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HE SUBJECT of this lecture is the new theological sgicn»cc ()f

Theothanatology, wherein God's mortal illness or demise serves
as the starting point for a radically secular approach to the modern
world.!

The national publicity lately given to this movement in gener il
periodicals (Time, The New Yorker, The New York Tines, ctc. )
may produce the false impression that here Protestantism has again
spawned an unstable lunatic fringe which will disappear betore onu
knows it—or quickly be replaced, as the Beatles cdged out Flvis
Presley. A closer look, however, reveals that the death-of-God move-
ment is no flash in the theological pan. Stokes, a critical collcague
of theothanatologist Altizer at Emory University, has recentlv and
accurately mapped “the nontheistic temper of the modern mind s
the death-of-God theologies are consciously relating to this temiper.”
Carl F. H. Henry, on closel observing the present Luropean theo-
logical climate, has noted that, after the relatively brict Barthian
interlude, the cold winds of rationalism are blowihg again; in the
death—of—God movement America is beginning to feel these winds
tCun.)‘m_g icv cold as they are directed through an ideological morgue .
1;1?1,111:1115172 g}eenit::]ryasc fg}ft(g], while varying the temperature, does not
of the so-called "%hristian eatl;)ev‘v t}}»(?o«l‘o gy; on December 1 he wrote
if we shall have 3 lon he, eism e Debate now rages: it Jooks as
like this conjunction (;’f’ 0 oz:mfr' Cold or hot -(A.lmer would
reckoned with. - Sos onepgf 'tes')" the movement is indeed to be
ton: “Member oot OL LS prime spokesrpen, William Hamil-

s of this group are in touch with each other; plans
are under way for a major meeting of nd thonrs plans
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some taltk of a new journal devoted to the H%OVerI:);] td”:_’therfv is even
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Protestants in the Reformation tradition should especially ex-
amine this new theology with care, for it is not accidental that
Hamilton regularly appeals to Luther and to motifs of Reformation
theology,® or that a critic of the movement has shrewdly written:
“Soon, I predict, Luther will become the dominant symbol of the
God-is-dead theology because he left the cloister and went into the
‘world’'—whatever that is.”” FEven more important, as we shall see,
the God-is-dead movement takes its rise from the consistent appro-
priation and use of a central theme in Neo-Orthodoxy—the very
Neo-Orthodoxy that many Lutheran and Reformed theologians here
and abroad are naively embracing today.® Perhaps this lecture will
aid some members of the theological community to check their tickets
more carefully before they board contemporary trains of thought.

As to the lecture’s posture, let it be plainly stated at the outset:
in Merrill Tenney’s words, “We are not ready to be God’s pallbearers
vet”;” nor are we going to function as pseudo-sophisticated embalm-
ers of the Infinite. Rather, I find myself at the presumed death of
God in the role of a coroner. My dictionary defines a coroner as
“a public officer whose principal duty is to inquire into any death
which there is reason to suppose is not due to natural causes.” I
have become convinced that there is some foul play involved in this
particular death; and we shall discover, if T am not mistaken, that
the death-of-God theology represents a classic case of what mystery
writers call “the wrong corpse.”

The Morticians in the Case

Five names have become associated, for good or for ill, with
the new “Christian atheism.” They are: Gabriel Vahanian of Syra-
cuse, a French Calvinist by origin, whose 1961 book, The Death of
God, gave the new movement its name; Baptist Harvey Cox of the
Harvard Divinity School, rocketed to fame by his paperback, The
Secular City (1965), which had sold over 135,000 copies at last
count; Thomas J. J. Altizer, an Episcopal layman on the faculty at
Emory, whose next book will carry the title, The Gospel of Christian
Atheism; William Hamilton of Colgate Rochester, a Baptist, best
known for his book, The New Essence of Christianity, which, how-
ever, now represents an earlier, more conservative stage in his de-
velopment; and Paul M. van Buren, an Episcopal priest teaching
in the religion department at Temple University, who took his doc-
torate under Karl Barth at Basel and whose book, The Secular Mean-
ing of the Gospel, is the most substantial production vet to arise from
the death-of-God camp. All of these men are “younger theologians”:
Cox is 36, Vahanian and Altizer are 38, and Hamilton and Van
Buren are 41.

Whether these five theologians actually constitute a “school”
is still a matter of debate among them. Cox, speaking in Evanston
several weeks ago at the seventh Annual Meeting of the American
Society of Christian Ethics, denied the existence of a unified move-
ment (but then observed important common elements among the
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“Christian atheists”);'* Paul Van Buren has remarked: “Lang(]OI]:
Gilkey says we belong to a ‘God is dead’ movement, but I thl?u
Altizer and Bill Hamilton and 1 are saying different things.
Hamilton, on the other hand, has argued cogently for the existence
of a definite ideological focus shared at least by Altizer, Van Buren,
and himself.!*  Of course the question of a “school” depends. on
one’s definition of the term. The fact that the above five _theOlOglaI}S
are already linked in the common mind with the God-is-dead stir
requires that we look at the position of each. Having done so, wé
can proceed to note the common elements in their views.

We shall take up the theothanatologists in the order already
employed: Vahanian, Cox, Altizer, Hamilton, and Van Buren.
This order represents, roughly, a continuum from “more conservas
tive” to “more radical,” with the caesura between Cox and Altizer.
Such an arrangement takes into account a basic clarification made
both by Cox and by Hamilton: Cox's distinction between the theo-
logians (such as himself) who use the phrase death-of-God with
quotation marks around either or both of its nouns, and the theo-
logians (such as Van Buren) who use the phrase with no quahﬁca;
tions, to signifv that God is no longer alive, even if he once existed;’
and Hamilton's scparation of the “soft” radicals (“they have God,
but sometimes for strategic reasons they may decide not to talk about
him™) from “hard” radicals such as himself:

The hard radicals are rcally not interested in problems of com-
munication. It is not that the old forms are outmoded or that
modern man must be served but that the message itself is
problematic. The hard radicals, however varied may be their
language, shave fivst of all a common loss. It is not a loss of
the idols, or of the God of theism. It is a real loss of real
transcendence. It is a loss of God. !

In terms of these typologics. Vahanian and Cox are “soft” radicals
who usc quotation marks, while Altizer, Hamilton, and Van Buren,
by eschewing qualifications Cthough admitiedly not always in the
most clcan-cut fashion) and by endeavoring to assert the ontological
demise of deitve warrant classification as “hard” radicals. )
The five death-of-God theologians may be further distinguished
by the way of theiv academic specializations and tempcr;mental
oricntations.  Thus Vahanian is principally concerned with the rela-
tions between literature and theology, and writes as an urbane littera-
téur himself: Cox s l)nsxcnlll_\' a sociologist of religion,”* endeavoring
to unite Taleott Parsons with Karl Barth(!):'% Altizer is "mvcticaf
spiritual, and apocalyptic all dan, wildness, excessive oen.
eralization. brimming with colorful, Bambovant, and cmﬁtive Tan-
guage =7 Hamilton is the theologian’s theologian, havine roduéed
(before his conversion ta death-of-God thi;king) such I:tand'n‘d
fz‘xr(‘.ns. Modern B(‘;H]C}"g Guides to various biblical books énd 'I:he
Chliristian Marin Westminster Press's Lavman’s Theol’ogicq] ]_i;
brarv: and Van Buren-—-“ordered, precise, cool™® is ever the‘ mod—
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ern linguistic philosopher: he “has neither wept at God’s funeral nor,
like Altizer and the dancers at a Hindu procession to the burning
ghat, leaped in corybantic exultation. He plays the role of the
clinical diagnostician of linguistic maladies.”*® Let us consider in
turn the peculiar ideological orientation of each of these thinkers,
who, in spite of their wide divergencies, are united in focusing the
attention of theology on contemporary secular man rather than on
transcendental deity.

Gabriel Vahanian: Mortician-Litteratéur. Though Rudolf Bult-
mann regards Vahanian’s Death of God as one of the most exciting
books he has read in recent years, its author is now considered hope-
lessly conservative by the advocates of Christian atheism.?* Why?
because he unabashedly uses the expression “death of God” in a
metaphorical-literary, not literal, way. The subtitle of his book re-
veals his major concern: “The Culture of Our Post-Christian Era.”
“God’s death” is evident in the fact that ours is a post-Christian
world where (1) “Christianity has sunk into religiosity,” (2) “mod-
ern culture is gradually losing the marks of that Christianity which
brought it into being and shaped it,” and (3) “tolerance has become
religious syncretism.”?! In his latest book, Wait Without Idols,
Vahanian explicates: “This does not mean, obviously, that God him-
self no longer is but that, regardless of whether he is or not, his
reality, as the Christian tradition has presented it, has become cul-
turally irrelevant: God is de trop, as Sartre would say”*>—and he
illustrates with the opening scenes of the film La Dolce Vita, where
a huge crucifix suspended from a heliocopter hovers incongruously

over indifferent sunbathers below.
What is the cause of this “demise of God”? Like Paul Tillich

or Christian philosopher of history Eric Voegelin,?® Vahanian finds
the basic issne in “the leveling down of transcendental values to
immanental ones,””* i.e., the worship of the idolatrous gods of cul-
tural religiosity. In a penetrating analysis of Samuel Beckett’s
1952-53 play, En attendant Godot (Waiting for Godot), where Go-
dot represents God, Vahanian concludes: “No wonder then that
life is lonesomely long, when one lives it out wandering from mean-
inglessness to meaninglessness, from idol to idol—and not a hope in
sight. Modern man’s place is the right place; only his religiousness
is at the wrong place, addressing itself to the Unknown God.”*

But Vahanian has an answer for post-Christian man: he must,
as his book title says, “Wait without idols.” As a Calvinist and as a
follower of Barth (he translated and wrote the introduction for
Barth’s book The Faith of the Church), Vahanian believes that secu-
lar “immanentism can show that God dies as soon as he becomes
a cultural accessory or a human ideal; that the finite cannot com-
prehend the infinite (finitum non est capax infiniti).”*®* What then
does modern man wait for? The breaking in of the Wholly Other
—the transcendent God who can never be “objectified.”?’

The Christian era has bequeathed us the “death of God,” but
not without teaching us a lesson. God is not necessary; that
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is to say, he cannot be taken for granted. He cannot b% usecz
merely as a hypothesis, whether epistemological, scientific, O
existential, unless we should draw the degrading concluswn-
that “God is recasons.” On the other hand, if we can no longezt
assume that God is, we may once again realize that he mz{ls
be. God is not necessary, but he is inevitable. He'1s wholly
other and wholly present.  Faith in him, the conversion of oué
human reality, both culturally and existentially, is the deman
he still makes upon us.”®

Harvey Cox: Mortician-Sociologist. Bishop John A. T. Robl'n»’
son, of Honest to God fanie, recently commended Cox s Secular'Cztgi
as “a major contribution by a brilliant young theologian” and pointed
up its major theme: that secularization is “the fruit of the Gospel. ’
Yor Cox, secularization (as opposed to secularism) is a positive
phenomenon, whereby “society and culture are delivered fropl tu’tsg
lage to religious control and closed metaphysical wprld—wews.h
Following Fric Voegelin and Gerhard von Rad, Cox interprets the
Genesis account of Creation and the Fxodus narratives of tbe dehv‘
erance from Fgypt and the Sinai covenant as secularizing-liberating
myths—myths of which the secular city becomes a modern counter-
part. Urban life, with its anonymity and mobility, can free mode.rn
man from bondage to closed, idolatrous value systems, and open him
to that which is truly transcendent. He quotes Amos Wilder ap-
provingly: “If we are to have any transcendence today, even Chris-
tiau, it must be in and through the secular.”® How will the liberat-
ing transcendence manifest itself?  Cox suggests art, social change,
and what he calls the “I-You partnership” (a team-work relation-
ship).  Through such mcans the transcendent may eventually re-
veal to us a new name, for the word “God” has perhaps outlived its
usefulness owing to its association with old idolatries.  “This may
mean that we shall have to stop talking about ‘God’ for a while,
take a moratorium on speech until the new name emerges.”?  But
this should not appear strange to us, since “hiddenness stands at the
very center of the doctrine of God.™*  Even “in Jesus God does
not stop being hidden; rather He meets man as the unavailable
other’.  He does not ‘appear” but shows man that He acts. in His
hiddenness, in human historv.™  Modern urban-secular life, then,
is the vehicle C(the "means of grace™) by which man in our age can
be freed from bondage to lesser gods and meet the Transcendent
One again.

When Con revisited his secalar city in
weeks ago. he made his position vis
more explicit.”™  No. he did not

a conference several
-a-vis the “death of God” even
‘ ( accept the literal demise of deity;
as a close admirer of Kar Barth, he firmlv believes in a transcendent,

wholly ather Godd ™ Indecd, it is on this basis that his book strikes
out against those stvles of

At life that capture and immanentize deity.
With Triedrich Gouvarten. he je convinced that apart from trans-
cendent reality—an oxtrinsic point of reference—the world cannot
be a world at ol (e ilustrated with Muzak: if it we

re to g0 on
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all the time, then music would cease to exist; an anti-environment
is necessary for an environment, and the wholly other God is such
an anti-environment for our world.) But as to the identification of
the Absolute, Cox was no less vague than in his book. There he
spoke of atheists and Christians as differing not in their factual ori-
entation but in their “stance”; in his lecture, he employed an aesthe-
tic model for Christian social decisions, and when asked for the
criteria whereby one could know that the transcendent is indeed
working in a given social change, he optimistically asserted that “the
hermeneutical community, with its eves of faith, discerns ‘where
the action is’.” Whereupon the questioner shrewdly retorted: “Carl
MaclIntyre’s church or yours?” Cox then readily admitted his
enthusiast-anabaptist frame of reference, and noted that Lutherans
and Calvinists (mainline Reformation Protestants) had been the
chief critics of his Secular City.

Thomas J. J. Altizer: Mortician-Mystic. In spite of their radi-
cal terminology, Vahanian and Cox are familiar territory to those
acquainted with the twentieth century Protestant thought world.
Beginning with Barth’s radical transcendence, they condemn the
false gods of cultural immanentism and see the collapse of these idols
in our day as the entrée to a new appreciation of the Wholly Other.
They differ from Barth chiefly in the means by which the Transcend-
ent One will now show himself; for Barth, it is always through the
(erring but revelatory) Word of Scripture; for Vahanian and Cox,
it is through the pulsating secular life of our time.

With Altizer, however, we move into a more distinctively radi-
cal radicalism, where God’s death is passionately affirmed as a real
(though dialetical) event. Altizer’s difficult world-view is best
comprehended through the influences that have played upon him.
(1) From the great phenomenologist of religion Mircea Eliade,
Altizer came to see that modern man has lost his sense of the sac-
red;*” but Altizer “refuses to follow Eliade’s tempting advice to re-
turn to some sort of precosmic primitivism and to recover the sacred
in the way archaic religion did.”*® Altizer picks up the principle of
the “coincidence of opposites” (coincidentia oppositorum) so vital to
the thinking of Eliade (and of Carl Gustav Jung), and endeavors
to apply it with ruthless consistency: the only way to recover the
sacred is to welcome fully the secularization of the modern world.

(2) Altizer’s studies in comparative religion, particularly the
Eastern religions, provided considerable grist for his mill.** He came
to identify the basic thrusts of Christianity and atheistic Buddhism;*’
in his judgment both religions seek to liberate man from all depend-
ence on the phenomenal world (in Buddhism, the negation of Sam-
sara is the only means to Nirvana), vet at the same time there is “a
mystical apprehension of the oneness of reality” (Nirvana and Sam-
sara are iystically identified).” Here, according to Altizer, is a

«.

telling parallel with the Christian Kingdom of God, which is “in
the world but not of it.”
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iz -+ed his
From modern Protestant theology Altizer has acquired Db
basic Sllgrlzierstanding of Christial‘ltity.. Stren Klfr.k(}i]ga.ard ha'st}::ogéglll)\’
uted the dialectical method: “existence in fal'th {)s anti eubjeC"
related to existence in objective realgty; oW ait ec:;ames é; e
tive, momentary, and paradoxical.”* huf]olp? El)tt anho R
Barth have provided a God who is wholly tlfi(ilscenBenttE-:rth A
not be adequately represented by any .humal? i e}‘;l'th 1;( . r?(eoa,a Bn
mann, and even Tillich have not cameq throug te_ ie gear
dialectic to its consistent end, for they insist on 'Hi aining s e
tive of affirmation; they do not see that the dial ﬁ?tif }rlegul g
u;qualiﬁed coincidence of opposites. 1f only dTlth ba Oﬁgzp e
his “Protestant principle” consistently, he could have bec

iz re
father of a new theonomous age. Wrote Altizer not long befo
Tillich’s death:

The death of God (which Tillich, who refuses to be fully t?olrzll,
lectical, denies) must lead to a repetition of the Resm};r.ec g
to a new epiphany of the New Being. Moyeover.t. 1; b
principles lead Tillich to the threshold of this positio e 5o
Christianity will be a bearer of the religious answer 1}11 Jeo
long as it breaks through its own particularity, only to t e1 de
gree in which it negates itself as a religion, then obvuzius yoes
must negate its Western form. Until Christianity un ergn
this negation, it cannot be open to the depths of the gr%u 3
of being. Nor will Christianity continue to be able to em ﬁ 's}j
the New Being if it remains closed both to non-Western 111
torv and to the contemporary historical present. Potentlah_}sf
Tillich could become a new Luther if he would extend b1

principle of justification by doubt to a theological affirmation
of the death of God.*

Altizer now clearly sees himself in this role.

(42 "Mf radical dialetical thinking was reborn in Ki(’:rkegaarﬁl’
It was consummated in Friedrich Nietzsche,”*® says Altizer, w (f)"
sees in Nicetssche's vision of Eternal Recurrence the ideal myth o

the coincidence of opposites, and in his passionate proclamation of
God's death—1he de

; ath of metaphysical transcendence—the esserr-
tial kev to a new age. For “only when God is dead, can Being begin
i every Now. "' Therefore, to turn the wheel of the world we must
dare with William Blake to “name God as Satan,” i.c., to “identify
the transeendent Lord as the ultimate source of alienation and re-
pression. ™ Onlyv then ¢

ressio an we affirm “the God beyond the Chris-
tan God. bevond the God of the historic Church, beyond all which
Christendom’ has known as God."# '

53 AB\' a tlmmughgoing acceptance of Albert Schweitzer's
m~hmulog;ml Interpretation of Jesus in his Quest of the Historical
]rfns, Altizer <laims Jesus as the prime symbol of his world-view.
;1,0 prasp lt‘}slx‘s”:w an historical or an objcetive phenomenon is to

ve in unbelief e Jesus is significant because of his single-minded
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attention to the coming Kingdom and his sacrifice of himself for it;
he thus becomes the Christ figure—the symbol of a total rejection
of the old to achieve the new—and this “mythical symbol of Christ”
is “the substance of the Christian faith.”*® So Altizer calls on radi-
cal Christians to “rebel against the Christian churches and their tra-
ditions” and to “defy the moral law of the churches, identifying it
as a satanic law of repression and heteronomous compulsion.”®
As “spiritual or apocalyptic” Christians, they must “believe only in
the Jesus of the third age of the Spirit, a Jesus who is not to be
identified with the original historical Jesus, but who rather is known
here in a new and more comprehensive and universal form, a form
actualizing the eschatological promise of Jesus.”* The incarnate
Word is thus seen to be fully kenotic—capable of a totally new ex-
pression in the new age ushcered in when dialectically we “accept the
death of God as a final and irrevocable event”:

Neither the Bible nor church history can be accepted as con-
taining more than a provisional or temporary series of expres-
sicns of the Christian Word. . . . Not only does Christianity
now have a new meaning, it has a new reality, a reality cre-
ated by the epiphany of a fully kenotic Word. ™ Such a reality
cannot be wholly understood bv a word of the past, not even
by the word “kenosis,” for the Christian Word becomes a new
reality by ceasing to be itself: only by negating and thus
transcending its previous expressions can the Incarnate Word
be a forward-moving process.™

William Hamilton: Mortician-Theologian. Though Altizer out-
barths Barth in his employment of the transcendence principle, thus
apparently leaving the “soft” radicals far behind, his affirmation of
God’s death is, after all, still a dialectic affirmation: from the ashes
of God’s pyre will arise, like the Phoenix, a “God beyond God.”
Now let us consider a theothanatologist who has come to reject the
dialectic as well.

In a revealing autobiographical article, Hamilton states that he
did not attain his present “hard” radical position until 1964, after
he had turned forty.** This is quite true, and much of the current
interpretation of Hamilton fails wide of the mark because it is based
on his 1961 book, The New Essence of Christianity, which explicitly
disavows “the non-existence of God”* and even affirms Jesus’ resur-
rection “as an ordinary event” (though it is insignificantly relegated
to a footnote!).”® But even at that time, the influence of Barth,*”
Niebuhr, and John Baillic’® on Hamilton’s thought was leading to
a more radical position. Thus in the Spring of 1963 Hamilton
wistfully attempted to save Mozart’s Don Giovanni through the em-
ployment of Kierkegaard’s dialectic of good and evil; Don Giovanni
seems to typify the limbo state of the contemporary theologian—
neither damned nor saved.”® Then came Hamilton’s first direct at-
tempt to “see if there is anybody out there”® —if there were others
who shared his growing dissatisfaction with the state of theological
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life: his essay, “Thursday’s Child,” in which he qepwt?(tih;};i }I,E ];e,
logian of today and tomorrow as “a man without faith, y\ll bim”— “a
with only the present and therefore only love to gug? 1065 by
waiting man and a praying man.”** When interviewe 1 n o e for
Mehta, he said: “I am beginning to feel that the time 33; C
me to put up or shut up, for me to be an in or an out.

The decision to be an “out”—a “hard” radical afﬁrmu;g t}]:les
literal death of God-—was made by Hamilton last year. 'be(rf!) e
Christian Century article previously referred to, he desc‘rl < ioh
breakdown of his “good old world of midd]e—of—t}xe-roai ecum lars :
nco-orthodoxy,”** and outlined his new position in three partlcllll i
(1) God is indecd dead; the Neo-Orthodox “dialectic betweg e
presence and absence of God” has now “collapsed. (2)d here
choice is made to follow the man Jesus in obedience—to stan “lrd "
he stands.®  (3) A new optimism will “say Yes to the wor dia.”
rapid change, new technologies, automation and the mass me cer;t
The last two points are clarified somewhat in Hamilton's re e
analysis of the death-of-God movement, wherein he stakes outn 18
position as compared with the views of Altizer m?d Van Bure c']i~
Christologically, Hamilton, like Altizer, commits hlmsglf to a rald
cally hidden, kenotic Jesus: “Jesus may be concealed in the \ivorf 7
in the ncighbor, in this struggle for justice, in that strugg’e Of
beauty, clarity, order. Jesus is in the world as masked. ”GGMore
over, “Become a Christ to vour neighbor, as Luther put it.

Yet the theme of the Christian as “both a waiting man and 2
praving man” still remains.  How is this possible if “the br?akdOW{l
of the religious a priori mcans that there is no way, ontological, cul-
tural, or psvchological, to locate a part of the self or a part of hun.uarl
experience that needs God”——if “there is no God-shaped blank with-
in man™? “Really o wavel along this road means that we trust the
world. not Gad. to be our need fulfiller and problem solver, agﬁ(}
God. if he is 10 be for us at all, must come in some other role. ]
Having vejected Augustine’s claim that our hearts are restless _tlll
they tind their vest in God, Hamilton draws in another Augustinian

theme: the distinction between uti and frui—hetween using Go
and enjoving Him.

It God is wot needed, if it is to the world and not to God that

we repaiv for our needs and problems, then perhaps we may

come to see that Te is to he enjoved and delighted in.

Our waiting for God, our godlessness. is partly a search for a

Language and a stvle by which we might be enabled to stand

before Him ance again, delighting in Hig presence.®*

In the meantime.
an Ocdipus to

. .

maodern secular man must grow up— from

an Orestes, from a Hamlet to a Prospero™ —by mov-

ing bevond the anguished quest for salvation from sin to a confident,

optimistic, secular stance “in the world, in the city, with both the

needy neighbor and the enemy.” Thas is the orthodox relation be-
. . g 1y “Inv TNy 1

tween God and the neighbor “inverted”: “we move {0 our neighbor,
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to the city and to the world out of a sense of the loss of God."?®
Man, not God, becomes the center of focus while we wait prayer-
fully for the epiphany of a God of delight.

Paul van Buren: Mortician-Philosopher. Officially, Hamilton
rejects a dialectic view of God's existence; yet, remarkably (or para-
doxically, in spite of Hamilton’s formal break with neo-Protestant
paradox!), a frui God is hoped for at the death of a uti divinity.
Prayer is the revealing element in Hamilton’s theology: he continues
to pray in spite of God’s death—thus forcing the conclusion that the
dialectic of divine presence-absence that he claims to have rejected
has not been rejected at all in practice. Through the contemporary
dark night of the soul God is in some sense still there, waiting as
we wait, the recipient of our prayers. In Paul van Buren, however,
this inconsistency is overcome through the cool and rigorous applica-
tion of linguistic philosophy. Significantly, Van Buren recently ad-
mitted: “I don’t pray. 1 just reflect on these things.”

Like the other death-of-God theologians, Van Buren began his
reflecting as a Barthian. We noted earlier that he took his doctorate
under Barth at Basel.” Subsequently, however, he came into con-
tact with the Philosophical Investigations of the later Wittgenstein
and the writings of the so-called linguistic analysis who have fol-
lowed him.”® In the process of subjecting his own Neo-Orthodox
theology to rigorous analytic and linguistic criticism, he wrote his
Secular Meaning of the Gospel, a book which, he says, “represented
an important step in a personal struggle to overcome my own theo-
logical past”*—but “what I'm thinking now is a lot more radical
even than what I said in my book.”"

What is Van Buren’s current position? It may be represented
as a five-point argument, the total importance of which can hardly
be overemphasized since it forms the philosophical backbone of
consistent “Christian atheism”: (1) Assertions compatible with any-
thing and evervthing say nothing, and this is preciselv the status of
Neo-Orthodoxy’s affirmation concerning a transcendental, wholly-
other God. At the beginning of The Secular Meaning of the Gospel,
Van Buren approvingly quotes the well-known parable by Antony
Flew and John Wisdom, demonstrating the meaninglessness of such
God-statements:

Once upon a time two explorers came upon a clearing in the
jungle. In the clearing were growing many flowers and manv
weeds. One explorer says, “Some gardener must tend this
plot.” The other disagrees “There is no gardener.” So they
pitch their tents and set a watch. No gardener is ever seen.
“But perhaps he is an invisible gardener.” So thev set up a
barbed-wire fence. They electrify it. They patrol with blood-
hounds. (For they remember how H. G. Wells’ The Invisible
Man could be both smelt and touched though he could not be
seen.) But no shrieks ever suggest that some intruder has re-

ceived a shock. No movements of the wire ever betray an in-
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visible climber. The bloodhounds never give cry. Yet SFII%
the Believer is not convinced. “But there is a gardener;wll?o
visible, intangible, insensible to electric shocks, a gardener ho
has no scent and makes no sound, a gardener }:Vho colmets =
cretly to look after the garden which he loves.” i%t astion?
Sceptic despairs, “But what remains of your origina assernané,
Just how does what you call an invisible, intangible, eter o
elusive gardener differ from an imaginary gardener or

from no gardener at all?”"®

An important scction of Van Buren’s book is devoted to *Shovvt]i‘l:i%
that Bultmann’s existential assertions about God do not esta([;e e
“death by a thousand qualifications,” and that .the same hOIb'S tlive
of Schubert Ogden’s attempts (God is “expenence_d non-o ]}‘:'C Ts
reality,” etc.) to stiffen existential affirmations with Wléllte saa q
process-philosophy.  God, then, is literally and unqualifie v ent:
and future divine epiphanies have no more meaning than prese
day expressions of God's existence.

(2) Modern life is irrevocably pluralistic and ”relatlvxstlc, c]a
market-place where a multitude of “language games” are played,
not a Gothic cathedral where a single comprehensive wurld—wel’)w
is possible. The non-cognitive language game of theology has to be
plaved relativistically in this milieu.”

(3) It metaphvsical, transcendental God-statements are hteral;
lv meaningless, what is their “cash value™ The actual worth o
these affirmations of faith can be obtained only by translating them
into human terms, an operation to which the concluding portion of
The Sccular Meaning of the Gospel is devoted.  As Van Buren put
it in his recent New Yorker interview: “1 am trying to argue that it
| Christianitv| is fundamentally about man, that its language abgut
God is one wav-—a dated way, among a number of wavs—of saying

what it is Christianity wants to say about man and human lifc and
human history, "™

{42 This translation of God-language to man-language must
be carvied out particularly in reference to the central figure of Chris-
tianity, Jesus of Nazareth.

One of the wavs in which the New Testament writers speak
about Jesus is in divine and quasi-divine terms—=Son of God,
and what have vou. | What I'm trving to do is to under-
stand the Bible on a naturalistic or humanistic level, to find
out how the references to the absolute and the supernatural
are used in expressing on a human level the understanding
and convictions that the New Testament writers had about
theiv world. For by using these large cosmological terms in
speaking about this particular happening, this event— the his-
tory of Jesus—they were saving the most that they could sav
about this man. 1f 4 man in the first century had wanted to
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say of a certain person that he had given him an insight into
what human life was all about, he would have almost normally
said, “That man is divine.”"®

Van Buren claims that his secular translation of the Gospel “stands
or falls with our interpretation of the language connected with Eas-
ter.”® What is this interpretation?

Jesus of Nazareth was a free man in his own life, who attracted
followers and created enemies according to the dynamics of
personality and in a manner comparable to the effect of other
liberated persons in history upon people about them. He died
as a result of the threat that such a free man poses for insecure
and bound men. His disciples were left no less insecure and
frightened. Two days later, Peter, and then other disciples,
. experienced a discernment situation in which Jesus the
free man whom they had known, themselves, and indeed the
whole world, were seen in a quite new way. From that mo-
ment, the disciples began to possess something of the freedom
of Jesus. His freedom began to be “contagious.”!

(5) Admittedly, theology is here reduced to ethics, but in our
secular age we are unable to find any “empirical linguistic anchor-
age” for the transcendental. After all, “alchemy was ‘reduced’ to
chemistry by the rigorous application of an empirical method.”®?
So let us frankly embrace the secular world of which we are a part.
Religious thought is “responsible to human society, not to the church.
Its orientation is humanistic, not divine. Its norms must lie in the
role it performs in human life. . . . Any insights into the human
situation’ which our religious past may provide us, therefore, can
be helpful only insofar as we bring them into a dynamic conversa-
tion with and allow them to be influenced by our rapidly changing
technological culture.”?

And here la ronde is complete, for in his stress on our modern
cultural situation Van Buren reminds us of the “soft” radicals Va-
hanian and Cox as much as of his “hard” compatriots Altizer and
Hamilton. Is there then a death-of-God school? Even with the
qualifications introduced in our discussion of each of the five theo-
thanatologists, the answer must be Yes. For in all of thesc thinkers
the theological center shifts away from a God whose transcendence
causes him to become more and more indistinct, until finally, in
Van Buren, he passes into the realm of analytic meaningiessness.
And for all of these morticians of the Absolute, God’s vague or
vacated position on the theological stage is replaced by Man—literary
man (Vahanian), urban man (Cox), mystical man (Altizer), social
man (Hamilton), ethical man (Van Buren). Correspondingly, the
Christ of these “Christian atheists” moves from divine to human
status: his kenosis becomes continually more pronounced until final-
ly the divine “hiddenness” in him is absolutized, yielding a human-
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istic Jesus with whom modern man can truly and optimistically
stand in “I-You” partnership in a world of secular challenge and

dynamic change.
Efforts at Resuscitation

As the theothanatologists have taken their positions around the
divine bier, ready to convey it to its final resting place, resuscitator
squads of theologians and clergy have rushed to the scene in a
frantic effort to show that the Subject of discussion “is not dead but
sleepeth.” In the five years since the appearance of Vahanian's
Death of God, vocal opposition to the movement has incrcased not
arithmetically but geometrically. The protests have ranged widely
in scope and quality—from the revival of the anti-Nietzsche quip
(“God is dead!” signed, Nietzsche; “Nietzsche is dead!” signed,
God) to Eric Mascall's The Secularization of Christianity, a book-
length criticism of the common theological orientation of Van Buren
and J. A. T. Robinson.** In general, it must be said that the at-
tempts to counter “Christian atheism,” though occasionally helpful
in pointing up weaknesses in the theothanatologists’ armor, do not
cut decisively to the heart of the issue. In most instances, the rea-
son for the critical debility lies in the dullness of the theological
swords the critics wield. Let us observe several representative efforts
to slay the God-is-dead ideology, after which we will be in a better
position to offer our own critique.

Larly in this paper we cited Hamilton’s colleague Charles M.
Nielsen of Colgate Rochester, who evidently has taken all that he
can bear from Hamilton and his death-of-God confréres. Nielsen is
the best example of the anti-theothanatological critics who oppose the
movement through satire and ridicule. Here is a delightful sample:

On the subject of freedom: there is nothing quite like some
Protestant seminaries. Presumably a medical school would be
upsct if its students became Christian Scientists and wanted to
practice their new beliefs instead of medicine in the operating
rooms of the university hospital. And a law school might con-
sider it unbecoming to admit hordes of Anabaptists who re-
fused on principle to have anything to do with law courts. But
almost nothing (including atheism but excluding such vital
matters as smoking) seems inappropriate in some Protestant
settings—nothing, that is, except the traditions of Christianity
and especially of Protestantism. Traditions are regarded as
“square,” supposedly because they are not new. The modern
theologian spends his time huddled over his teletype machine,
like a nun breathless with adoration, in the hope that out of
the latest news flash he can be the first to pronounce the few
remaining shreds of the Protestant tradition “irrelevant.”

So powerful is the thrust toward novelty that a famous Protest-
ant journal is considering a series of articles by younger theo-
logians under 60 called “How My Mind Has Changed in the
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Past Five Minutes.” The only thing that is holding up the
project is the problem of getting the journal distributed fast
enough. A great aim of the liberal Protestant seminary is to
be so relevant that no one would suspect Protestantism had
a past, or at least a worthwhile one. The point is for the
seminary to become so pertinent to modern culture that the
church has nothing to say to that culture.®’

Though such passages are great fun and make an important point,
they by-pass the root question, namely, Are the death-of-God theo-
logians correct in what they claim? Is God dead? The obvious in-
congruity in Hamilton’s presence on the Colgate Rochester faculty,
in Van Buren’s retention of Episcopal ordination, etc. pales before
the truth question. Nielsen never faces this problem, for he sces
the difficulty simply to be a surfeit of “cccentrics” in the church,
and pleads for (as the subtitle of his article puts it) “more Benedic-
tines, please!” As a professor of historical theology who highly
values the corporate tradition of the historic church, he prays:
Dear Lord, we are grateful for all the individualists and gadflies
you have sent us. Hermits are interesting, but next time may we
please also have a few Benedictines to build, organize and scrve the
church?” But if the God of the historic church is not dead, then
“gratitude” for theothanatological gadflies seems hardly appropriate;
and if he is, then Nielsen's Benedictines are a positive menace.

The November 17, 1965 issue of Christian Century featured
a section titled, “Death-of-God: Four Views,” with the following ex-
planation from the editor: “Letters constituting entries in the death-
of-God debate . . . continue to crowd the editor’s desk. To print
them all would be impossible, so as a way out of the dilemna we
present four articles which in one or another aspect seem to incul-
cate most of the views, mainly critical, advanced in the letters.”
These articles are indeed representative of the general reaction to
the movement, and their common theme is the inconsistency of the
theothanatologists: their impossible attempt to retain love, jovful
optimism, the Christian ethic, or Jesus himself while giving up a
transcendent God. Warren L. Moulton argues that “without our
faith in the reality of God we can know little or nothing about the
love which we call “agape”; he notes that “for the joy that was set
before him Christ endured the cross; with the arrival of ‘optimism’
and the departure of this particular joy, a central nerve is frayed”;
and asks: “Can we stick by Jesus just because we like the tovs in his
sandbox?”® Larry Shiner writes: “To get rid of God and keep a
‘Jesus ethic’ of involvement with the present human situation is a
species of absent-mindedness amazing to behold in a movement that
takes its motto from Nietzsche. He at least knew better; he never
tired of pointing out that Christianity is a whole and that one can-
not give up faith in God and keep Christian morality.”s’

But as sound as these criticisms are from the standpoint of the
biblical world-view, thev overlook the plain fact that the death-of-
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God theologians are quite willing to follow Nietzsche, if need be, in
a “transvaluation of all values.” Altizer, as we have seen, has already
called upon radical Christians to “defy the moral law of the
churches”; and Van Buren, in his article for Christian Century’s
“How I Am Making Up My Mind” series, does not mention the name
of Jesus once, and defines the task of theology entirely in humanistic
terms.** It is therefore painfully evident that the charge of incon-
sistency toward the Christian tradition will not move the theothana-
tologists to repentance; they are fully prepared to embrace “creative
negation” on all fronts. The basic issue remains: Is such negation
justified?

The scholarly attempts to meet this fundamental truth ques-
tion have thus far issued chiefly from the theological camps the
“Christian atheist” have endeavored (quite successfully) to demol-
ish: existentialism, Whitcheadian process-philosophy, and Neo-
Orthodoxy. The result is a rather painful example of the defense
of vested intercsts. Existential theologian John Macquarrie®® is
willing to admit, with Van Buren, that “our modern scheme of
thought affords no place for another being, however exalted, in addi-
tion to the beings that we encounter within the world”; but he still
sees as a viable alternative the Heidegger-Tillich-Robinson existen-
tial-ontological conception of God as Being itself:

The alternative is to think of God as Being itself—Being
which emerges and manifests itself in and with and through
every particalar being, but which is not itself another such
being, which is nothing apart from particular beings, and yet
which is more beingful than any particular being, since it is
the condition that there should be any such beings whatso-
ever. . . . It is Heidegger’s merit that he has shown the em-
Firical anchorage of this question in certain moods of our own
human existence—moods  that light up for us the wider Being
within which we live and move and have our own being.?

Process-philosophy is made the bulwark of defense against
“Christian atheism” by theological advocates of this philosophical
school. Stokes claims that a program to counter “the threat of a
world view which repudiates the belief in a personal God . . . can
best succced with the aid of personalistic modes of thought which
are informed and enriched by some of the insights of Whitehead
and Hartshorne.”? John B. Cobb, Jr., author of the Whitehead-
oriented Living Options in Protestant Theology®® (which does not
even include orthodox Reformation theology as an option!), informs
us that “once one enters the strange new world of Whitehead’s vision,
God becomes very much alive. . . . Insofar as I come existentially
to experience myself in terms of the world to which Whitehead in-
troduces us, I experience myself in God; God as in me; God as law,
as love, as grace; and the whole world as grounded in him. . . . If
Whitehead’s vision should triumph in the years ahead, the ‘death
of God’ would indeed turn out after all to have been only the ‘eclipse
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of God’.”® Bernard Meland argues in terms of process-philosophy
and comparative religion that “ultimacy and immediacies traffic to-
gether,” and that “while notions of the Absolute have dissolved in
our modern discourse, the vision of a More in experience, as a di-
mension that is lived rather than thought, is not unavailable.”*

Even the Neo-Orthodox theology out of which the death-of-

God theologians have carved their casket for the Infinite is presented
as an answer to “Christian atheism.” Langdon Gilkey, in his Crozer
Lectures on the God-is-dead movement, holds that the theothanatol-
(())gIStS are mﬁue‘nced solely by the “negative elements” of Neo-
Orthgdoxy and “not at all by the balancing positive elements.”*?
n the de:S‘ltlve side, when one looks deeply into human experience,
911% finds “a special kind of Void and loss,” the character of which
18 best cxpressed by such terms as “ultimate”, “transcendent”, and
uncopdltlongd.” Here “there is either no answer at all and so
despau;, or, if there be an answer, it comes from beyond the crea-
turely. At this point revelation puts in its claim: “Revelation is
that definite mode of expericnce in which an answer to those ulti-
Tmate questions is actually experienced, in which, that is, the reality
and truth of language about God is brought home to the experiencer,
In which propositions about God are ‘verified.”¢ In the Neo-
Orthodox  spirit, Gilkey quickly adds: “No proof here is possible;
only confession and conviction based on this experience.” In sum:
The' verification’ of all we say about God occurs, then, in the life
of fal_th lived by the Christian community, and from that living
experience springs the usage and the reality of its God-language.”?*
The existential-ontological, process thinking, and Neo-Orthodox
arguments against “Christian atheisin” ring more and more hollow
as analytical philosophy intensifies its barrage against these increas-
ingly anachronistic theologies. Theothanatology was built over the
wreckage of these positions, and in itself it has marshalled over-
whelming analytical evidence of their debility. Listen to Van
Buren’s decimation of such arguments as have just been presented:

Along comes the knight of faith and speaks of “rcality break-

ing in upon us!” Or he speaks to us in the name of “absolute
his faith is placed in “an

reality,” or, even more confusing,
objective reality.” And here 1 would suggest that language has
gone on a wild binge, which T think we should properly call

a lost weekend.
This knight of faith is presumably speaking English, and so
we take him to be using words which we have Jearned how
to use. Only see what he does with tham. “Reality,” which

is ardinarily used ta call our attcntion oncc morc to our agree-
ments about how things are, is used now to refer to what the
is radically the opposite

knight of faith must surcly want to say , :
of all of our ordinary understandings. W hy not better say,
“Unreality is breaking in upon us ?

I think we can sav something about what has gone wrong
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here. There was a time when the Absolute, God, was

to be the cause of a great deal of what we would toda

quite real phenomena, from rain and hail to death i?cdo{(}li
God was part of what people took to be the Iaetwo o
and factors of everyday existence, as real and as l0 ]cer
the thunderbolts he produced. But today we no on,E., :
the same reference for the word “reality. Thedneo‘(:,ni
understandings to which the word points has un erg o
portant changes. The word “reality” has taken on a "
cal coloration which makes it now a bit confusing to Sptc;
“reality breaking in upon us,” unless we are referring

- - 3 e
example, a sudden and unexpected visit from the polic
mother-in-law.*®

The point Van Buren cleverly makes here applies equally to

‘. - o ; i d Neo-Orthodox th
tential ontologies, process phllospphles, an > hich. b
gies, for all of these positions offer concepts of DeltY.W1 noth
compatible with anything and everything, say precisely i
Macquarrie’s “beingful Being” may be nothing but an an
name for the universe (the existence of which is hardbt me(
pute!);* the God of Whitehead and Hartshorne, as worshleha
Ogden, Cobb, Mcland, et al., may lik(f,\ylse be htt!e more i
pantheistic projection of their personalities on an 11}1pers,(,)nl<11 I
verse (even William James, whose notion of “the More };e‘
appropriates, admitted that it might be only an extension Qf t e(ﬂ
liminal parapsychological life of man);* and Gilkey quite n_a*‘
encloses the word “verification” in quotation marks when hg 115_'3;
for Neo-Orthodoxy's experience of revelation as filling a “Vol
no more a validation of God's ontological reality than the exist
tialist's “moods that light up the wider Being within which we 11]
or the process theologian's experience of non-objective reality.
In all of these cases, the source of the experience could be pur
psycholagical, and an appeal to a more-than-human Jevel of explai
tion totally without warrant. "

Some cfforts have been made to oppose the God-is-dead ide
ogy from the standpoint of traditional orthodox theology, but the
attempts. aperating from presuppositionalist or fideist orientations,
have had fitle impact.  Paul Holmer of Yale, whose theology fa
within the Lutheran spectrum, 't makes the excellent points th
the God-is-dead school has misinterpreted Bonhoeffer, who was 1

advocate of athcism, and that the theothanatologists have false
assumed that Christi

anity can be modified so as to become unive
sally acceptable to modern man while still remainis
On the Iatter puint he

1g true to itsel
T pu writes: “The Christian idea of God has nev
been the coin of a very large realm.

‘ ' . Theology never did hay
the allegionce of the intelligentsi

a in the West, nor did the church
other {mwcrs extend over the whole of European social life.

The theologian must understand the world and the people in It
not to make Christianity rclevant to them as much as to help then
become relevant and amenable o Christianity "105 B¢ when h
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moves to a positive defense of the Christian view of God, Holmer
tvmates l}]us effectlver}ess by presuppositionally driving a \'\jedge be-
ww;leaetrs ta I;eglogy gwh;(ch, presumably, could remain true no matter
wat) secular knowledge (whose development cannot touch

eological truth): “Theology was never so much a matter of evi-
dence that it had to change as the evidence advanced.”"""

casti Robert E. Fitch of the Pacific School of Religion unmercifully
stigates the God-is-dead mentality, arguing that “if. there is any-
:}ﬁlng" worse than bourgeois religiosity, it is egghead religiosity” and
wat this is the Age of the Sell-Out, the age of the Great Betrayal.
¢ are a new Fsau who has sold his spiritual birthright for a secular
mess of pottage.”’*” Particularly telling is Fitch’s case for the perma-
nent and cultur_e~transcending impact of Scripture; he tells of the
current wave of interest on the part of cast Africans in the first
published Swahili translation of Julinus Cacsar, and comments:

Perhaps some cultural relativist would like to explain how an
event in ancient Rome could have meaning almost 1,500
vears later in Elizabethan England and how it could now, cen-
turies later, be reborn in meaning in cast Africa. \Vhat is
striking is not just the continuity of meaning in the cvent but
the continnity of expression in Plutarch-North-Shakespeare-
Nyerere [the Swahili translator]. OQur Bible can do as much.
Indeed, it always has done so0.'"*

But the universality of literary impact establishes the cognitive trath
of the Bible’s claims, and it is the latter that the death-of-God theo-
logians dispute. Moreover, when TFitch oppases existentialistic-
experiential thinking with the argument that sccular concepts and
categories “yield but an erudite darkness until they arc illuminated
by a vision which sees this world in the light of another world,” he
does not move beyond the “soft” radical Cox whom he criticizes.'"?
Even if Reinhold Niebuhr, with his transcendental perspective on
the human predicament, accomplished more than sccularist John
Dewey''® (a debatable assumption, in any casc), the hasic question
of the de facto existence of the transcendent still remains. The
“world seen in light of another world” is an argument subject to
infinite regress, and the pragmatic cffect of belief in Deity can
hardly establish the independent existence of Deity. Fitch appears
to operate from a presuppositional oricntation which (sound though
it may be) leaves death-of-God thinking basicallv untouched.

fideistic attacks on the theothanatalogists, we
have Fpiscopal rector David R. Matlack, who speaks cloquently for
most Christian believers: “Even if their assumptions were grante
and their logic airtight—and this is far from the case —they would
not be touching the real life experiences 1 belicve 1 have had of
God’s grace, and the real life experiences other Christians have
had.”'' Here the issue is, of course, whether Matlack's “real life
experiences” and those of other believers necessarilv demand the ex-

Representing



36 THE SPRINGFICLDER

istence of a transcendent God. Suppose, as philosopher Kai Niel-
sen has argued in a paper written from Van Buren’s analytical
stance, fideistic claims such as Matlack’s “are in reality no claims at
all because key religious words and utterances are without intelli-
gible factual content”?"’? How does the orthodox believer (any
more than the existentialist) know that his experiential “encounters”
require a transcendental explanation?'® It is the contention of
“hard” death-of-God thinking that such “encounters” must be trans-
lated into purely human terms to make sense. Attempts by Chris-
tian believers to meet this issue—which lies at the very heart of the
God-is-dead movement—have thus far fallen wide of the mark.

A Closer Pathological Examination

In endeavoring to strike to the root of the theothanatological
problem, we shall focus attention on the theoretical underpinning
which Van Buren has provided for the movement. QOur concern
will not center on the metaphorical uses of the God-is-dead formula
as employed by the “soft” radicals, since their claims that peaple
have difficulty in believing today and that theological language lacks
rclevance for modern man simply highlight the perpetual need to
preach the gospel more vigorously and communicate its eternal truth
more effectively. Likewise, we shall spend little time on the posi-
tions of the “hard” radicals Altizer and Hamilton, for, as already
noted, these thinkers, in spite of the ostensively atheistic character
of their affirmations, do in fact allow for the reintroduction of Deity
(Altizer’s “God beyond God,” Hamilton’s “God of delight”) at the
back door even while ejecting him from the front. Cox is right when
he says of Altizer, “he will have to be more precise if he'’s going to be
taken seriously,”'* and the recent television discussion in which Ox-
ford philosopher-theologian Ian Ramsey went to work on Hamilton
showed clecarly that the same charge of confused ambiguity must be
leveled at him.""5  The trenchant character of God-is-dead thinking
comes not from these basically emotive outcries but from Van Buren’s
straightforward attempt to show that God-statements are meaning-
less unless they are translated into Man-statements. What, then,
of Van Buren’s argument?!

First, unlike most theological opponents of the death of God,
we readily concede the validity of Van Buren’s basic epistemological
principle, namely, that assertions compatible with anything and
everything say nothing. Contemporary analytical philosophy, in
arriving at this principle, has made an inestimable contribution to
epistemology, for by way of the principle, vast numbers of apparently
sensible truth-claims can be readily identified as unverifiable, and
time an'd cnergy can thereby be saved for intellectual pursuits capa-
ble of yiclding testable conclusions. We also agree with Van Buren
that this verification principle''® should be applied in the rcligious
realm as fully as in other areas, and we find the Flew-Wisdom
parable of striking value in illustrating the technical meaninglessness
of numerous God-claims made in the history of religions and by

117
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many religious believers today, including those Protestants addicted
to Neo-Orthodoxy, existentialism, and process-philosophy.’’* The
God-is-dead issue, however, depends not upon whether non-Chris-
tian religions or contemporary Protestant theologians make meaning-
!ess assertions about God’s existence, but whether biblical Christian-
ity is subject to this criticism. Van Buren is thus quite correct to
focus attention on the New Testament picture of Jesus, and especial-
ly on his Resurrection; but it is exactly here that Van Buren’s analysis
fails—and, ironically, proves itself to suffer from the very analytical
nonsensicality it mistakenly sees in Christianity’s continued affirma-
tion of a transcendent God.

The New Testament affirmation of the existence of God (the
Divine Gardener in the Flew-Wisdom parablc) is not a claim stand-
Ing outside the realm of empirical testability. Quite the contrary:
the Gardener entered his garden (the world) in the person of Jesus
Christ, showing himself to be such “by many infallible proofs”
CActs 1:3). Mascall illustrates with Jesus’ miraculous healing of
the blind man in John 9, observing that “one can hardly avoid being
struck by the vivid impression of eyewitness reporting and by the
extremely convincing characterization of the persons involved.”**®
To drive the latter point home, Mascall renders the beggar’s remarks
into cockney, e.g.: “Yesterday I couldn’t see a ruddy thing and now
I can see orl right. Larf that one orf!” (John 9:25). The Resur-
rection accounts, as | have argued in detail elscwhere,’*’ provide the
most decisive evidence of the empirical focus of the biblical affirma-
tion that “God was in Christ, reconciling the world unto himself.
In I Cor. 15 the Apostle, writing in A.D. 56, explicitly states thqt
the Christian God-claim, grounded in the Resurrcction of Christ, is
not compatible with anything and everything and thercfore mean-
ingless: after listing the names of eyewitnesses who had had contact
with the resurrected Christ) and noting that five l\undl)'ed other pg?i;
ple had seen him, most of whom were still aliy‘e)_, la‘ul says:
Christ has not been raised, then our preaching is in vain and vour
faith is in vain.” The early Christians werc quite willing tO-S}l]lb]C:Ct
their religious beliefs to concrete, empirical test.  Their _f"z_nt'  was
not blind faith; it was solidly grounded in empmca} facticity. ‘

But, argues Van Buren, the New Testament claunls( or%lyicaq)l)lyscg:
to be of an empirical nature. When the writcrs speak o Jesus a8
God and describe his miracles, “they were saying the most tmla ;h,)
could say about this man.” The Resurrcction account‘s] are ’}n‘x; 'e:l
final proof of how thoroughly Jesus' liberating persona “t,\ -;il'fuc;;ng
the lives of his disciples; here we see Jesus follo\\ui gipztj()n,, i
what R. M. Hare has called a “blik”—a “disccrnment situatic il

i i - evaluation on their whole experientia
which they place a quite new evalua

world. ren’s superficially plausible inter-

ooking closely at Van Bu \ fly plaussoe 10
retat(i?)rrll ] we discover that, being compatible. \Ut}; ci%i)}:cl::gcitcd
Everythin’o it says nothing! Consider: m;'ytpo\l’r;tn OBurcn L ihe
X y documents to retute Vé .8,
from the New Testament doc
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doubting Thomas episode) will be dismissed by him as §1111P1Y,
dicating how powerful the “discernment” was for the disciples. (
peculiar situation therefore arises that no amount of ewden(cie '
cluding Peter’s direct statement, “we did not follow clevelzly egl
myths when we made known to you the power ang\ coming 8|

Lord Jesus Christ, but we were evewitnesses of his majesty ‘-

Pet. 1:16) could dislodge Van Buren from his humanistic red
tion of the biblical narratives.

The meaninglessness of Van Buren’s approacl_m 'w1ll bico
clearer by the use of analogies drawn from non-religious sphet
Suppose vou were to say to me: “Napoleon conquered Furope 1
remarkably short time with amazing military resourcefulness, a
after suffering defeat and exile, he escaped and came clg‘se to ov
whelming Europe once again”;'?* and 1 were to reply, _Youdl‘ea
arc impressed by Napoleon, aren't you?” Obviously irritated, y
retort: “Yes, I am impressed by Napoleon, but I'm trying to t
you some facts about him, and here are documents to prove whéél
have just said.” Then 1 would blandly answer: “How wonderft
The very interest you show in marshalling such material shows 1
how great an impact Napoleon has had on you.” Your frustrati
would be boundless, for no matter what evidence you produced,
could, following Van Buren’s approach, dismiss it simply as an er
pirical code representing a non-empirical “blik” situation.

Or suppose T were to sav: “My wife studied art history an
enjovs painting”; and vou commented: “You really love her, don
vou?" “\Well, ves.” T would say, “but she does have artistic interest:
Here are her (ranseripts representing art courses she’s taken, her
are paintings she's done, and. " At which point vou interrug
with a sweep of the hand: “Come, come, no need to bother wit]
that: | can recagnize truc love when 1 see it!  How commendable!
My composure would be retained with great difficulty, since T would

find it impossible under the circumstances to get across a genuinel’
fFactual pamt.

I this way Van Buren endeavors to “larf orf” the empirica,
claims of Scripture to the existence of God in Jesus Christ; but his
endeavar lands him squarely in the abyss of analvtical nonsensicality
where he mistakenly trics to place the biblical witness to the super-
natural.  ladeed, Van Buren is not even being faithful to the Witt-
genstein ot the Philosophical Tnvestigations, whose principles he
secks to follow: for Wittgenstein saw the necessitv of respecting the
“language game” actually being plaved and the absurdity of reduc-
tionistically. trving to say that a given languace game really means
something clse.  Wittgenstein asks if it is proper to assert that the
sentence "The broom is in the corner” reallv means “The broomstick
is in the corner. and the brush is in the comer. and the broomstick
is attached to the brush” He answers:
I we were to ask any i 5 is ; .
sav that he had not th:))::ghltfs;sc?;l(]:\l-'noti’t?hl5‘ ]};e N OUI‘d })I‘Obdbly
ally ¢ broomstick or espe-
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cially of the brush at all. And that would be the right answer,
for he meant to speak neither of the stick nov of the brush
in particular.'?s

By the same token, Van Buren's reductionistic translation of the
empirical language game of biblical incarnation-claims into non-
cognitive, ethical language is artificial, unwarranted, and at cross-
purposes with the whole thrust of the biblical narratives. The same
1s true of the literary, urban, eschatological-mystical, and social re-
ducnoplsms of scriptural God-assertions carried on respectively by
Vahanian, Cox, Altizer, and Hamilton. The God proclaimed by the
Bible as having entered the empirical world in Jesus is not dead,
though an obvious attempt has been made to murder him using the
lethal weapon of reductionistic, humanistic bias. But the murder
of God in the interests of Man has always had consequences exactly
Ehe opposite of those anticipated, as our Lord indicated when he said,
\.Vh_osoever will save his life shall lose it: and whosoever will lose
his life for my sake shal] find it.” It is ironic that the theothanatolo-
gists have not learned from the experience of Sartre’s Goetz: “Jai
tug Dieu parce qu'il me séparait des hommes et voici que sa mort
m'’isole encore plus surement.”'??

The Case History Yields a Moral

Why have the God-is-dead theologians so casily run into this
humanistic dead-end> The answer lics in their starting point. and
a sobering moral can be drawn thercfrom. As we pointed out
through primary and sccondary sources employed in the carly por-
tion of this paper. every one of the death-of-God thinkers was pro-
foundly influenced by the dialectic oricntation of Neo-Orthodoxy.
Alasdair Mclntyre, in his incisive critique of Robinson's Honest to
God, draws the connection between Neo-Orthodoxy and “Christian
atheism’: '

We can see the harsh dilemma of a would-be contemporary
theology. The theologians begin from orthodoxy, but the
orthodoxy which has learnt from Kierkegaard and Barth he-
comes too easily a closed circle, in which believer speaks anly
to belicver, in which all human content is concealed. Turning
aside from this arid in-group theology, the most perceptive
theologians wish to translate what they have to sav to an
atheistic world.  But thev arc doomed to one of two failures.
Fither they succeed in their translation: in which case what
they find themsclves saving has been transformed into the
atheism of their hcarers.  Or thev fail in their translation: in
which case no onc hears what thev have to sav but them-

selves. "
And why does the Kierkegaardian-Barthian theology opcrate as a

“closed circle™® Because of its basic premise that, as MacIntvre well
puts it, “the Word of God cannot be identificd with any frail human




40 TuE SPRINGFIELDER

attempt to comprchend it.”1*"  Since the logical consequences of
such a principle are a fallible Scripture and a kenotically limited
Jesus, the Bible appears to secular man as no different qualitatively
from other human writings, and the Incarnate Christ becomes in-
distinguishable from other men. The believer thus moves in a
closed circle of irrational commitment, which the unbeliever finds
impossible to accept. The God of such an irrational faith has no
recourse but to become a transcendent Wholly Other, and when
analytical philosophy poses the obvious verification question as fto
the ontological existence of the transcendent, no answer is possible.
In the Flew-Wisdom parable, the Gardener-God of Nco—Orthodoxy
cannot be discovered cmpirically in the garden, for his transcend-
ence would thereby be profaned;'?® thus the garden of the world
looks as secular to the believer as to the unbeliever, and the latter
rightly asks: “Just how does what you call an invisible, intangible,
eternally elusive gardener differ from an imaginary gardener or even
from no gardener at all?” To this, the “yes-and-no” dialectic of Neo-
Orthodoxy can say nothing whatever; and the obvious result is the
death of God. For contemporary theological thought, the Bible
would be no more erroncous if there were no God; the Resurrection
of Christ in Barth’s theology would be no more unverifiable if God
did not exist; and Tillich’s “Protestant principle” would make Jesus
no more kenotic if there were no “Ground of all being.” The God-
assertions of mainline theology in the twenticth century are compati-
ble with anything and everything, and therefore can be dispensed
with as meaningless. God dies, and only modern secular man is left.

This appalling situation—what Fitch calls the theological Sell-
Out—is the direct result of a refusal to acknowledge God’s power
to reveal himself without qualification here on earth. The ancient
Calvinist aphorism, finitum non capax_infiniti, has been allowed to
obscure the central biblical stress on God's incarnation and on_his
ability to speak the Word of truth through human words. The
Bible does not present God as Rudolf Otto’s transcendent, vague
Wholly Other or as Tillich’s indescribable Being itself, but as the
God of Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob, who through the entire expanse
of scriptural revelation speaks inerrant truth to men and who mani-
festly enters the garden of this world in Jesus Christ (cf. John
20:15). For orthodox Christianity, unafraid of a miraculous Sav-
jor or of an inerrant Scripture, God’s existence does make a differ-
ence in the world, for only on the basis of his existence is revelation
cxplainable. Mainline Protestant theology, having lost its doctrine
of revelation and inspiration in the days of liberalism and never hav-
ing recovered it, now finds itself incapable of showing why God is
necessary at all.

The moral, then, is simply this: Physicians of the soul will inevit-
ably find themselves faced with the corpse of Deity if they lose their
confidence in God’s special revelation. The final and best evidence
of God’s existence lies in his Word—in the triple sense of Christ,
the gospel he proclaimed, and the Scripture that infallibly conveys
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it. The historicity of the Resurrection, the facticity of the Biblical
miracles, the internal consistency of Holy Writ and its freedom from
empirical error: these must be sustained, or the God of Scripture
will fade away into a misty transcendence for us too, and eventually
disappear.  Conversely, if we do maintain the doctrine of God’s his-
torische revelation through an inerrant Bible, we will find that, in an
age of almost universal theological debility, we will be able to pre-
sent a meaningful God to an epoch that desperately needs divine
grace. The only living God is the God of the Bible, and for the sake
of sccular man today we had better not forget it.

Final Autopsy: A Mistaken ldentity Revealed

The God-is-dead movement is a reflection and special case of
an abnormal preoccupation with Death in our time. On the popu-
lar Ievel we have sick comedies such as The Loved One; on the socio-
logical level, analyses such as The American Way of Death; on the
psychological level, the wide acceptance of Freud's theme of the
mortido; and on the plane of theoretical analysis revealing works
such as Feifel's anthology, The Meaning of Death, containing essays
by Jung, Tillich, Kaufmann, and many others.!?®

It is interesting to note other eras when death was an over-
arching concern. Huizinga, in his classic, The Waning of the Mid-
dle Ages, notes how “the vision of death” cmbraced late medieval
man, and how the dance of death, the surrealistic horrors of Hier-
onymous Boscl'’s depictions of hell, and the satanic black masses
blended into a symbolic projection of a collapsing culture. Fin de
siecle France is another illustration of the same phenomenon: ].—K.’
Huysmans’ description in his novel A Rebours of a “funer'al feast’
in which the orchestra played dirges while guests, dressed in black,
silently ate dark foods served by negresses was no less based on fact
than his accounts of satanic rites in La-Bas; the Parisian society of
the 1880’s and 1890’s, living in the wake of the Franco-Prussian
War, had fallen into degeneration and corruption, and the pre-
occupation with death and hell was the cultural cquivalent of psy-
chological sublimation.

Today’s death-of-God thinking is likewise symbolic. ~ Holy
Scripture speaks of death also, but it is man’s death upon which the
Bible dwells: “The wages of sin is death, but the gift of God is
eternal life through Jesus Christ our Lord” (Rom. 6:23). Scrip-
ture {inds the human race, not God, in the throws of death. And
when God does die, it is on the Cross, as an expiation for man'’s
mortal discasc; and God’s conquest of the powers of death is evi-
denced in his Resurrection triumph.!??

“The sting of death is sin,” however, and from Adam on the
sinner has sought above all to hide himself. Thus in our day men
unwilling to face their own mortality have projected their own de-
served demise upon their Maker and Redeemer. As suggested at
the beginning of this essay, the theothanatological movement could
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provide a mystery writer with a classic case of the “wrong corpse”;
for when one cxamines the body carefully, it turns out to be, not
God but oneself—“dead in trespasses and sins.” And this corpse
Cunlike that of Deity) fully satisfies the empirical test of verifi-
ability, as every cemctery illustrates.*!

In romantic literatare, the Doppelginger motit (a character
meeting himself) is employed as a device to symbolize the individ-
ual’s attainment of self-awareness. ILet us hope that the present
autopsy, insofar as it brings a sin-sick theology to a realistic con-
frontation with itself, may contribute to such self-knowledge."™
How revealing it is, for example, to read William Hamilton’s auto-
biographical description of his entrée into the death-of-God sphere
at age forty: “Time was getting short and I saw I needed to make
things happen.”’**  When we realize the true identity of the theo-
thanatological corpse, such a remark fits into place. It is the natural
man, the builder of towers of Babel, who must “make things happen”
theologically. For the essence of the scriptural gospel is that sinful
man cannot make things happen in the spiritual life; the living God
has made them happen in Jesus Christ, and the only true theology
endeavors, above all, to remain faithful to the one who “after he
had offered one sacrifice for sins for ever, sat down on the right
hand of God.”

And if, as Christian belicvers, the silence of God in our age
sometimes make us wonder in the depth of our souls if he still re-
mains with us, let us soberly consider Sir Robert Anderson’s pro-
found observation that God’s silence is a reminder that the amnesty
of the Cross is still available to men: “A silent Heaven gives con-
tinuing proof that this great amnesty is still in force, and that the
guiltiest of men may turn to God and find forgiveness of sins and
cternal life.”t8! The task then stands: to work while it is yet day,
for the night cometh when no man can work. As for the nature of
that work, Henry van Dyke described it well in his touching allegory,
The Lost Word; it is to proclaim to our generation the word which
has been lost through preoccupation with lesser words:

“My son, you have sinned decper than you know. The word
with which you parted so lightly is the key-word of all life
and joy and peace. Without it the world has no meaning,
and existence no rest, and death no refuge. It is the word
that purifies love, and comforts grief, and keeps hope alive
forever. It is the most precious thing that ever car has heard,
or mind has known, or heart has conceived. It is the name
of Him who has given us life and breath and all things richly
to enjoy; the name of Him who, though we may forget Him,
never forgets us; the name of Him who pities us as you pity
your suffering child; the name of Him who, though we wan-
der far from Him, seeks us in the wilderness, and sent His
Son, even as His Son has sent me this night, to breathe again
that forgotten name in the heart that is perishing without it.
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Listen, my son, listen with all your soul to the blessed name
of God our Father.”%

FOOTNOTES

We prefer the neutral term “Theothanetology” to J. Robert Nelson’s
“Theothanasia” (implying that the new theologians have put God to
death; cxcept for Altizer, who speaks, & la Nictzsche, of “passionately
willing God’s decath,” the dcath-of-God theologians regard the divine
demise as a “natural” phenomenon of our time, over which one has
little or no control) or “Theothanatopsis” (which conjures up the
shade of William Cullen Bryant, who would have been horror-struck
at this whole movement).

Time initially described the movement in the Religion scction of its
October 22, 1965 issuc; the Easter Cover Story in the April 8, 1966
issuc deals with the question of God’s existence in light of current death-
of-God thinking. For The New Yorker's valuable account of theo-
thanatology in the contemporary theological scene, sce note 11 below.

Mack B. Stokes, “The Nonthcistic Temper of the Modern Mind,”
Religion in Life, XXXIV (Spring, 1965), 245-57.

“Why This Non-God-Talk? An Editorial,” The Christian Century,
LXXXII (December 1, 1965), 1467.

William Hamilton, “The Shape of a Radical Theology,” The Christian
Century, LXXXII (October 6, 1965), 1220. Paul Van Buren, however,
“expressed astonishment at Hamilton’s announcement that there would
soon be an organization of death-of-God theologians, with a new
journal, etc., etc. Apparently there is less communication \y,lthm
this trinity [Altizer, Hamilton, Van Buren] than is assumec '(].
Robert Nelson, “Deicide, Theothanasia, or What Do You Mcan?” The
Christian Century, LXXXII [November 17, 19651, 1415). In a more
rceent issue of Christian Century (LXXXII [February 16, 19661,
223), “Penultimate” provides a satirical application blank for the
“God-Is-Dead Club.”

E.g., in his book, The New Essence of Christianity (New York: Asso-
ciation Press, 1961).

He continues: “One cannot deny that he left the cloister, had some
doubts, stomach aches and a father. At the same tilpe it is cqually
cvident that he was a highly theocentric thinker (‘Nothing can be more
present . . . than God himself’), and that he was also what Weber
and Trocltsch call an ascetic of the ‘intramundanc’ type whose hope
was in the world above—which, I take it, is not quitc ‘the world,
But of course Luther’s asceticism and theocentrism should never keep
him from being used in Protestantism as a symbol for sccular theology
and the God-is-dead movement. After all, Protestant theologians have
a long and glorious tradition of using history, shall we say, ‘frecly’ ”
(Charles M. Niclsen, “The Loneliness of DProtestantism, or, More
Benedictines, Please!” The Christian Century, LXXXII [September 15,
19651, 1121).

Cf. Montgomery “Lutheran Hermeneutics and Hermencuties Today,”
in Aspects of Biblical Hermeneutics (“Concordia Theological Monthly.
Occasional Papers,” No. 1; St. Louis, Missouri, 1966), pp. 78-108
(soon to Dbe published also in German translation in Lutherischer
Rundblicl).

Quoted in Time’s report of the 17th Annual Mecting of the Evangelical
Theological Society in Nashville, Tennessee, December 27-29, 1965
(Time, January 7, 1966, p. 70).
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15.

16.

17.
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19.
20.

21.

22,

23.

24.
25.

Cox’s informal papcr was titled “Second Thoughts on the Secular
Society” and was delivered at the Scabury-Western Theological Seminary
on January 22, 1966: further reference to this paper will be made
below. 1 was privileged to attend the Annual Mceting of the Amer-
ican Society of Christian Ethics as Carl F. H. Henry’s surrogate; my
report of the scssions appears in Christianity Today, X (Fcbruary 18,
1966), 538.

Quoted in an interview with Ved Mchta, “The New Theologian. I. Ecce
Homo”, The New Yorker, XLI (November 13, 1965), 144.

Sce especially Hamilton’s “The Death of God Theology,” The Christian
Scholar, XLVIII (Spring, 1965), 27-48.

Cox made this point in his unpublished lecture, “Second Thoughts on
the Sccular Society”; see above, note 10.

Hamilton, “The Shape of a Radical Theology,” loc. cit. The “hard”
radicals have had hard things to say about their “soft” counterparts,
e.g: “Dr. Altizer considers Harvey Cox a ‘phony masqucrading as_a
member of the avantgarde’, a sociologist in theologian’s clothing. Dr.
Hamilton of Colgate Rochester describes The Secular City as ‘pop-
Barth’ . . . ‘Dr. Cox will keecp nco-orthodoxy alive another six months’,
he scoffs” (Lee E. Dirks, “The Ferment in Protestant Thinking,” The
National Observer, January 31, 1966, p. 16).

Cf. his article, “Sociology of Religion in a Post-Religious Era,” The
Christian Scholar, XLVIII (Spring, 1965), 9-26.

So Cox stated in his paper, “Sccond Thoughts on the Sccular Society”
(sce note 10 above).

Hamilton, “The Death of God Theology,” pp. 32, 34.
Ibid. p. 34.
Nelson, “Deicide, Theothanasia, or What Do You Mean?” loc. cit.

Mchta, op. cit.,, p. 138. Gilkey of Chicago, a critic of the movement,
is now endeavoring to compile a book of essays on the new Christian
Radicalism, but Vahanian was not included among the prospective
contributors. ~ Vahanian’s relative (nco-Barthian) conservativism is
demonstrated in his recent article, “Swallowed Up by Godlessness”
(The Christian Century, LXXXII [December 8, 19651, 1506), where
he argues that the radical death-of-God view “not only surrenders to
the seeularism of our time but views it as the remedy instead of the
sickness.”

Vahanian, The Death of God: The Culture of Our Post-Christian Era
(New York: George Braziller, 1961), p. 228.

Vahanian, Wait Without Idols (New York: George Braziller, 1964),
pp. 31-32, Several cssays in this book have been published in less
complete form in journals, e.g., “The Future of Christianity in a Post-
Christian Era,” The Centennial Review, VIII (Spring, 1964), 160-73;
“Beyond the Death of God: The Need of Cultural Revolution,” Dialog,
I (Autumn, 1962), 18-21.

Tillich described this phenomenon as the substitution of non-ultimate
concerns for the only true ultimate concern, Being itself; Voegelin
refers to such idolatry as “Metastatic Gnosis” (sce Montgomery, The
Shape of the Past: An Introduction to Philosophical Historiography
[“History in Christian Perspective,” Vol. 1; Ann Arbor, Michigan:
Edward Bros., 19631, pp. 127-38).

Vahanian, Wait Without Idols, p. 233.

Vahanian, “The Empty Cradle,” Theology Today, X111 (January, 1957),
526.
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38.
39.

40.

41.

42.

43.

Vahanian, The Death of God, p. 231.
Vahanian, Wait Without Idols, p. 231.
1bid., p. 46.

Quoted in Mehta, loc. cit.

Harvey Cox,The Secular City: Seclularization and Urbanization in Theo-
logical Perspective (New York: Macmillan Paperbacks, 1965), p. 20.
In his recent paper at the American Socicty of Christian Ethics (see
above, note 10), Cox stated that a revised, hardbound edition of his
book will soon appear, and that this second edition will become the basis
of several translations in Furopean languages.

Ibid., p. 261. Wilder's statcment appears in his cssay, “Art and
Theological Mcaning,” The New Orpheus (New York: Sheed and Ward,
1964), p. 407.

Cox, The Secular City, p. 266.

1bid., p. 258.

1bid.

Sec above, note 10 and corresponding text. Cf. Cox's arrtiglrc, “The Place
and Purposc of Theology” (The Christian Century, L)x.}s}xHI []m_xuglry
5, 19661, 7), where he hits the “hard” death-of-God radicals for missing
the prophetic challenge of the modern revolutionary polis: Rather
than helping the prophets greet a religionless, revolutionary tomorrow,
some theologians are more interested in dissccting the cadaver of yester-
day’s picties.”

Not so incidentally, Cox approvingly quoted his Harvard acquaintances
Krister Stendahl (“you can only have Neo-Orthodoxy after a good long
period of liberalism”) and Erik Erikson, author pf th'c psy_cl_xg,mmlytlc
study, Young Man Luther, whose view of the “identity crisis” makes
Stendahl’s point in psychological terms.

Altizer, Mircea Eliade and the Dialectic of the Sacred (Philadclphia:
Westminster Press, 1963); the book grew out of an article, “Mircea
Eliade and the Recovery of the Sacred,” The Christian Scholar, XLV
(Winter, 1962), 267-89. As Hamilton notes, Altizer's book is a mix-
ture of Eliade’s views and Altizer's and thercfore is “not structurally
satisfactory” (“The Death of God Theology,” p. 31).

Ibid., p. 32.

Altizer, Oricntal Mysticism and Biblical Eschatology. (Philadelphia:
Westminster Press, 1961).  Some of the material in this book has been
incorporated into Altizer's essay, “The Religious Mcaning of' Myth and
Symbol,” published in Truth, Myth, and Symbol, cd. Altizer, et al.
(Englewood Cliffs, N. J.: Prentice-Hall, 1962), pp. 87-108.

Like Toynbee, Altizer places Christianity and Mahayana Buddhism on
the religious pinnacle together.  Altizer’s dependence on Toynbee would
be a subject worth investigating.

Altizer, “Nirvana and the Kingdom of God,” in New Theology No, 1,
ed.  Martin E. Marty and Dean G. Peerman (New York: Macmillan
Paperbacks, 1964), p. 164. This essay first appeared in the University
of Chicago’s Journal of Religion, April, 1963.

Altizer, “Theology and the Death of God,” The Centennial Review,
VIII, (Spring, 1964), 130. It is intcresting to speculate whether
Jaroslav Pelikan is fully awarc of the conscquences of his attempts
theologically to baptize Kierkegarrd (From: Luther to Kierkegaard) and
Nictzsche (Fools for Christ).

Cf. Altizer, “Word and History,” Theology Today, XXIT (October,
1965), 385. The degree of current popular interest in Altizer's radical-
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ism is indicated by the fact that the Chicago Daily News adapted this
article for publication in its Panorama scction (January 29, 1966, p. 4).
Altizer, Review of Christianity and the Encounier of the World Reli-
gi60ns by Paul Tillich, The Christian Scholar, XLV (Winter, 1963),
362.

Altizer, “Theology and the Death of God,” p. 132.

Ibid. On Nietzsche vis-a-viz current thought, sec the excellent article
by Erich Heller, “The Importance of Nietzsche,” Encounter (London),
XXII (April, 1964), 59-66.

Altizer made this point in a keynote speech at a recent conference at
Emory University on “America and the Futurc of Technology”; it was
reported in Christianity Today, X (Dccember 17, 1965), 1310,

. Altizer, “Theology and the Death of God,” p. 134,

. Altizer, “The Rcligious Meaning of Myth and Symbol,” p. 95.

. Ibid.
. Quoted in a symposium-interview in Christianity Today, X (January
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64,
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7, 1966, 374.

. Ibid, The expression, “third age of the Spirit,” comcs from the twelfth

century mystic-millenial theologian Joachim of Floris (sec Montgomery,
The Shape of the Past, p. 48). As in Cox, so in Altizer we find a defi-
nite tone of anabaptist enthusiasm.

Altizer, “Creative Negation in Theology,” Christian Century, LXXXII
(July 7, 1965), 866-67.

Hamilton, “THe Shape of a Radical Theology” (cited above in note 5),
pp. 1219-20. Apparently Hamilton just made it in time, for Altizer
is of the opinion that “the real barrier to this kind of thinking is mainly
age, because most of those under 45 do respond to it” (Chicago Daily
News, January 29, 1966, loc. cit.).

Hm;lilton, The New Essence of Christianity (cited above in note 6),
p. 55.

1bid., p. 116.

clson, “Deicide, Theothanasia, or What Do You Mean?” loc. cit. (in
note 5 above).

Hamilton, “Daring to Be the Enemy of God,” The Christian Scholar,
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