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undisturbed for a long period, a paralysing effect upon
human initiative,"12 This combined with the frontier
situation, which demanded progressive action, almost
proved fatal to the churches. What need was there to

pay attention to the spiritual 1life as long as a person
was one of the elect. The religious leaders made no at-
tempt to explain the reason for a sanctified 1ife. Rather
they prescribed certain formulas as to what constituted

a holy life. The system had begun to approach Romanism,
Through the work of Edwards in America and Wesley in Eng-
land a new ethical sense was aroused, and the real mean-
ing of virtue and holiness was emphasized. Edwards laid
the. groundwork for the New England Theology, which was
"an attempt to rationalize completely the Calvinistic
faith."13 1In thie new theology there appears the Govern-
mental theory of the atoﬁement as set forth by Edwards
and before him by Grotius, which held that Christ's death
was not a penalty for sin, but a sqbstitute for it, --
an expression of God's abhorrence of sin. This then was
an attempt to demonstrate the value and importance of
Christ's death. Calvinism laid the stress of man's sal-

vation entirely in the election by God. This would make

12. F. H. Foster, A Genetic History of the New England
__1'1' EY, p. 554.
heoé? : g. aayer, nRise of Liberal Theology in Congre-

gationalism," Concordia Theolo jcal Monthly, XV (October,
1944), 651.
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it appear that Christ's work is, after &ll, of little
value. But now according tc the governmental theory,
because of Christ's death, a sinner becomes conscious
that God abhors sin, as evidenced by the punishment in-
flicted on Christ for the sins of the world. This in
turn fills the sinner with horror to the extent that he
forsakes sin. The sinner's reformation enables God to
forgive without doing violence to the divine Law. In
this way God makes no exceptions to the Law, and his moral
government remains intact.4 Bushnell was opposed to ihis
sort of system as it was taught him by Nathaniel Taylor,
his most influential teacher at Yale. Serious controvers-
ies developed between the two. Taylor tried to establish
Christian theology as an intelectual demonstrable system.
The logic, metaphysics, and systematization of this sort
of theology seemed unreal and artificial to the mind of
Bushnell.1®

In the midst of his theological doubts Bushnell one
day happened to read a book by Coleridge entitled Alds
to Reflection. This book is based on the religious spec-

ulations of Schleiermacher, who is frequently referred to

as the father of Modernism. Schleiermacher makes use of

the empirical method of theolaay;.that is, gaining a know-

14. Benjamin Warfield, "Atonément." Schaff-Herzog En-

yeclop . 353, (v. I).
: cig.eg%a%.pThomp;on. Changing.Emghasis in American

Preaching, p. 15.




ledge of God and religious matteré primarily by means of
gense experience. True enough, he denies that his is an
empirical system and even criticizes such a system, yet
his own method, which he prefers to call the "deseriptive
method", can be best understood when referred to as an
empirical method. According to Schleiermacher, religious
.experience gives us a knowledge of God, not as he really
is but of his relation to us. Accordingly, we experience
this relationship and en the basis of this experience
formulate religious cbncepts. His idea that theology

must change Jjust as religious experience changes is per-
haps the keystone of modernism, because it spells the
downfall of doctrinal discipline. He states that revel-
ation of Scripture or metaphysical principles are subor-
dinate to religious experience as a basis of interpreting
theology. He held thet the escence of religion is the
feeling of absolute dependence on God. His opinion on
God is as follows: "God is defined as the universal, all-
éontrolling reality disclosed in our sense of complete
dependence... God becomes for theological method an aspect
of man's religious consciousness. The meaping of the term
ts derived from and validated in present human experience,."16

Schleiermacher's outstanding contribution is his insistence

Philosoph p. 298.
16. TFdwin A. Burtt, Types of Religious -

The section ofi Schleizrmaoher'3=thcology. PP. 2?:;303a has
been our guide for presenting his religious teachings.
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that religion @n be defined by the empirical method,
and that human experience should be the source of men's
religious ideas.

Following in his footsteps though treading somewhat
more lightly we have Coleridge, whose book, Aids to Re-
on theological life. Coleridge made a distinction between
Nature and Spirit; the difference being that Nature is
subject to the law of cause and effect while Spirit is
self-d-termining. Thsan he followslwith the idea that the
will, which is self-determining, does not fit into the
category of Nature. Hence it isn't bound by cause and ef-
fect. Our ideas, then, as derived from the moral being,
who is guided by conscience, cannot be pressed to all
logical conclusions. So we cannot always apply laws of
nature when dealing with our ideas but must heed the law
of conscience. Religious beliefs also come under this
law of conscience. Anything repugnant to conscience need
not be accept.ed.l7 This kind of method must certainly
have appealed to a Bushmell, who, beset by doubts regard-
ing the accuracy of logic, now had a new avenue of approach
which gave plenty of room for speculation. Now we see
Bushnell rejecting the penal atonement , because it is
rerugnant to consclence, or the emotions, and substitut-

ing one that appeals to conscienae, namely, the moral

17. George Park Fisher, History of Christian Doctrine,
p. 4479
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influence view.‘

There is some reason to believe that Bushnell's pro-
fession as a preacher had some bearing on the type of
theology he developed. There is no doubt among any of the
authorities that he was an outstanding preacher, but there
is some variance of opinion regarding his theological
acumen. G. P. Fisher calls him "an original and gifted
preacher, but not a technical scholar."1® True as this
may be, it certainly bears no hindrance to his influence
on subsequent modernism. Just the fact that he was a
gifted preacher gave him added advantage. He was primar-
ily concerned with developing teachings that had appeal.
This becomes all the more significant as we bear in mind
that he considered doctrines true when they appeal to
conscience. iis purpose wae to convince people by his
preaching. ‘

Bushnell had a number of characteristic tendencies
which proved to be serious detriments to his system. He
concerned himself only with the problem at hand, and if a
new problem would present itself, he would not be able to
follow his first problem to its logical conclusions. His
lack of historical knowledge was a detriment. From time
to time he would discover some points of doctrine as ex-
plained in the early church. These would impress him and

cause him later to arbitrarily change his positions. Fre-

18, Ibid., p. 437.
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quently he published his works before seriously weighing
the svidence for his position. He was rather inclined
to the method of intultion for establiahing theological
truth. He felt something to be true, accepted it, but
failed to carefully reason 1t out. This fault really forms
the basic principle in his system. Because of it, he was
able to develop other errors quite freely since there was
no doctrinal discipline to bind him. Opinions which con-
tradicted the dictates of conscience could not invalidate
the doctrines based on intuition. Scripture, too, must
be secondary. It would be a mistake, however, to say
that Bushnel) rejects revelation as a basis for truth,
but he dees make Scripture meet the demands of his intui-
tion, as he twists the interpretation of certain pasaages
to fit his purposes.

Among Bushnell's early writings we shall mention

three, Nature and the Supernatural, Christian Nurture,

and God in Christ., After these comes hig outstanding

work, from the view point of its effect on subsequent
theology, namely, The Vicarious Sacrifice. In the three

books preceeding The Vicarious Sacrifice, we already see
k. 1°

his principle of intuition as a source of truth at wor

tural, 1897;
19. Horace Bushnell, Nature and the Superna ’ 3
Christian Nurture, 1865; Vicarious Sacrifice, 1866. Sincg
his God in Christ was not avallable, the following second-

: Changing Em-
ar a were consulted: E, T. Thompson, ging Em
Iﬁgéz;?r::c., p. 29; and G. F. Fisher, History of Christ-

lan Doctrine, p. 439-441.
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Nature and the Supernatural was written after Bush-

nell had gotten a clue from Coleridge's Aids to Reflection.
He points out that even the will by virtue of its power to
produce action is a supernatural agent. This already shows
a tendency of Bushnell to trust in the powers within a
man's mind, which is really a supernatural agent.
Christian Nurture 1s Bushnell's first book of real
importance. Much controversy resulted over it. The prin-
ciple which he proceeded to emphasize was "that the child
is to grow up a Christian, and never know himself as being
otherwiae."ao He denied total depravity and original sin
a8 stated in these words: "For it is not sin which he
(the child) derives from his parents; at least not sin
in any sense which imports blame, but only some prejudice
to the perfect harmony of this mold, some kind of pravity
or obliquity which inclines him to evil."®l This then
would indicate that he denies inherited guilt and corrup-
tion. It would seem that he also denies the inherent
goodness of human nature by his claiming that it inclines
to evil. However, the entire spirit of his book substant-
jates the view that man is inherently good. He claims
further that regeneration of a child by baptism is pre=-
sumptive, and that everything depends upon development of

character by Christian Nurture. Thus this book was an

20. Christian Nurture, p. }O.
21. Ibid., p. 29.
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attack on the overemphasis of conscious conversion of
adults, and the neglect of the religlous 1ife of the child-
ren. Most of his teachings expressed in the book were

very contrary ﬁo prevailing modes pf thought in New Eng-
land theology.

The book, God in Christ, 18 & treatise dealing with

the doctrine of Christ. Bushnell expounds a modalistic
Sebelianism on the doctrine of the Trinity. The teach-
inge expounded in this book are reflected in his greatest

work, The Vicarious Sacrifice. Since the doctrine of

Christ is basic for the vicarious atonement, we shall deal
with it in connection with the Moral Influence theory.

We ;ay do well to establish a few starting points
for the development of the moral influence theory of the
atonement. First of all, we become aware of the fact that
Bushnell has very little respect for creeds, He felt that
words are merely symbels of expression and do not convey
accurately a thought from one mind to another. Therefore
stated creeds are of 1little value. He placed much emphasis
on the nececsity of recreating truth for one's self, in-
stead of blindly accepting ideas that are handed down.
Conseguently, he was always sceptical of truths codified
and stated in the past. He used .them only as suggestions

to spur him on to the search for the truth.? His indif-

22, FDSter. 22. g_l_tﬂ_-g Pe 40?0
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ference t o creeds is indicated in a letter he once wrote
in the interests of uniting the various churches in Hart-
ford, Conn., where Bushnell preached. He felt that strict
adherence to creeds, which was keeping them apart, was
not neceasary. In a letter to a neighboring pastor he
stated that fellowship should be achieved without such
emphasis on creeds. His closing words are characteristic,
"This, you know was the Puritan Fathers' method, -- no
creed, but a covenent."2d

Another starting point for his system is the prin-
ciple that experience establishes truth. He does not give
much credit to Seripture statements grammatically examined,
nor to logical reasoning. The two go hand in hand: gram-
matical rules must follow certain laws of logic, but Bush-
nell places religion outside of the field of logic alto-
gether. Religious truth, he feels, must appeal to the
emotions and conscience, Hence, we find his opposition
to sporadic conversion and the governmental theory of the
atonement, neither of which appealed to the emotion but
were rather repugnant when all their implications were

considered., His reason for rejecting alse a penal atone-

ment is.very pertinent. He says._"If Christ 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

23, Mary Bushnell Cheney, Life and Letters of Horace

Bushnell, p. 252.
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made square, there is certainly no beauty in that to charm
& new feeling into life; on the contrary, there is much
to revolt the soul, at least in Cod's ettitude, and even
te relse a chill of revulsion.”@4 JIn his solutlion to the
preotiem eof the atonement Bushnell appeals to experience
for truthk, as he himszlf states: ",.1t (the moral influ-
ence theory) is a kiné of truth not likely to be realized
without experience., It will seem to be a truth overdrawn,
unless 1t is drewn out of the soul's own consciousness to
scme degree."®® Bushuell even prescribes an experiment
by meens of which a persen might experience the vicarious
secrifice from the standpoint of a moral influence concept:
If you deal with an enemy, what »lll you do in order to
gain him? GStand off in disgust? Te indifferent toward
nias evils? Pray for him? No, rather --

...take the men upon your love, bear him and

his wrong as a mind's burden, undertake for him,

study by what means and by what help obtained

from God, you can get him out of his evils, and

make a frisnd of him -- God's friend and yours --

do this and see if it does not open to you a

very sreat and wonderful discovery -- the sub-
lime reality and soligly grand significance of

vicarious sacrifice.
It might be well to note Bushnell's stated purpose

in writing The Vicarlous Sacrifics. He does not wish to

establish a creed or any new article. Indeed, he deplored

24, Bushnell, The Vicarious Sacrifice, p. 30.

25, Ibid., p. 54.
26, Ibiad.




17

the formulation of creeds, which, he saiag, stymied the

development of religious truth, and frequently gave wrong
conceptions by oversimplifying the gospel message. When
Bushnell now writes, he only wants to hint at a conception
of the gospel as it appears to him.27 It 1s to be noted,
that, although he had not wished to establish a new art-
icle, that 1s just what he proceeded to do in view of the

fact that he so tenaciously defended his view later on.
Hies successors interpreted him in such a way as to make
the Moral Influence theory a basiec dootrine for Congre-

gationalism,

27. The quotation of his purpose reads as follows:
"It will bequnderetood of course, that I do not propose
to establish any article whatever in this treatise, but
only to exhibit, 1f possible, the Christ whom ;o u:ny
centuries of discipleship has so visibly been longing

after; viz
‘ing Cﬁrish: the true seul-bread from heaven, the quick-

ening Life, the Power o
venignc: sake 1 speak of maintaining 'the moral view'

of the 8, or
view,' ::o:iil n;t be understood that I am proposing an

1l way, a
artic but only that I hint, in this genera
conoe;:ionuof th{ gospel whose reality :ndIatggi:rI:zge
are in the facts that embody 1ts power. n

Sacrifice, pp. 31-32.

the loving, helping, transforming, sanctify-
f God unto Salvation. If for con-

what is more distinct, 'the moral power
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IIT1. The Emphasis sn Love

In order to prevent too much oppoaition to his theory
Bushnell first conditions his readers by emphasizing that
love is the basic principle in vicarious saorifice, By |
80 doing he reduces the doctrine of Christ's vicarious
atonement to the level of man's judgment until it becomes
as commonplace ag the concept of simple love in a person's
everyday life. This is fully in keeping with his whole
system of gaining a knowledge of God by human experience,
which is limited to human thought and action., Stressing
the love principle, he proceeds to define vicarious sac-
rifice. Real love, he insists, is vicarious love. 1t
mast be a condition in which one ies willing to substitute
himsclf into the place of another. In thls way & person
identifies himself with another person, feeling that per-
son's problems as though they were his own, sympathizing
with him, and trying in that way to share his burdens.

In this manner then Bushnell interprets the vicarious
nature of Christ's atonement: "This one thing is clear,

that love is & vicarious principle, bound by 1ts own nat-

ure itself to teke upon its feelinzs, and care, and sym-

pathy, those who are down under evil and its penalties.

Thue it is that Jesus takes our nature upon him, to be

made a curse for us and to bear our 8in."28 Already we

280 Ibido. p' 53‘
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may observe that the substitutionary character of Christ's
work is limited largely to Christ's feelings and emotions.
It is not, as we hold, the actual substitution of Christ
for us in making satisfaction for our sins.

He continues to emphasize the love principle in vioar;
ious sacrifice by stating that sacrifice necessarily im-
plies suffering, and that this too is an essential part
of love since love is willing to suffer. "It is of the
very nature of love vicariously to suffer in helping and
in order to help and heal."?? Following this argument, it
is stated that suffering bscomes a necessary feature of
Christ's vicarious sacrifice, since "..Christ, in what is
called his vicarious saé¢rifice, simply engages, at the
expense of great suffering and even death itself, to bring
us out of oﬁr sins themselves and so out of their penalties;
being himself identified with us in our fallen state, and
burdened in feelings with our evils."®0 That is Bushnell's
definition of the vicarious sacrifice. On the surface it
appears quite orthodox, but when considered from the stand

of Bushnell‘on the atonement, the unscriptural implications

of the words become evident.

- Since Bushnell presents Christ's vicarious sacrifice

88 a necessary characterlstic'of the love principle, it

follows that there is nothing superlative in the work of

29. Robert S. Franks, A History of the Doctrine of the

Work of Christ . 402, ‘
3dT-Bushneli.pV1carious sacrifice, p. 41.
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Christ. The love of Christ does only what all love will
do. Anyone who is able to love is able also to suffer
vicariously as Christ did. Bushnell states, quite epi-
grammatically as 1s his style, "Given the universality eof
love, the universality of vicarious sacrifice is given
also."3) The death of Christ on the cross merely shows
the greatness of his love end his willingness to suffer
vicariously.

In order to show further that there is nothing super-
lative in Christ's vicarious sacrifice Bushnell points out
that the Father, the Holy Ghost, all good angels, and all
Christians also suffer vicariously. 1In order to realize
this fact, Bushnell says, we must keep in mind the nature
of Christ's suffering, namely, "the main suffering of Jesus
was not, as many coarsely imagine, in the pangs of his body
and cress, but in the burdens that came on his mind. In
these burdens God, as the eternal Father, suffered before
him."32 He uses the example of God's patience with Israel
which caused him suffering, as he felt the pain resulting
from their murmurings.

The Hely Ghost is able to and does suffer vicariously

as he centinues the work of Christ as & comforter. He

thus also burdens himeelf with our feelings, our sorrows

and pains. Bushnell points to the words of Scripture:

3l. Ibidt. P 48.
32. isid.’ p- 60'
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"the Spirit itself maketh intercession for us with groan-
ings which can not be uttered." Essentially there is no
difference between Christ's sacrifice and that of God as
Bushnell says, ""hatever we may say, or hold, or believe,
concerning the vicarious sacrifice of Christ, we are to
affirm in the same manner of Gﬁd. The whole deity is in
it, in it from eternity and will to eternity be."33

The good angels also are active in the vicarious
sacrifice. 1In sympathy with Christ's ideals, they too
suffer vicariously as they sorrow over man'a'sin and help
him to bear his burdens, ¢f., "They shall bear thee up in
their hands."

All redeemed souls also suffer vicariously as did
Christ. Lest there might be some hesitancy in accepting
this, Bushnell stresses the point made earlier that in
his vicarious sacrifice Christ simply fulfills what be-
longs universally to love. The vicarious sacrifice be-
longs not to an office, as redeemer, but to holy charac-
ter. It has to do with the love that burdems itself with

the wants and woes, and losses and wrongs of others. Only

that and nothing more. Hence man too suffers vicariously

as he is burdened with another's troubles. However, man's

suffering has not the value that Christ's suffering had.

Bushnell continues to stress the principle of love

also in relation to the regeneration of souls by God. He

33, Ibid., p. 73




