 334.

24

Nature and the Supernatural, p. 40. -

‘ 25Nature and the Supernatural, p. 16 and p. 258. In the first
chapter of this treatise, Bushnell discusses "a few of the thousand and one .
~ forms™ in which this naturalizing tendency appears. See pp. 22-29. What
-made this propensity to naturalism so momentous a crisis for Bushnell

was the fact that he saw it gathering to itself all thought and 1ife--

- social, :political and religious. ‘He.saw evidence of naturalism all
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around him in New England Unitarianism, transcendentalism and evangeli-
calism, as well as in the "aberrations from the Christian truth" which
were infiltrating America in the works of Strauss, Hennel and Renan.

.26Nature and the Supernatural, p. 20.

27

Nature and the Supernatural, p. 24.

28See Aids To Reflection, p. 158, for "“the sacred distinction
between things and powers"; p. 106, for an example of Coleridge's view
of the will as "pre-eminently the spiritual constituent in our being";
and p. 108, for further evidence of Bushnell's apparent indebtedness to
Coleridge: "Whatever is comprised in the chain and mechanism of cause
and effect, of course, necessitated, and having its necessity in some
other thing, antecedent or concurrent--this is said to be natural; and
the aggregate and. system of all such things is Nature. It is, therefore,
a contradiction in terms to include in this the free-will, of which the
verbal definition is--that which originates an act or state of being."
For the relation between Bushnell and Coleridge, see John E. Howell, . =
"A Study of the Theological Method of Horace Bushnell and its Application
to His Cardinal Doctrines"; Mildred K. Billings, "The Theology of Horace
Bushnell Considered in Relation to That of Samuel Taylor Coleridge",
Diss. University of Chicago, 1960. : o '

’29Nature and the Supernatural, pp. 36-37.

30Nature‘and the Supernatural, p. 51. Here, Bushnell takes

~issue with Jonathan Edwards, whose treatise on the will he understood
.as basically mechanistic in its approach.. For to say that man's will
.~ is determined by the strongest motive, is, for Bushnell, to conceive
~of the supernatural in terms of cause and effect. See for example,
p. 108: "If we could show a positive ground for sin; that man, for
- example, is a being whose nature it is to choose the strongest motive,
-as of a scale-beam to be turned by the heaviest weight, :and that the .
strongest motive, arranged-to operate on man, is the motive to do evil,
that in fact would be the denial of sin, or even of its possibility;
indeed it is so urged by the disciples of naturalism on every side."
It is interesting to note that Coleridge also takes a strong stand
against Edwards' doctrine of the will. See Aids, p. 169, where it is
said that Edwards represents the will as "absolutely passive, clay in
“the hands of a potter.” ' ' ' '

3»1Na’cur.'e and the Supernatural, p. 51. While man's subordinate

faculties can never be causes on the will, or can exercise no restrictive
‘power on the will, they do have the power of influence; they can "solicit"
and "draw". Man's subordinate faculties, while they can not diminish the
freedom of the will, can nevertheless restrict man's executive capacity.

32

Naturéﬁand;the Supernatura], p.. 43.
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‘ : 33There is a subtle and sublime theology of covenant under1ying
Bushnell's thought. Instructive in this regard is H. Richard Niebuhr,

"The)Idea of Covenant and American Democracy", Church History (June,
1954). . : '

34Nature and the Supernatural, pp. 56-57. It is interesting to
notice that in the context of this discussion on the meaning of character,
Bushnell calls up the names of Washington and Lincoln. For his estimate
of Cromwell, see pp. 472-474. : '

'35Nature and the Supernatural, p. 510.

36"Progress“, p. 206. Bushnell 1is careful to stress that super-
natural action upon nature does not imply a suspension of the laws of
nature--a variation, but never an abatement. See Bushnell's example of
‘supernatural action upon nature in the case of a man firing a pistol,
~in Nature and the Supernatural, p. 44. ' - S

37Nature and the Supernatural, p. 85.

'38Nature and the Supernatural, pp. 101-102.

'39"Progress",fp.'207.

40"ProgreSS", p. 207.

4]"S'cience and Religion", p. 267. Having ‘thus adjusted our
cconceptions of nature and the supernatural to include ‘their systematized
and co-ordinate activity, Bushnell moves to a re-definition of the v
miraculous, one that does not involve suspension of the laws of cause
and effect. "So God's supernatural fiat acting into, or interacting
with, the Taws and causes of nature, may produce all miracle without
~disruption of order". (S & R, p. 272) . In Nature and the Supernatural,
pp. 335ff., he gives an expanded definition, whereby a miracle must be
"superhuman" and must include the element of wonder. '

42

‘see for example: Joseph Haroutunian, Piety Versus Moralism (New York:
~Harper Torchbook, 1932); Sidney Mead, Nathaniel Taylor: A Connecticut
Liberal (Chicago: Univ. of Chicago Press, 1942); H. Shelton Smith,
Changing Conceptions of Original Sin (New York: Charles Scribner's Sons,
1955). Or, for a brief synopsis, see the Introduction of H. Shelton

Smith, Horace Bushnell (New York: Oxford Univ. Press, 1965). - -

_ -' 43See,E, Clinton Gardner, "Horace Bushnell's Doctrine of
Depravity," Theology Today, 12 (1955-1956). ' '

For the New.Eng1and.debate over the question of human depravity,'
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44Christian Nurture (New York: Charles Scribner's Sons, 1916).
The original Discourses On Christian Nurture was published in 1847 by
‘the Massachusetts Sabbath School Society. After a few months its
publication was suppressed. In reply to certain misrepresentations
of his views of Christian nurture, Bushnell immediately published a
pamphlet, An Argument For "Discourses On Christian Nurture", which he
addressed to the Publishing Committee of the MSSS. 1n 1848, he
published a much enlarged second edition of the original book, titled
Views of Christian Nurture, and containing the original Discourse, a
second Discourse, the Argument, and further additions. This second
~edition was almost wholly re-written and published in its third form

in 1861 as Christian Nurture. ‘

45566 Smith, Horace BUShhe11, pp. 12-17; Smith, Chahging -
Conceptions, pp. 137-163. ' o ‘ ' A

46Nature and the Supernatural, p. 214.

47Serm0ns For the New Life (New York:-Chér]eschribner,»1858),

p. 332.
| 48

Sermons For the New Life, p. 36.

4QSermons‘_For the New Life, p. 36. Or we may note another of
Bushnell's Augustinian definitions of sin, from SNL, p. 118: "I know not
how to describe it better than to call it a false love, a wrong lave, a
downward, selfish Tove." : - .

:5OSermons For the New Life, p. 419.

57
:SCribner's,Sons,'1907), p. 250.

5.ZWe may note again Bushnell's conviction that every man knows

and aékhow]edges the good. See Note 10.

53Nature.and the Supernatura1; p. 109.

" “he Spirit in Man, p. 290. See R. W. B. Lewis, The American
Adam (Chicago and London: Univ. of Chicago Press, 1955), for a good
~discussion of the theme of "fortunate fall" in Bushnell. Bushnell
-anticipated this sort of label, and his answer to it is given in Nature
.and ‘the Supernatural, p. 133. : - - oo

55Nature-and the Supernatural, p. 117. Note that an important
dimension of the meaning 'of "condition privative" is that there is no
‘cause-for sin. . Sin is rooted in the .will, and any consideration of
determination here, Bushnell abhors. = See p. 114. '

The Spirit in Man: Sermons_and Selections (New York:vCharles 
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56

Nature and the Supernatural, pp. 113-117.

The Spirit in Man, p. 289.

58Nature and the Supernatural, p. 172.

59Nature'and the Supernatura], p. 196.

6OThe-Spjrit in Man, p. 248.

6]Ser'mons Fdr the New Life, p. 43.

62y ture and the Supernatural, pp. 154-155.

63BushneH is speaking here of the New England orthodox view .
of "total depravity" which denies any intuitive capacity in man. See
his essay on "Christian Comprehensiveness" in Building Eras in Religion
(New York: Charles Scribner's Sons, 1881), where Bushnell warns the
orthodox that Parker is not to be answered by denying the religious
nature of the soul. -See also, for example, God In Christ, p. 93: "It
‘has not been held, as a practical, positive, and earnest Christian -
truth, that there is a PERCEPTIVE POWER in spiritual 1ife, an unction
of the Holy One, which is itself a kind of inspiration--an immediate,
experimental knowledge of God . . .". It is Bushnell's symbolic ima~
gination which works here as a comprehensive principle to reconcile or
-bring together the realm of "sense" and the realm of "mind", represented
by the New England right and the New England left. See also, "Religious -
Nature and Religious Character", in Sermons On Living Subjects. :

64Sermons For the New Life, p. 168. -

| 'GSSermons For the New Life, p. 63.

66Nature and the Supernatural, p. 186.

67Nature and the Supernatural, p. 190.

6'8Mor'a1 Uses of Dark Things, p. 256;

‘69Nature and the Supernatural, p. 174. ‘While Bushnell believed

~in inherited depravity, i.e. the physical propagation of the effects of
sin from one generation to another under the laws of heredity, he did
not hold to a doctrine of imputed sin. See Smith, Changing Conceptions,
pp. 155-158. : o o = L
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V70Christian Nurture, p. 83. Regarding the organic solidarity
of sin, see also Nature and the Supernatural, pp. 178-181, and Lewis,
The American Adam, pp. 66-73. ' : :

7]Na’cure and_the Supernatural, p. 171.

72Nature and the quernatural, pp. 186-187.

73Nature and the Supernatural, p. 188. Note here BuShne]]'é
references to typology in Edwards and Swedenborg. :

74Nature and the Supernatural, p. 190.

75

Nature and the Supernatural, pp. 192-193.
- 76

Moral Uses of Dark Things, p. 149.

‘77Nature and the Supernatural, p. 344.

"8Moral Uses of Dark Things, pp. 256-257.

.79"ScienCe and Religion", p. 272.

80

The Spirit in Man, p. 365.

8]See for example, Sermons On Living Subjects, p. 272. 1 am
-reminded here of a sentence from Ursula Brumm, American Thought and
Religious Typology (New Brunswick, New Jersey: Rutgers Univ. Press,
1970), p. T0T: "The transformation of the entire world accessible to

‘human experience into an indicator of a higher religious meaning does

of course diminish its reality. VYet this lends it at the same time a

superior reality through its harmony with the spiritual world."™ In the

following chapters, this will surface as a real tension in Bushnell's
Christology. ' ‘

_ '825ee “In and By Things Temporal Are Given Things‘Eterha]" in
Sermons On Living Subjects; "Spiritual Things The Only Solid" and "The
“Preparations OF Eternity” in The Spirit in Man.

83

Nature and the Supernatura1,,pp. 215-218.

84

-85

Nature and the Supernatural, pp. 261-268.

The Spirit in Man, p. 337.




91

98

100

415-418.

more ful

96
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886od In Christ, p. 43.

87Nature and the Subernatura], pp. 96-97.
88 P '
The Spirit in Man, p. 332.
89Nature and the Supernatural, p. 214.
goMora1-Uses of Dark Things, pp. 110-111.
Natufe and the_Supernatural, p. 204.
QZSermons On Livfng Subjects, p. 125.
93

Building Eras in Religion, p. 266.

94Sermons'0n Livihg Subjects, p. 123.

958ui1ding'Eras in Religion, p. 266.

Nature and the Supernatural, p. -205.

97

Nature and the Supernatural, pp. 205-206.

The Spirit in _Man, p. 332.
99 |

Bui]diﬁg Eras in Religion, p. 264.

The Spirit in Man, p. 339; Nature and the Supérnatura],.pp.‘

101Nature and the Supernéturé], p. 418. These ideas will be
ly explored in subsequent chapters of this thesis. See also, .

~Nature and the Supernatural, pp. 421-445.

103

102

Nature and the»Supeknatura], p. 211.

Moral Uses of Dark Things, p. 375.
104 '

Nature and the Supernatural, p. 64.

107he Spirit in Man, p. 365.
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106) eonard Bacon, “"Concerning A Recent Chapter of Ecclesiastical
History", = New Englander, 38 (September, 1879), pp. 704-706.

]07Amos Chesebrough, "Reminiscences of the Bushnell Controversy",
“Bushnell Centenary (Hartford: Case, Lockwood and Brainard Company, 1902),
p. 49. ‘

' ]08Le6nard Bacon, "Concerning a Recent Chapter of Ecclesiastical
History", p. 705. - '

_]09Chehey, p. 203. Bushnell's language theory is also the topic
of the first chapter of Christ In Theology: "Language and Doctrine"; and
of the essay, "Our Gospel A Gift To The Imagination", first published in
1869 in Hours At Home, and later included in the 1881 volume, Building
Eras In Religion. ‘ ' .

110

de_In Christ, p. 12.

]]]Christ In Theology, pp. 51-52.

]]ZAmos Chesebrough, "Reminiscences of the Bushnell Controversy",
p. 49. It was Rev. Chesebrough who came to Bushnell's defence after the
publication of God In Christ, with a series of articles written under
“the signature C. C., or "Criticus Criticorum". - According to Bushnell,
these articles "saved his head". See Cheney, pp. 223-224. .

} ]]3The distinction between these two concepts in Bushnell's
-thought is itself based on his principle of.analogy. For Bushnell, all
reality is "language", the language of God. Human linguistic symbolism
~is only part of this moral-scheme; it is possible only because man has

been created with a symbolic imagination, and in turn, insphered in a
.symbolic reality. o e

, ]14Fe1delson, Symbolism and American Literature, p. 153. It
- should become obvious in the following chapters of this thesis, how
Bushnell views reality as thoroughly "organic", and how he views the
power of God in Christ, as thoroughly "organific". '

115

The Spirit in Man, p. 324.

"8christ In Theology, p. 38.

~ H7Chr1’st In Theology, p. 39. For the influence of Josiah
‘Willard Gibbs on Bushnell, see John Edmund Howell, "A Study of the
Theological Method of Horace Bushnell and its Application to his
Cardinal Doctrines"; Jerry Wayne Brown, The Rise of Biblical Criticism
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in_America, 1800-1870 (Middletown, Connecticut: Wesleyan University
Press, 1969); Roland Bainton, Yale and the Ministry. In Chapter III

of his thesis, Howell shows the similarity between Bushnell's principle
of analogy and that developed by Gibbs's Philological Studies. After
drawing several almost identical parallels between Gibbs and Bushnell,
Howell concludes that Bushnell is nonetheless original in the way he
interpreted the meaning of Gibbs's theory for theological endeavor.

118

Christ In Theology, pp. 35-36.

9 hrist In Theology, p. 15.

120

Bushnell rejects the theory of origin as divine gift on two
grounds. He finds the scriptural base unsound, he says, and here he
uses the Bible against the biblicists, pointing to the history of Babel
~as confounding any original language that might have existed. But more
important to Bushnell is the rejection of this theory on the basis of
its wrongly conceiving the nature of language, and on this score he is
-quite confident in predicting the eventual failure of all attempts by
learned ethnologists to trace all human languages to a common source. .
- In support of his view of the original diversities of language, Bushnell.
cites the names of Johann Adelung and William von Humboldt. See God In
Christ, pp. 12-16; on page 19, he uses Humboldt to support his opinion
that language must be considered as inherent in man. -

]Z]Bushne11 sees the correspondence between sound and object as
arbitrary, or at least, so remote as to be arbitrary. God In Christ,
_pp. 19-20. On pages 34-36, he rejects Frederic SchlegeT's attempts to
_trace the forms or bases of words to the names or vocal sounds themselves.
‘According to Bushnell, Schlegel's theory inverts the truth, i.e. "what
“he supposes to be from the name, is.plainly communicated to the.name".

]ZzBushne11 said that he entered Yale with "no language", which
was a problem not only of the transition from country homespun to the
.. cultivated society of Boston, but even more, of the deficiency of his
own understanding .of the literal nature of language. His model at the
time was Paley, and, as Bushnell said, "if I chanced to have an idea,
“nothing came to give it expression". (Cheney, p. 208) The idea of the
- two-departmental character of human language first came to Bushnell through
Coleridge, as part of the experience of 1831. See Cheney, p. 209, where
Bushnell says that through the Aids he discovered "how language built on
- physical images is itself two stories high . . . figure, figure on ,
figure". It was to Bushnell's surprise and dismay that philologists
and theologians had not apprehended the significance of the two-departmental.
character of every language. See God In Christ, pp. 39-40.

123See God Tn Christ, pp. 36-37, where Bushnell discusses John
- Locke's view of Tanguage. Locke's theory seems to be identical with
~Bushnell's--i.e. Locke presents a view of the two-departmental nature
'of language, whereby words of thought or spirit have their origin in
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physical objects or appearances. However, the two men differ in the
consequences of this theory. For Locke's theory holds that there is
no natural connection between words and ideas, and that the signifi-
cance of words is given by an arbitrary imposition. - :

]2460d In Christ, p. 30.

]25God In Christ, pp. 45-46. Bushnell says that even in the
first or literal department of language, where .sounds are provided as
names for physical objects and appearances, there are no words which
are exact representations of physical things. "For whether we take
the theory of the Nominalists or the Realists, the words are, in fact,
and practically, names only of genera, not of individuals or species.
To be even still more exact, they represent only certain sensations of
sight, touch, taste, smell, hearing--one or all. Hence the opportunity
in language, for endless mistakes and false reasonings, in reference
to matters purely physical." (God In Christ, p. 43)

' ]26God In Christ, p. 53. If we are thus 1iable to be misled
by the forms in words, we are-also to pursue the original type or

etymology of words with great industry. See. God In Christ, pp. 53-54.

]27See God In Christ, p. 55: "Accordingly we never come so
‘near to a truly well rounded view of any truth, as when it is offered
-~ paradoxically; that is, under contradictions; that is, under two or
‘more dictions, which, taken as dictions, are contrary one to the other."

]281t was on this basis that Bushnell said he could accept as
many creeds as came his way. "I had no such thought as that I was
~making light of truth, and reflecting distrust and discouragement on
reasonable and proper efforts to find the truth. I supposed, rather,

that I was showing how we may open a wider haven of truth than our own
~.or all mere formulas and abstractions could possibly contain.” (Christ
+In Theology, p. 32) Note in this regard, Bushnell's essay "Christian
Comprehensiveness" in Building Eras in Religion, pp. 386-459. . The
principle of comprehensiveness is often stated as a "method" in Bushnell's.
- theology. See for example, H. Shelton Smith (ed.), Horace Bushnell,
.. Pp. 38-39, and John E. Howell, "A Study of the Theological Method of
~Horace Bushnell and Its Application to His Cardinal Doctrines", Chapter
. ' ’ ‘

_ 1298 ushnel does say that definitions can be useful, as all
symbols are; they are productive of error only when they are supposed
to have absolute meanings clear of form and figure. See Christ In

Theology, p. 51. ‘

- 130604 1 Christ, p. 73. Two sources should be mentioned here.
~Henry M. Goodwin, "Thoughts, Words, and Things", Bibliotheca Sacra 6
.(]849),;an‘artic1e written in defense of Bushnell's views of language,
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- 1s an excellent presentation of Bushnell's basic theory, and one to
which I am indebted in these pages; Donald A. Crosby, Horace Bushnell's
Theory of Language, while Timited as a study of Bushnell, and concerned
more broadly with the nineteenth century context, is nonetheless, a
valuable work. Note here in particular that the idea of "eloquence",
so prominent in Bushnell's time, is inherent in his view of language as

- living creation, and see in this regard, Crosby, pp. 135-145.

: ‘]S]God In Christ, pp. 84-85. See Christ In Theology, pp. 46-48,
where Bushnell puts the same principle in other words, saying that there
is a "form-element" in every system of thought which is peculiar to it.
In some way, every individual mind generates to itself a “"certain
general form". Thus it is sometimes difficult to judge a writer, and
Bushnell admits that it took him years of study and reflection before

he could understand Coleridge, ". . . and, indeed, whom I never since
have read, at all, save in a chapter or two, which I glanced: over, just
to see how obvious and clear, what before was impossible, had now
become.” (God In Christ, p. 87) : v .

. ]323ee J. Robert Barth, The Symbo]ic‘Imagination: Coleridge and
the Romantic Tradition (Princeton, New Jersey: Princeton University
Press, 1977). Note Christ In Theology, pp. 65-66, where Bushnell says

that when we are trying to achieve any true interpretation of a doctrine

of God, this condition of sympathy requires an infusion of the Divine
Spirit, or a state of divine consciousness. :

133pui1ding Eras in Religion, p. 265.

134

Building Eras in Religion, p..252.

']3560d'1n Christ, p. 78.

136

: ]37Christ In Theology, p. 85. 1In the 1869 essay, "Our Gospel
A Gift To The Imagination™, discussing Edwards A. Park's discourse on
"The Theology of The Intellect and That of the Feeling", Bushnell asked
‘whether there be any hope left for theologic science: "None at alt, 1
-answer most unequivocally. Human language is a gift to the imagination
50 essentially metaphoric, warp and woof, that it has no exact blocks.
of meaning to build a science of". (Building Eras in Religion, pp.
271-272.) . _ . o '

Christ In Theo]ogy,.p.}64_and p. 83.

1385ee Christ In Theology, p. 82.

]39Christ In TheoTogy, p. 82.

140

Christ In'Theo]ng, p.-83.
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141 ¢hrist In Theology, p. 84.

]GZChrist In Theology, p. 84.

14

3Christ In Theology, p. 86.
144

145

Christ In Theology, p. 64.

Christ In Theology, pp. 80-81.
146

Christ In Theology, p. 81.

% eod In Christ, pp. 310-311.

148

God In Christ, p. 311.

T49%60d 1n Christ, p. 92.

-]SOGod In Christ, p. 252. Bushnell saw this subjeétion to dogma

as subjection also of the Spirit in man; this was evidenced in New England

by the "distinct varieties of 1ife" which animated the various Christian

‘bodies, and could Tead only to the suspicion that Christianity in New
“England was a product of the organizing force of human dogmatism. See
God In Christ, p. 293. - ' o

']5]F0r Bushnell's understanding of the mystic as interpreter, -
-see God In Christ, pp. 94-96. , :
See Brown, The Rise of Biblical Criticism in America, Chapter XI, for an
interpretation of Bushnell's contribution to the critical study of the.
Bible. - Brown says that Bushnell's connection with American critical '
studies is slight, that his writings show no awareness of biblical studies
“in Germany or of the critical opinions of ‘American scholars. Says- Brown,
"Bushnell hoped that the reform of New England theology and the recon-
ciliation of its warring factions could be effected by a proper under-
. standing of language. An adequate theory of language would overcome the
-use of biblical proof texts, rigid 1iteralism, and the constricting
creeds of dogmaticians . . . . -But in developing the Tinguistic ideas
‘of Gibbs in this manner he tended to make Gibbs'biblical studies seem
“unnecessary: a strong dependence upon intuition, inspiration, and sympathy -
to interpret a biblical text made study of original languages, investi-
~gations of authorship, and historical reconstructions unimportant." I
~think this an unfair charge. Certainly, Bushnell shows little awareness
‘of critical biblical studies. However, Bushnell's -dependence upon
intuition did not have the consequences.which Brown 1ists. Interpretation,
for Bushnell, is not only an art, but also a science. He makes it very
~clear that intuition does not come to man as an unaided inspiration, but
is itself dependent upon an "organic" approach, i.e. before the interpreter
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can penetrate through the outward text by an act of 1mag1nat1on and
empathy, he must understand the author and his work in their wholeness.
This, Bushnell said, requires years of study, both of the inner and

outer forms of a text, and of the creative individuality of the author.
See God In Christ, p. 92, for example, where he advocates more
scholarship in the "historical, literary, and practical departments of _
-Christian study" in order to ”the more cu1t1vated and nicer apprehension
of symbol". .




CHAPTER TWO

]William Ellery Channing, "Unitarian Christianity: Discourse
At The Ordination of the Rev. Jared Sparks, Baltimore, 1819", A Selection
From The Works of William E. Channing (Boston: American Unitarian
Association, 1855), p. 187. American thought in the century between -
the Great Awakening and God In Christ has often been traced in terms of
the evolution of Tiberal reTigion within the congregational churches of
New England. The Arminianism which alarmed Jonathan Edwards. was -one ,
element in this doctrinal development: from Charles Chauncy to Channing,
the Tiberals were also distinguished by their principles of rationalism
and anti-trinitarianism. For a history of this development, see Conrad
Wright, The Beginnings of Unitarianism in America (Boston: The Beacon
Press, 1955). T : ’ ’ -

2Channing,"»'Unitarian Christianity", p} 189.
3Channing,'"Unitarian Christianity", p.. 189.

4Chahn1ng,‘"Un1tarian Christianity", p. 190.

5Chanm’ng, "Unitarian Christianity”, p. 190."

- ' 6God In Christ,-pp. 130—]31.,}WWe_are earnest for nothing but
the Three; we have no apprehension.of error save-in denying the Three.
We practically hold the Three without the "One Substance"". ‘(Christ In

Theology, p. 174) -
7

God In Christ, p. 129.

_ 8Mose_s Stuart, Letters To. The Rev. Wm. E. Channing, Containing
‘Remarks On His Sermon Recently Preached and Published at Baltimore
(Andover, 1819), p. 22. Three years later, Stuart restated and elaborated
his position in his Letters On The Eternal Generation of the Son of God,
Addressed to the Rev, Samuel Miller, D. D. (Andover, 1822). For a good
-sketch of this theoTogicaT background, see H. Shelton Smith, ed., Horace.
- -Bushnell (New York: Oxford University Press, 1965), pp. 4-9. I

QWhi1e Channing did not reply to Stuart, Andrews Norton of- :
Harvard responded on behalf of the Tiberals .in his A Statement pf;Reasonsv

- 145 -
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For Not Believing The Doctrines of Trinitarians Concerning the Nature
0f God, and the Person of Christ (London: J. Barker, 1866). Norton's ,
Statement unequivocally rejects the whole system denominated "orthodoxy",
and in particular, the modern orthodox doctrine of the trinity. He
sees Stuart's statement of a three-fold distinction as at best an
~evasive attempt to rescue the orthodox doctrine from the charge of
absurdity. The whole trinitarian issue, says Norton, stems from a
problem of language. The object of the art of interpretation is to
distinguish from possible meanings the actual meaning of a text. This
is done by considering which meaning was "intended by the author". The
problem is solved solely by a process of reasoning. And no man of
reason will suppose that while some texts can bear a trinitarian sense,
that this was the sense actually intended by the author. See pages
84-95. "Nothing is easier than the method of 'Norton's Reasons';" said
. Bushnell, "and when implicitly followed, nothing will more certainly
~show the problem resolved, how it may be possible, with only a moderate
force, drudged in the ploddings of unilluminated scholarship, to empty
a Gospel most effectually of all that is necessary to its Tife".
(Building Eras in Religion, p. 124) For a discussion of Norton's views -
-of Tanguage and trinity, see Donald Crosby, Horace Bushnell's Theory of
Language, pp. 180-189. ' ' o S -

]OGod In Christ, p. 135. In 1835, Stuart published an English
translation of Schileiermacher's historical essay on the trinity, "On
The Discrepancy Between the Sabellian and the Athanasian Method of
_Representing the Doctrine of the Trinity", The Biblical Repository and .
Quarterly Observer, 5, No. 18 (April, 1835), pp. 265-353; 6, No. 19
(July, 1835), pp. 1-116. Stuart's lengthy introduction to the essay
attempted both a criticism of .New England trinitarianism and an orthodox
modification of Schleiermacher's doctrine of a modal trinity.

]]Bushne]1 was preoccupied with the doctrine of the trinity
throughout his 1ife. During the 1831 revival at Yale, he expressed his
particular difficulty with the logical absurdity of the doctrine. In
his 1832 address on "Revelation", he “'said some things very cautiously
in regard to the Trinity which, perhaps, will make a little breeze".
(Cheney, p. 90) His first formal statement of the doctrine was given in
the 1848 discourse on "The Divinity of Christ". This discourse, along
with the third chapter of Christ In Theology, "The Trinity", comprise
what may be called Bushnell's "early statement" of the doctrine. In .-
‘November, 1854, he published in the New Englander the article, “The
Christian Trinity, A Practical Truth™, which was republished in the 1881
volume, Building Eras in Religion. This essay represents Bushnell's
attempt to come to what he called "a deeper view" of trinity. One other
source is of particular relevance: "Our Relations To Christ in the
~Future Life", Sermons On Living Subjects, pp. 442-468.

_ 1ZChrist In Theology, p. 118 and p. 124. On this basis, Bushnell
distinguished his doctrine from both Schleiermacher's modalism and
-Stuart's orthodoxy: "Schleiermacher and his translator both assume the
possibility of entering into the interior nature of God, and forming an
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authorized judgment concerning the trinity as predicable of it. This

I deny, and am thus left behind by them both". (page 119) Bushnell
felt that in his denial lay both the strength and the vulnerability

of his exposition, "the merit, if there is any, the heresy if there

is none". He was judged in terms of the latter, and eventually, as
much out of his own dissatisfaction as out of any desire to placate his
accusers, he went a long way toward 1ifting the veil of divine mystery.

]3Bui1ding Eras in Religion, p. 112.

]4Bu1]d1ng Eras in Religion, p. 146. Bushnell is often accused
at this point of v101at1ng his own method. But his radical assumption -
of the unity of God is not an assumption to know exactly what may or may
not be contained in God's interior being. . He takes this as his first -
principle because it is impossible for us, as finite minds, to admit
such a thing as threeness of persons, and still retain any real belief
. 1n the divine unity at all. At the same time, he sees this unity as a

"great deep", itself the ground of all d1vers1ty Bushnell thought the
word "unity" had become nearly ambiguous in meaning through looseness
of application. For h1m, the concept of "un1ty" is essential to his
symbolic theory. See in relation to this, J. R. Barth, The Symbolic

Imagination, p. 11.
15

God In Chr1st p. 137.

]6Christ In Theo1ogy,‘p. 176.

6od In christ, p. 144.

‘]BGod,In Christ, p. 145.

1960d In Christ, p. 140.

208ui1ding'Eras in Religion, p. 146.

lehrist In Theology, p. 121.

221t is. perhaps in his doctr1ne of tr1n1ty that Bushne]l S
principle of contrast serves him best--and stands out in sharpest re11ef
against the trinitarian context in New Eng]and

2350d In Christ, pp. 143-144.

24

Christ In Theology, p. 123.
25

Christ}In,TheQ]ogy,.p. 122.




- 148 -

26Christ In Theology, p. 123.

27Bu11ding Eras in Religion, p. 147 and Christ In Theology,
p. 123. . S ‘ S

28

Christ In Theology, p. 117.

298ushne11's basic presupposition of the analogic correspondence
between form and truth is the limiting factor in his effort to seek a -
"deeper view" of trinity. "So there is doubtless a like relation between
the divine nature, as thought or to be thought by us, and the terms
Father, Son, and Holy Ghost; only the relation is more absolutely
inscrutable, because the nature of God is itself inscrutable". (Christ

In Theology, p. 149) 4 S _ ‘

Ochrist In Theology, p. 122.

31

32

Christ In Theology, p. 126.

Christ In Theology, p. 120.

33Cheney, p. 218.

341 am reminded of Donald Baillie's reference to Karl Barth in

God Was In Christ (New York: Charles Scribner's Sons, 1948), p. 136:

"Thus the doctrine of the Trinity really reminds us that God is 'personal
in an incomprehensible way'; and indeed it is but a hint of 'inconceivable
~distinctions in God Himself', and especially of the paradox of the
revelation to man of a God who according to His essence cannot be
revealed to man." ‘ :

_ 35Bushn‘eH rejects the idea that there is some triad in man which

is analagous to the trinity in God. Attempts to discover such a .

- correspondence he thinks are over-curious and even fraudulent. *“I even
spoke of it with a degree of disrespect, as being a way to lose one's
'discretion'; for I can not resist the impression that it is one of

. those excesses of over-speculation, which indicates a beginning of :

~mental disease, and which are the frequent infirmity of great scholars."

Christ In Theology, p. 133. See also, God In Christ, pp. 178-179. See
Sermons On Living Subjects, pp. 446-447, where Bushnell discusses why
God reveals himself as "three" rather than as "six or sixty". '

36Cheney, p. 418. One can see here that Bushnell's apprehension
of the trinity is essentially as a "practical" or experiential truth;

- and apparently he was led to seek a more immanent grounding for his

doctrine out of what was an experiential need. -What is important to
Bushnell is that the trinity be 1ived in as a power rather thanﬂanalysed_
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‘as a theory. See God In Christ, p. 174, for example: "Every human soul
that will adequately work itself in religion, needs this trinity as the
instrument of its working; for, without this, it is neither possible to
preserve the warmth, nor to ascend into the true greatness of God."

37One element of Bushnell's early view of trinity is given in
God In Christ, p. 147: that prior to the incarnation, there is no
appearance of trinity; consequently, that we do not know whether or
not trinity results from the incarnation, whether or not it is only -
a vehicle of revelation. : '

38God In Christ, p. 168. On this page, Bushnell's epistemo- -
~ Togical principle of analogy is evident. That the "Son" necessitates
the "Father", Bushnell "knows" only in terms of finite powers of
-apprehension. Whether the same is required by “"some subjective, or
internal necessity" in Christ, he can not say.

- god 1n christ, p. 169.

god In christ, p. 170.

41
pp. 392-3.

God In Christ, p. 171. See é]so, Nature.and the Supernatural,

42

Building Eras in Religion, pp. 128-129.
43 ‘ |

God In Christ, p. 171.

44

God In Christ, p. 145.

*®God In christ, p. 173.

46

God In Christ, p. 173.

47For a discussion of the Kantian elements in Bushnell's thought,
see John Edmund Howell, "A Study -of the Theological Method of Horace
~Bushnell and its Application to his Cardinal Doctrines", Chapter Four;
-Donald Crosby, Horace Bushnell's Theory of Language, pp. 96-107 -and pp.
1225-227. . : : :

48Note that Bushnell gives particular attention to antinomy

- number VIII--the class wherein each person of the trinity is represented,
by cross affirmations, to be each of the others. It is evident to
Bushnell that both sameness and otherness should be asserted of the
persons of the trinity. "Indeed, this horror of Sabellianism, that has
kept the church, for so many ages, asserting and re-asserting it as a
test of orthodoxy that the Father is not the Son nor the Son the Spirit,
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- appears in this view to have been a kind of theological distemper of
which it is difficult to speak with respect. And it is precisely here
that the doctrine of trinity has lost a feature necessary to its
proper balance and soundness of proportion. As there was needed an
assertion of otherness to exclude the shallow modalism of Sabellius;
so there was needed an assertion of sameness to qualify and make safe
the -otherness." (Christ In Theology, pp. 162-163.)

49

Chehey, p. 56.

501n several places, Bushnell refers to what he calls the real
value and power of the Christian trinity, in that it is both effectually
-personal and effectually divine. And he holds up this combination of -
infinity plus personality against Unitarianism on the one hand, and ,
‘pantheism on the other. See God In Christ, p. 175; Christ In Theology,
p. 141; Building Eras in Religion, p. 136: "So glorious and high, and
yet so nigh is God; related in all that is “inmost, most inherent in
“his nature and eternity, to our finite want, and the double kingdom of
- nature and grace, by which we are to be raised up and perfected for
the skies: a being who is at once absolute and relational; an all-
containing, all-supporting Unity, and.a manifolding humanly personal
love; the A1l in all itself, and yet above all, through all, and in all; -
of whom also, and through whom, and to whom be gTory forever." See
also, Building Eras, pp. 117-125. : -

*lgod 1n_christ, p. 173-174.

5ZGod In Christ, p. 137.

53

Christ In Theology, p. 120.
54

God In Christ, p. 175.

~ %God In Christ, pp. 111-112. Christ In Theology, pp. 118-119.
For Bushnell's understanding of "modalism" as-applied to Schleiermacher,
see Christ In Theology, pp. 118-119. : ‘ ‘

56

Christ In Theology, p. 145.
57

Christ In Theology, p. 126.

'58Amos Chesebrough's description is worth quoting in full: "It
seemed as if the systematic onset upon the book was the result of a
concerted plan to crush out the errors in it by one strong combined
~effort, and that for this end each theological center was to furnish a -
champion. The first of these criticisms came from the Divinity School
-at New Haven. Under the caption 'What does Dr. Bushnell mean?' three )
articles signed 'Omicron', appeared in The New York Evangelist, which
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were gathered into-a pamphlet of twenty-eight pages and extensively
distributed. In the course of a week or two Princeton Seminary gave
its weighty verdict in an article of forty pages in The Biblical
Repertory and Princeton Review. The next assault was made by The
Christian Observatory, a religious monthly edited by seven leading
Congregational ministers of Boston, in an article of sixty pages,
bitter in the extreme. About the same time there emanated from Bangor
Theological Seminary a volume of one hundred and eighteen pages,
-entitled, 'A Review of Dr. Bushnell's God In Christ.'. The Theological
Seminary at East Windsor furnished no formal review, but kept up a
running fire on the book in the columns of The Religious Herald, a
Hartford weekly. There were other reviews and critical notices, but
these were the leading ones, and enough of them to have demolished a

- full score of heretics. Few persons outside of Dr. Bushnell's own
-congregation ventured to speak approvingly or even in tolerance of his
views, though many charitably suspended their judgment as to his
orthodoxy, hoping that the case was. not as bad as represented. But
prominent theologians condemned the book as heterodox, and expressed
the apprehension that it was the entering wedge to the cleaving asunder
.of our churches, like that which had befallen the Massachusetts :
Congregationalists in the Unitarian defection. The stress was tremendous."
"Reminiscences of the Bushnell Controversy", Bushnell Centenary, p. 50.

59The story of this controversy is long and involved. The
chapters of Mary Bushnell Cheney's book include an on-going account.
In addition, articles by Williston Walker and Amos Chesebrough in the
Bushnell Centenary give a summary of the events. - Also relevant is the
article by Charles Hodge, "Recent Doctrinal and Ecclesiastical Conflicts
in Connecticut", The Biblical Repertory and Princeton Review, 25 -
(October, 1853). "In addition to the Bushnell Centenary, other primary
sources for the controversy are: Remoristrarce and Complaint of the
_Association of Fairfield West to the Hartford Central Association
Together With the Reply of the Hartford Central Association (New York:

S. W. Benedict, 1850); Appeal of the Association of Fairfield West to
the Associated Ministers Connected With The General Association of
Connecticut (Boston, New Haven, Hartford, Bridgeport, 1852); Memorial of
the Association of Fairfield West to the General Association of
Connecticut, June, 1852. ' :

60BushneH Centenary, p. 52. Chesebrough's defence in the
~"C. C." articles, "Do They Understand Him?" and "What Is Orthodoxy?",
attempted to show the inconsistency of Bushnell's critics, that they
could agree neither in their interpretation of Bushnell, nor in their
conception of the doctrines in question. See Cheney, pp. 223-224.

) 6]See Christ In_Theo]ogy, p. 130 and p. 133.

62Appea] of the Association of Fairfield West to the Associated
Ministers Connected With the General Association of Connecticut, p. 13.
-See also Orestes Brownson's Tengthy review of Bushnell's Discourses,
-pp. 22-49, where Bushnell is again criticized for not taking up the
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question of immanence. To deny the question, says Brownson, is to
deny the doctrine. "Bushnell's Discourses", The WOrks of Orestes A.
Brownson (Detroit: Thorndike Norse, 1884).

63Remonstf'ance and Complaint of the Association of Fairfield
West to the Hartford Central Association Together With the Reply of
the Hartford Central Association, p. 11.

64Appeal of the Association of Fairfield West to the Associated

Ministers Connected With The General Association of Connecticut, p. 30.

65C A. Bartol, "Dr. Horace Bushnell and the Quandr1es of our
Theology", The Unitarian Review, 14 (September, 1880), p. 237.

6GW1111ston Walker, "Dr. Bushnell As A Religious Leader",
Bushnell Centenary, p. 27. . :

' 67George Park Fisher, "Horace Bushnell", The Infernat1ona]'
Review, 10 (January, 1881), p. 18; History of Chr1st1an Doctr1ne (New
York: Charles Scr1bner S Sons, 1899), pp. 438-439. .

686eorge’B. Stevens, "Horace Bushnell and'A]brecht'Ritsch1, A
Comparison”, The American Journa1 of Theo1ogy, 1902,‘p.~4].

69See for examp]e, Bu11d1ng Eras in Re11g1on, p. 274 “"This
endeavor, always going on, to get the truths of religion away from the
imagination, into propositions of the speculative understand1ng, makes
~a most dreary and sad history . . . to uncharitableness.”

70See for example, Christ In Theology, p. 12, where Bushne]]

~says that a doctrine not supported by history is no more than “personal

caprice or eccentricity". In a letter to Bartol, he said that Christ

In Theology was "far more adequate" and "more sat1sfactory" than God In

~ Christ (Cheney, pp. 246- 7)

7]Cheney, p. 247. Bushnell has been charged with insufficient
~attention to research prior to his publications. See for example,
George Park Fisher, "Horace Bushnell", p. 13: "He wrote with an .
insufficient stock of 1earn1ng He pub11shed and stud1ed -afterward .

72Christ In Theology, p. 12.. It is. on the'bas1s that his
~doctrine is one of eternal generation that Bushnell is. able to see
himself in Tine with Nicene orthodoxy. See Cheney, p. 335, where his
assenting to trinity as a doctrine of eternal generation is offered to.
Dr. Hawes as ground for Bushnell's being in line with the Westminster -
Confession. See Christ In Theo]ogy, pp. 177-187, where Bushnell .out-
Tines how he sees his doctrine in terms of Nicea, and especially. P ]80
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where he interprets Athanasius' use of the term "form" to be the same
as his own.

T3ehrist In Theology, p. 169.

74Christ In Theology, p. 170.

750hrist In Theology, p. 172.  See George Park Fisher, History

of Christian Doctrine, p. 420: "Since Hopkins, the doctrine of the

eternal generation of the Son had been given up for the most part in
~ this region." 1In 1821, Samuel Miller of Princeton Theological Seminary,
published the Letters On Unitarianism (Trenton: George Sherman, 1821),
in response to Moses Stuart's disregard for the doctrine of eternal
~-generation. Said Miller: ". . . the doctrine of eternal generation of
the Son 1is so closely connected with the doctrine of the Trinity and
the divine character of the Savior, that where the former is generally
abandoned, neither of the two Tatter will long be retained." (p. 90)
Stuart replied with his Letters On The Eternal Generation of the Son
of God Addressed To The Rev. Samuel Miller, D. D. (Andover, 1832). '
Said Stuart: "The Logos is eternal . . . but that the Logos was eternally
the Son of God, I doubt." (p. 18) ~ . ;

: 76Christ In Theology, p. 172. See also Christ In Theology,
p. 184: "As to their particular way of conceiving a trinity of act, :
that is by eternal generation, I do not affirm it, because I do not know
it to be true; but I begin with a trinity generated in time, ascending
from it, with a certain measured confidence, to the conviction that the
conditions and grounds out of which it is generated in time are eternal,.
and that so it is itself eternal. Considered as denying a. trinity of
essence and saving the strict unity of God, by conceiving a trinity
predicable only of God as in act, the two schemes or doctrines coalesce
in their matter; they only handle the matter which is common, by
-different methods, and work out their results under different forms of
language. o - : s ‘ s

"6od In Christ, p. 177.

86od_1n christ, p. 177.

"¢hrist In Theology, p. 149.

_ 80Christ In_Theology, p. 146. .Bushnell applies the same prin-
ciple to the question of the eternity of the Father and Spirit. See
for example, Christ In Theology, p. 167: "So also of the Spirit, as
regards the distinct personality of the conception; though there can
be no doubt of the essential immanence and eternity, in God, of all
which belongs to the idea of Spirit, viz., the eternal, necessary pro-
ceeding of act and power." See also, regarding the personality of the
Spirit, The Spirit in Man, :pp. 9-13. , ~ o
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8]Chm'st In Theology, pp. 184-185,

828ushne11 gives this as a "second ground" for the view of
inmanent trinity. See for example, Christ In Theology, p. 146 and
p. 167. '

: SSChrist In Theology, p. 150.

~84Bui1ding Eras in.Re1igion, p. 132.

858u11d1ng Eras _in Religion, p. 132. See also Christ In Theology,
p. 168. It is our "expectations of the future Tife" which must be met,
if .the trinity is truly a "pract1ca1” truth.

86Bu11d1ng Eras in Re11g10n, p. 134;

87Bui1d1ng Eras in Religion, p. 133.

88

Building Eras in Religion, p. 136.

‘ 89Buﬂd1'ng Eras in Religion, p. 133.

ZQOBuilding Eras in Religion, p. 134.

gJBuilding Eras in Religion, pp. 134-137.

Sermons On Living Subjects, p. 443,

92

93

Sermons On Living Subjects, pp. 447-449.




CHAPTER THREE

]Horace Bushnell, "A Commemorative Discoufse Delivered in the

North Church of Hartford, May 22, 1853" (Hartford: Elihu Geer, 1853),
p. 30. o o

2Sermons On Living Subjects, p. 92.

' 3E. S; Gaustad, The Great Awakening in New England (New York:

Harper and Row, 1957), p. 126.

4Perry Miller, "From Edwards to Emerson", Errand Into The
Wilderness (New York: Harper & Row, 1956), pp. 184-203. Framed in the
context of the Great Awakening's extreme rationalism and enthusiasm,
Jonathan Edwards' image of man. in terms of holistic properties bridged
the traditional dichotomy between reasoning powers and subjective
values. We know that Edwards' followers failed to develop this philo-
‘sophy, and that the 'New Divinity' theologians who succeeded him .were
themselves as persistent rationalists as.the Arminians against whom
he directed his apology. Bushnell's symbolic method can be seen as.
his attempt at re-unifying mind in the face of that split between what
Edwards Amasa Park called "The Theology of the Intellect and. that of
- the Feeling". o ‘ o

5Moses Stuart, Letters to the Rev. Wm. E. Channing, Containing
“Remarks On His Sermon Recently Preached and Published at Baltimore, p. 45.

6

n_7Christ_In Theology, p. 107.

Christ In Theology, p. 107.

8m. E. Channing, "Unitarian Christianity", p. 196.

9George Park Fisher, History of Christian Doctrine, p. 430.

W6od 1n Christ, p. 153.

]TBuilding Eras in Re]igion,_p§.414.'
12

The-Spiritvjanan,.p.t41.
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]3Sermons On Living Subjects, p. 75.

]4Christ In Theology, p. 91.

6od In Christ, p. 152.

 Ygod In Christ, pp. 156-157.

]7Christ In Theology, p. 94.

1860d In Christ, p. 129.

19%0d 1n Christ, p. 163.

20

God In Christ, p. 152.

2]G.od In Christ, p. 152. The charge brought against Bushnell’s
representation of the doctrine of the Logos in God In Christ, was that
it taught that the Word is no person, but only a power or capacity,
having been embodied before in the material creation, and exhibited in
Christ only in greater degree. See for example, Fairfield West's
Remonstrance and Complaint, pp. 7-9. :

| 22God In Christ,gp; 165.

2360d In Christ, pp. 165-166.

24God In Christ, pp. 122-123.

2%od In Christ, p. 123.

: 26God_In Christ, p. 126. It is Bushnell's treatment of the:
sinlessness of Christ which has been cited as the most serious threat
~to a view of the real humanity, and this particularly in view of
Bushnell's understanding of the human as tied inextricably to the ,
concept of existence as trial, a process of character-formation. "But
what is it to be human, but to have a tentative nature--one that
learns the import of things, and especially of good and evil by
experiment?" (God In Christ, p. 126). _ o

27Nature and the Superhatura], Preface, p. v.

28This is the title of the tenth chapfer of Nature and the
Supernatural; it .was reprinted in slightly altered form as-a small
“volume in 1861. ' _ ' ’
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29

Sermons For the New Life, p. 435.

305ermons For the New Life, pp. 446-452.

3]Sermons For the New Life, p. 447. Bushnell says that the

~ resurrection is not a more true rendering of Christ's divinity, but
only a more visible one. Now, Christ is "not more truly but only more
visibly separate than before". See also, this text, p. 319: "Therefore
now to make the triumph evident, he ascends, a .visible conqueror, to
the Father, there to stand as priest forever . . .".

32Christ In Theo]ogy, p. 78.

:33TheVSpir1t in Man, p. 46.

B 34Sermons.0n Living Subjects, p. 82.

35

Sermons On Living Subjects, p. 85.

36Sermons'On” Livfng Subjects, p. 78.

37Sermons On Living Subjects, p. 86. 1In accordance with his
distinction between theoTogy and divinity, Bushnell says here that "it
~requires a very deep and grandly vitalized experience to know Christ
well enough to preach him . . . . It wants a Christed man to know who
Christ really is, and show him forth with a meaning.” (p. 91)

38
p. 271: "We think of God thus revealed, not as an abstraction or some
cold, far-off, theoretic immensity of absolute power, but as a Tiving
person in the sweetest, dearest terms of charity and friendship,
faithful, attentive, tender and nigh." : -

'”393ermqns On Living Subjects, p.. 85.

40Chri$t.Ih’Theo]ogy, p. 93.

41

Sermons On LiVing Subjects, p. 81.

v 42This,may account in part for the fact that Bushnell has.been
called at one and the same time both a poetic genius and an-elusive
thinker. - : :

: 43_Sermons On Living_qujects,_p. 79.

Sermons For the New Life, p. 320. See also The Spjkit-in Man,
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44See The Spirit in Man, p. 262ff » where the obJect1ve-
subJect1ve meanings of Christ as "form" are given in terms of the word
"grace". _

45The Spirit in Man, p. 269.

468u1]d1ng Eras in Re]1g1on, p. 255,

47Chr1st In Theo]ogy, p. 100.

48Chr‘1'st In Theology, p. 93.

Mgod In Christ, p. 161.

50cod In christ, p. 162.

"SJChrist and.Hfs'Sa1vation, p. 232.

52Christ and His Salvation, p. 210.

‘53See for examp]e, Remonstrance and Comp1a1nt PP. 7-9.

'54Cyrus Bartol, "Dr. Horace Bushne11 and the Quandr1es of our
Theology", p. 237.

'5sGeorge Park FiSher,."Horace Bushnell", pp. 18-19.

56

Christ In Theology, p. 110.

,'57Christ In Theology, p. 94.

58Henry F. Brownson (ed.), The Works of Orestes A. Brownson
(Detroit: Thorndike Norse, 1884), 7, pp 52-53. See also Remonstrance
and Comp1a1nt pp. 7-9. ' e

59

Bu11ding Eras,in Religion, p. 277.

80christ In Theology, p. 112.

’ 61Sermons On Living Subjects, p. 452.

GZSermons On Living Subjects, p. 455.
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63Sermons On Living Subjects, p. 461.

64Sermons On Living Subjects, p. 463.

65Christ In Theology, pp. 90-91.

66

Christ In Theology, pp. 90-92.

67 ermons On LivingvSubjects,.p.-468.

68Sermons On Living Subjects, p. 465.

69¢hrist In Theology, p. 9T.

70

Christ In Theology, pp. 95-96.

'7]Nature and the Supernatural, pp. 62-63.




CHAPTER FOUR

" Tehrist In Theology, p. 225.

2See Cheney, p. 4457

3Cheney, p. 209.

4The Spirit In Man, p. 351.

‘5Cheney; p. 209.

6See “A Commemorative Discourse", p. 22. My intention here is
to emphasize that 1831 -and 1848 must be seen together. Moreover, my
interpretation is that the "new Tight" of 1848 was precisely this
"spiritual” or "symbolic" understanding of Christ. This is the sense
in which Bushnell "saw the gospel" for the first time in 1848. And this
indicates how I see interpretations of 1848 to be significantly wide
of the mark. '

“Christ In Theology, p. 214.

8These troublesome terms, "objective" and "subjective", permeate
Bushnell's work. See also Note 20 below. He uses the terms in his
~doctrine of atonement, not only to identify wherein Christ's work has
-effect, that is, "objective" atonement having its effect in or on God,
and "subjective" atonement having its effect solely in man; but also
according to his symbolic theory, that is, that "objective" identifies
the outward form, and "subjective", the inward or invisible or spirit.

960d In Christ, p. 195. It was precisely becauSe»thisAview '

revolted the moral sensibility, Bushnell said, that it had no regenera-
tive power. See for example, the Introduction to The Vicarious Sacrifice,
PP, Xxxii-xxxiii: "If Christ has simply died to even up a score of

~ penalty, if the total import of His Cross is that God's wrath is
satisfied, and the books made square, there is certainly no beauty in
that to charm a new feeling into life ... .". Notice Bushnell's review

" in this Introduction of Anselm's Cur Deus Homo.
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]OThe'"Edwardean” theory was so-called, partly from the fact

~ that certain seeds of it are found in the writings of Jonathan Edwards;
more particularly because it was the characteristic theory of the
successors of Edwards. It is also called the "governmental" theory
because of its development of the theme of God as "moral Governor"

or "Rector" of the universe. For the development of the Edwardean
theory, see for example, Joseph Haroutunian, Piety Versus Moralism.

The main principles of the Edwardean theory of atonement are summarized
by Edwards A. Park (ed.), The Atonement: Discourses and Treatises by

_ Edwards, Smalley, Maxcy, Emmons, Griffin, Burge, and Weeks (Boston:
Congregational Board of Publication, 1860), pp. X-xi. Bushnell refers
to this Introductory Essay by Park in The Vicarious Sacrifice, p. 241.
Bushnell regarded the Edwardean theory as the most mitigated and
acceptable form of an "objective" view. The truth of the theory, he
-said, lay in its recognition that the value of Christ's 1ife and death
is measured by what is therein expressed. His main objections to ‘the
‘theory concerned its interpretation of what Christ expresses, how or
under what esthetic conditions the expression is made, and the object
for which it is made. ‘

]1JonathanAEdwards, Jr., "The Necessity of Atonement", in
Edwards A. Park (ed.), The Atonement: Discourses and Treatises, p. 8.

12
226-230.

See God In Christ, pp. 194-203; Christ In Theology, pp.

: ]3Channing, "Unitarian Christianity", .in A Selection From The
Works of William E. Channing, p. 213. Note also that Bushnell identifies
other versions of the "subjective" theory, for example, the radical
Unitarians and the transcendentalists, and Coleridge and his disciples.
See Christ In Theology, pp. 231-238 and pp. 289-290.

]4"We have no desire to conceal the fact, that a difference of
opinion exists. among us, in regard to an interesting part of Christ's
‘mediation; I mean, in regard to the precise influence of his death on
our forgiveness. Many suppose, that this event contributes to our
pardon, as it was a principal means of confirming his religion, and of
giving it a power over the mind; in other words, that it procures
forgiveness by leading to that.repentance and virtue, which is the great
‘and only condition on which forgiveness is bestowed. Many of us are -
dissatisfied with this explanation, and think that the Seriptures ascribe
the remission of sins to Christ's death, with an emphasis -so peculiar,.
that we ought to consider this event as having a special influence in
removing punishment, though the Scriptures may not reveal the way in
- which it contributes to this end." Channing, “Unitarian Christianity",
pp. 208-209. :

-]SChanning, "Unitarian Christianity Most Favorable To Piety",

in A.Se]ection,Frpmuthe-WOrks;Qf'Wi1]jam E.‘Qhanning5'pp.“237-238.
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16Chanm’ng, p. 235.

17

]8Channing, pp. 235-237. See also for example, Christ In
Theology, pp. 231-238. o B

19

Channing, pp. 235-237.

God In Christ, p. 268.

20

Christ In Theology, p. 226.
21

God In Christ, pp. 262-264. See a]so,;God In Christ, p. 269.

226od In Christ, p. 258.

%3God In Christ, p. 254. Or, from Christ In Theology, p. 235:
Christianity is "an outward religion of sense, prepared to be the mold
of an inward religion of spirit." See also, Nature and the Supernatural,
pp. 510-511, where Bushnell defines the church and the sacraments 3in
~ terms of form, and as part of Christianity's outward objectivity.

24

Christ In Theology, pp. 223-224,

25God In Christ, p. 260.

< .268ushne11~deve1oped this view of atonement in God In Christ,
Christ .In Theology, The Vicarious Sacrifice, and Forgiveness and Law.
The Tatter he intended as a revision of Parts III and 1V of The
Vicarious Sacrifice. The extent to which Forgiveness and Law represents
@ shift in BushnelT's earlier view will be discussed at the end of this
chapter. In addition to the above sources, numerous sermons are. valuable

“for Bushnell's understanding of the work of Christ.

‘ 27F0r91VEHe§s and Law,p. 120. See Barbara Cross, Horace Bushnell,
p.-138. Cross incorrectly says that Bushnell had abandoned his symbolism -
by the time he wrote The Vicarioys‘Sacrifige. B ‘ ;

288ushne11 had to explain to his orthodox critics that he began -
his Harvard.Discourse with his subjective view, not because he intended
to-abandon or slight the orthodox side, but because he hoped first to
capture . the sympathy of his Unitarian audience.and then to show them
wherein lay the truth of Christianity's objective side.

ngod‘In Christ, p. 249,
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30

Christ In Theology, p. 224.
31

The Vicarious Sacrifice, p. 388.

32The Vicarious Sacrifice, p. 390.

33The Vicarious_Sacrifice, p. 396.

34

35See God In Christ, p. 252: "There is no doubt that the Hebrew
people, whose religion was so intensely objective, held it in a manner
of literality that involved real misconception. They saw nothing in it
but the altars, priests, confessions, sprinklings and smoking fires,
and these they called.their atonement, or the covering of their sin,.
-as if there were some outward moment in the things themselves--taken
outwardly these were the religion. But, meantime, there was a power
in these, by which subjective effects were continually transpiring
within them, and the outward moment of the rite, which was a fiction,
had yet an inward moment correspondent thereto, which made the fiction
truthful.”

God In Christ, p. 248.

3®God In Christ, pp. 252-253.

3 The Vicarious Sacrifice, p. 402.

38

The Vicario@s*Sacrifice, p. 404.

39Sermons On Living Subjects, p. 429.

40

41

The Vicarious;sacrifice, p. 404,

Sermons On Living Subjects, p. 430.
42

Christ In Theo}ogy, pp. 243-244.

®Christ In Theology, p. 251. This is the sense in which
Bushnell termed his view one of "representational objectivity", that
is, that the work of Christ is operative wholly on man, but in order
to this, and with greater effect, as representatively operative on God.

. 44

Christ In Theology, p. 258.

45

Christﬂln Theo1ogy, p.. 258.
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46

Christ In Theology, p. 259..

‘ 47Christ In Theology, p. 266.

4BBushneH's distinction between law before government and Taw
by government is drawn out at great length, and covers a good quarter
.of The Vicarious Sacrifice. S _ : '

49The Vicaridus.Sacrifice, p. 188.

50The Vicarious Sacrifice, p. 201.

Slype vicarious Sacrifice, p. 202.

Nature and the Supernatural, pp. 118-119.

53

The Vicarious Sacrifice, pp. 203-205.

S he Vicarious Sacrifice, p. 207.

v55Fdrgiveness and Law, p. 150. According to Noah Porter,

Bushnell's ‘conception of penalty was fatally defective: "There is no
room for punishment within the first condition of existence supposed
by him, which is the sphere of impersonal and necessary right. He is
Togical enough to require none but to make the -evil consequences of sin
to be only 'moral disorder'. Under the second--that is, within the
~sphere of 'instituted government'--there js evil in abundance.  But as
this evil is appointed for the ends of redemption from sin already
dincurred it cannot be penalty . . . . Penalty or punishment in ‘the
ethical sense of the word, as we understand it, is not physical evil
alone, whether endured in ‘the mind or the body of the sufferer. It is
+ ‘that peculiar pain which the soul suffers from the displeasure of a
person for disobedience to his will .. . . "That God should employ
what is the essential element of punishment, viz., the expression of
His personal displeasure, ought to be an axiom in theology . . . . A
That Dr. Bushnell has never recognized this truth except in the most
incidental way, and has left out of his theories the commanding-and
distinctive element of punishment, is to us a matter of surprise." See
"Review of Dr. Bushnell On 'The Vicarious Sacrifice'" in The New
Englander 25 (April, 1866), pp. 251-253. = - ‘

' 56Forgiv.eness.and Law, p. 139. See-also Forgiveness and-Law,
p. 146: "--no justice at all in this world; exact, inevitable justice
for all incorrigible subjects in the world to come" '

’57Ihe>Vicarious Sacrifice, p. 209.
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58Forgiveness and Law, pp. 171-172.

see Forgiveness and Law, pp. 181-182; also p. 190.

60c0d In Christ, p. 261.

®1he Vicarious Sacrifice, p. 128. | L

%27he Vicarious Sacrifice, p. 340.

63Note the interesting reference to Schleiermacher in this
regard, God In Christ, p. 206: "The entering of one such perfect life
into the world's history changes, in fact, the consciousness of the
race, just as the most accomplished, perhaps, of all modern. theologians
assumes, when he undertakes to verify the truths of the gospel out of
the contents of the religious consciousness of the Christian nations,
-as compared with the ancient consciousness, or that of heathen nations."

64The Vicarious Sacrifice, p. 129 and p. ]6].

65

The Vicarious Sacrifice, p. 127.

66Nature and the Supernatural, p. 234.

.67The Spirit in Man, p. 43.

86od In christ, pp. 212-213.

69

Sermons On- Living Subjects, p. 123.

- 70The Vicarious-Sacrifice, p. 139.

‘ 7]The Vicarjous Sacrifice, p. 139. See also Nature and the
Supernatural, pp. 222-223: "Now that there is, or should be such a thing
as development, we certainly admit . . . . But this, if we must have
‘the word, is christian development; a development accomplished, by
~carrying us across and up out of the qulf of unnature, where the hope
of all progress and character was ended." See also Bushnell's essay on
. "Progress" in Hours At Home, 1869. ’

72The Vicarious Sacrifice, p. 164. We are reminded here of
- the criticism made by Orestes Brownson, which was mentioned in the last
chapter. Bushnell's doctrine of "form", Brownson said, "is the dominant
heresy of Protestant Germany, especially of the school founded in
. opposition to Paulus and Bretschneider by Schleiermacher and De Wette;
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we find it distinctly avowed in the publications of the Mercersburg
School in Pennsylvania, and we are greatly mistaken if we do not detect
some obscure traces of it in Moehler's Symbolik and Mr. Newman's Essay -
On Development. In its principle that God produces himself outwardly -
in finite forms, it underlies the modern doctrines of progress and
-socialism . . .". The Works of Orestes A. Brownson, Vol. 7, p. 52.

73

The Vicarious Sacrifice, p. 177.

74

The Vicarious Sacrifice, p. 179.

: 75The Vicarious Sacrifice, p. 178. Note that Christ's whole
life and death is seen by Bushnell as a manifestation of suffering Tove.
In gathering up to man's moral perception "the whole personal 1ife-
‘history" as suffering, the name "Jesus", Bushnell said, is a "fund of
-universal soul-help". See pp. 143-149. : :

. , 76The Vicarious Sacrifice, pp. 20-21. ‘Here Bushnell discusses .
- the question of "superlative merit" in respect to the idea that Christ
~was.in his sacrifice out of obligation.. '

77The_Vicarioqs Sacrifice, pp. 35-36.

78Much of Bushnell's writing on justification is given to the
context, and in particular-to ideas of legal justification.  See for
example, Christ In Theology, pp. 270-271, where he discusses the two
extreme views represented by "speculative orthodoxy" on the one hand,
and Unitarianism, on the other. - : :

79The Vicarious Sacrifice, p. 344. See also for example,
Forgiveness and Law, pp. 177-180.

- ' 80See for-example, God In Christ, p. 214 and Forgiveness and
Law, p. 178. ‘ ; T

81

God In Christ, pp. 214-215.
82

God In Christ, p. 216.

: 83Note Forgiveness and Law, pp. 155-156, where Bushnell, in

“trying to elaborate a conception of the suffering involved in Christ's
becoming- a habitant with us under the curse, uses the interesting analogy
‘of a Wordsworth-of a Goethe or a Cavour being compelled to look upon the
preparations for his sacrifice.. "... . it would not be so much the
dread of death that would cost him suffering, but it would be the
horrible conception of being ‘himself incorporate in these ferocious

-and- disgusting monsters". ‘ : o
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84Sermons On Living Subjects, p. 143.

85Christ In Theology, p. 280,

%see God In Christ, pp. 218-238; Christ In Theology, pp. 281-
282; The Vicarious Sacrifice, p. 245ff. ' ' ‘

87

Christ In Theoiogy, pp. 281-282.
88 '

Forgiveness and Law, p. 176,

89The Vicarious Sacrifice, p. 363, "In so far as we are still
incomplete, statutes, penal enforcements, and all kinds of instituted
means and machineries, are necessary to the mixed quality we are in;
but in so far as we are in the righteousness of God, we are raised
above them, into that primal law which God undertook, as the total
object of His administration, to establish in created minds."

'90Fofgiveness and Law, p. 205.

91

The Vicarious Sacrifice, p. 377.

92Forgiveness and Law, p. 217. Note Bushnell's discussion of
the "theologic fiction™ in Forgiveness and Law, pp. 213-214 and The
- Yicarious Sacrifice, pp. 376-377. See also Bushnell's discussion of
Luther's doctrine of justification, "a plunge into bathos and general
unreason", in The Vicarious Sacrifice, pp. 370-373. ' '

, 93Christ‘In Theology, p. 291. Note‘Forgiveness and Law, pp.

210-211: "According to the Catholic doctrine they are virtually . -

identical; because the 'making just', or 'making righteous', which

1is conceived to be the sense of justification, is understood to be a

- complete subjective change, one that goes below consciousness and makes

~the soul inherently right--which is the very significance also of '
sanctification."” ' : '

- 94
"One is the restoration of confidence; the othér'of‘pdrity";

Forgiveness and Law, p. 211. From Christ In Theology, p. 292:

95

Forgiveness and Law, p. 211.

96

97

The Spirit in Man, p. 41. -

TheiSpirit in Man, p. 39.
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98 e rmons. On Living Subjects, p. 142.

99

Sermons For Ihe New Life, p. 31.

100

times acknowledge his indebtedness to such mystic writers as Upham,
Fenelon, Fox, Tersteegen, Gurnall and Thomas 3 Kempis. - :

]O]Sermons On Living Subjects, p. 108. i

]OzThe4§pjrit in Man, p. 22. Bushne]T was criticized for not

giving sufficient attention in The Vicarious Sacrifice to the work of i

the Holy Spirit in redemption. Notice his extended treatment of the
"Comforter" in Forgiveness and Law, and also his unfinished tract on
the Holy Spirit in The Spirit in Man. - ‘ :

]OsChrist In Theology, p. 221.

104Note The Vicarious Sacrifice, Part II, Chapter 1, for

Bushnell's discussion of the Healing Ministry as type of the healing of

souls.

105

Sermons On Living:Subjects, pp. 56-57. -

,]O6Sérmons OnAL1Ving’Squécts, p. 57. Note again the relation

in Bushnel1™s thought between regeneration and human will. A1l of God's
~economy is planned for man's recovery, and in one sense, then, there is

nothing for man to do but to let this Tove form him. “Loving God is
But Letting God Love Us". "Still, there is something for you to do .
you are to present yourselves to Christ". (The Spirit in Man, p. 44.)
~~And, "the whole endeavour, on your part, must be God-ward". .

107

~.man is always raised out of unnature by faith. His understanding of
holiness is not based on merit in man. His emphasis is on grace, and

on the reality of redemption in history. However, his basic conception
of Christ as "new-forming" the soul or character, in conjunction with

-such ideas as the hereditary power of grace, suggests at least the
possibility of a perfection which is still human--and this even though
Bushnell can be quoted as having said otherwise. C ‘

108

Sermpns On_Living Subjects, p. 127.

109Thé Vicarious Sacrifice, p. 97.

]]OFor a recent study which utilizes Bushnell's theology as a

Sermons For The New Life, p. 120. Bushnell did at various

For Bushnell it is a]ways'Chriét who saves man frdm sin; and
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means of explicating his social and political thought, see David Alan
Jones, "The Social and Political Thought of Horace Bushnell: An
Interpretation of the Mid-Nineteenth-Century American Mind", Diss.
Northwestern University 1973. - ‘

]]1Mora1 Uses of Dark Things, p. 286. See Nature and the .
Supernatural, pp. 182-183, for the physiological view of depravity and
regeneration. ‘ '

]]ZMoraT Uses of Dark Things, pp. 285-286.

113

Christian Nurture, p. 175.

]]4Christian Nurture, p. 167.

]15Christian Nurture, p. 184.

]]GWOrk and Play (New York: Charles Scribner's Sons, 1910),

p. 248.

]]7Mora1 Uses of Dark Things, pp. 175-176. It was this same
"law of popuTation™ which Bushnell had in mind when he said that the
black race in America would not survive emancipation. See his Discourse
- On_The Slavery Question (Hartford: Case, Tiffany & Co., 1839), where
Bushnell said that while he was "far from thinking that the African is
incapable of elevation", it was his Jjudgement that "five hundred or a
thousand years" were needed to Christianize the race, or to elevate it
into such cultivation as to save it from extinction. "At present ‘they
- are kept from a decline in population, only by the interest their
masters have in them. Their law of population, now, is the same as
that of neat cattle, and as the herd will dwindle when the herdsman
withdraws his care, so will they. It would not be strange, if vices,
which taint the blood and cut down Tife, should, within fifty years,
penetrate the whole stock, :and -begin to hurry them off, in.a process of
premature extinction; as we know to be the case with other barbarous
people, now fast yielding to the infection of death." (p. 12) . -

]]BGeorge Park Fisher, "Horace Bushne]]",ipp. 2]#22.-

119

Remonstrance and Comp]aint, pp. 23-24,

120

Christ In Theology, pp. 248-249.

]Z]The'V1carjous Sacrifice, p. 403.

"#2christ In Theoloay, pp. 264-266.
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]23Forgiveness and Law, p. 14.

124

Forgiveness and Law, p. 12.

]25Forgiveness and Law, p. 35. The move brought upon Bushnell
the inevitable charge of anthropomorphism. See for example, Barbara
Cross, Horace Bushnell, p. 153: "If Bushnell's transition from human
to divine was facile, he had at last discovered an explanation of the
atonement which started from God's necessities rather than man's. _
That in the process he had reduced God to the measure of man did not
trouble him. and would not trouble.the generation that followed him."

-John E. Howell, in his thesis, "A Study of the Theological Method of
Horace Bushnell and Its Application To His Cardinal Doctrines", Chapter
9, likewise accuses Bushnell in Forgiveness and Law, of making.God '
"the exact type of the human person”. It is not surprising, according
to Howell, that Marcius H. Hutton should label Forgiveness and Law as
"anthropomorphism run mad", in "Theologians of.the Day", The Catholic

* Presbyterian, II (August, 1879), p. 130. In regard to this, see
. Forgiveness and Law, p. 52: "Let it not be suspected that we fall into
a case of inversion here, that implies mistake in the argument; viz.,
that we conceive Christ in his forgiveness, or his propitiation, to
be following the type of ours . . .". Another interesting interpretation
of the "shift" in Forgiveness and Law is given by George Park Fisher,
"Horace Bushnell”, p. 23, who sees the proposition at the base of the
-book as only an expansion of that fundamental idea which runs through
-all Bushnell's thinking on Christ, that is: "It is God himself who is
active and passive in all the experiences of Christ. They are an

“expression of God. It is the divine, not the human, which acts and
suffers. The human is at best but a transparent glass, through which

we. look directly into the heart of God."

126

Forgiveness and Law, p. 74.
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