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What happens 1n the heart of theology wiıth regard to how Lry to
explicate OUT faith about the relatıon of Christ and God 111 gradually
affect OUT ecclesiology and miss10logy. Theology 15 NO being challenged
to face to “the ea!| of God” Dy the proclamation of “Christian
atheists” that Christianıity must embrace Jesus without God f the
Christian faıth 15 to be meanıngful 1n totally immanent wWwWOor. In this
artıcle, would ıke to poıint out what belıeve SOINC of the effects of
““the ea of God” miss1ology ATC lıkely to be, CVCNMN though heology
has only begun fo COINC to gT1DPS with the problem of increasıng atheism
wıthın Christianıty.

1f God 15 dead, ıt would SCCIHN clear enough that the people of God 15
dead and that Christianıty has divine m1ssıon 1n and for the world.
However, neıither the problem 15 SO simple NOT the result drastıc. 'The
real question 18°* ın what may SaYy God has died” And if Ca  -

INOTEC nearly determine that, then Ca  - attempt to 5a y in what the
Christian m1ss10nN 15 affected. It 111 be NECCCSSATY rst to outlıne how
Varıo0us meanıngs of od’s ea ave ffected the miss1iologıcal thinking
of SOIMINC of the radıiıcal theologlans who merit the paradoxıcal tıtle of
“Christian atheist”

Our 1l be ımıted fo the three acknowledged leaders of Christian
atheism: WILLIAM HAMILTON, PAUL VA.  z BUREN an I HOMAS LTIZER., We
1l note their principal works each 15 treated. longer SUMMAaTrYy an
crıt1que of theıir systems, ell consıderation of the movement

whole, maYy be found ın Is G(G0d ea by >I HOMAS ÜGLETREE, SC  —
Press, London, 1966 William Hamilton g1ves considerable bibliography
of works he consıders pertinent tO the development of radical theology at the
end of Radıcal eology and T’he ea of God Dy IHOMAS LTIZER and
WILLIAM HAMILTON, Merrrill, Indianapolis, 1966 Iwo of the best studıes
of the hıstorical background for this mMmoOovement AdIiIcC The N ew Ghristzanıty,
edited by WILLIAM MILLER, Delacorte Press, New Y ork, 19606, an The Roots
of the Radıcal eology by JOoHN COOPER, 'Ihe Westminster Press, Phila-
delphia, 1967 1wo anthologies of critical reactions foO the od-is-dead theo-
loglans and urther consıderations of the theological problems involved C
The Meaning of the Death of God, edıted by ERNARD MURCHLAND, Random
House, New York 1967, and Radıcal eology Phase T’wo, edıted Dy
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Hamalton: od’s ea
Wiıth the phrase “the ea of ILLIAM HAMILTON intends to

descrıbe the theological meanıng of adıcal ange in human experiıence.
Formerly, because of man’s feeling of AaAW' before everythıing myster10us
ın lıfe, because of hıs needs and his OW: seemıng incapacıty to fill these,
he experıenced real of belief 1n the existence, PTESCNCEC and
actıvıty of God to whom adoratıon and TUS wWwWeIr«c possıible, CVCNMN fıtting
and NCCESSATY. hıs experıence has slowly withered and vanıshed 1ın
Jesus and the Cross, 1n the scientific and polıtical and industrıal
revolutions, especlally in the iırresistable development otf atheiısm 1n
aspect of ıfe throughout the 19th and 20th centuriIies. Today experiıence
only the absence e of what ONCEC telt Wwas God HAMILTON has
CVCIMN gıven waılting for NCW God whose mig enN]oy 4A5

opposed to the God OINCE needed and sed (an earlıer Hamiltonian
solution fo "the ea of God” experience). od’s e 15 not the result
of scientific demonstration, ıt 15 ..  an emotıional event, 1n the guts  27
composed of elements that AICc overwhelming when taken together. One
of these elements 15 that God 15 less and less needed As solve UT OW.

problems and increasıngly ook to ourselves, ook AaWAaY from the
iırrelevant God whose help OMNCC felt requıred. Another tactor 15 the
problem of suffering. 'T his problem always there, but the 20th century
has magnihed the problem untiıl it has become ımpossıble LO elıieve 1n the
monster that such all-powerful God WONU. ave LO be LO OW these
things. Further, he believes Can replace all that 19 (& summed
under “G0d" hıs 15 the other experı1ence that has arısen ın connection
wıth the demise of God, better, the posıtıve sıde of OMNC and the Samec

development 1N human experlence. Technological INa  - 15 ın the pTOCCSS of

ÜCHRISTIAN and (SLENN WiTTIG, Lippincott, New Y ork, 1967 I1wo of the
newest examınatıons of the debate ATIC: I'’he Death of God Movement, Dy
HARLES BENT, S. ] ., Paulıist Press, 1967, and Relıgion 1ın Gontemporary
Debate by ÄLAN RICHARDSON, 'Ihe Westminster Press, Phıladelphıa, 1967
Further matter 15 added from the 81  e of the God-is-dead theologıans 1nN:
Toward D New Ghristianıty, edıted by I HOMAS ÄLTIZER, Harcourt, Brace an
World, 1967, and T’he Death of God Debate, edited by JACKSON LEE IcE an!
JoHN ÜAREY, The Westminster Press, Philadelphıa, 1967

Formerly Baptist miınıster, WILLIAM HAMILTON, became ell known durıng
his A4S Professor of systematic theology at Golgate Rochester Diviınity
School ıIn Rochester, New York Recently he became member of the faculty
of New College ın Sarasota, Florida. Hıs principal works ATC! Ihe New SSENCE
of Ghristianıity, Assocıiation Press, New Y ork, 1966, an! collection of maJjor
artıcles ıth Altizer, Radıcal eology an the Death of God, Bobbs Merrrill,
Indianapolis, 1966 I1wo Very important artıcles ATC: ”I he Shape of Radıcal
Theology“, Christian Gentury, vol 4  9 Oct. 6’ 1965
an especlally ‘”C he Death of God”, Playboy, vol 87 August, 1966, 84

‘”CIhe Death of Playboy, vol S, August, 190606, 3L column
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increasıngly mastering the WOT. 'There 15 S{1 AaW !  9 mystery and the
‘“sacred‘ , but Ca  - celebrate these INOTC adequately 1ın the arts, 1n the
human sanctıty of affırmed sexualıty and 1n theo of posıtıve human
lıyıng to face death, thereby robbing it of the abılıty to surprise and urt

Since all ave known 15 God 15 SONC, W! the human communıty,
must take CTE the ““divine” functions of rebuking and correcting wiıth
unconditional healıng, consolatıon and iorgıveness. But decıisıve for us
the fOCcus and center of obedience, TUS and oyalty 15 the TI1LUN Jesus,
hıs WaYy wiıth others.

Hamalton: 215510 after od’s ea
For HAMILTON, “the ea of 27 15 not the death of m1ss10n, for it

1Ssues 1ın emphatıc movıng AaWaYy from “monastery” and “dl dl” into
the world The Christian 15 to be otally 1n and tor thıs world the
patiern and inspıratıon of the INan Jesus. 'Ihe Christian INa  - iınvolves
himself fully iın the arts and politics, ın socıal and ecCcoNOmMI1C revolutıon,
ın sc1enNcCeE and everything human 1n order to lıve for and love all hıs
neighbors. One must push the movemen from urch to world far ıt
Cd.  I O, becoming irankly worldly INa  - without relıgıon OT God, but
alıve for others. One must take this wWwOor. wiıth ultımate ser10usness. We
ATC called to “unmask” fiınd and Jesus ıIn OUT ne1ghbor but
CVCON INOTEC to become Christ tor OUT neighbor. Hamililton ends two of hıs
most ımportant CSSaYyS wıth M1SS10Nary emphasıs:

“We dechristianize ONC, make virtue of UUr defects, an ven
dare tO call iINeCN into the worldly where CI ATC ın need and where
eSsus 15 to be found and served 4

S the death of God) 18 real event; it 15 ]Joyous event; ıt lıberating
event, removing everything that might stand between InNan and the relief of
suffering, al and the love of his ne1ghbor. It 18 real event makiıng possıble

Christian ftorm of faith for mMan today. It 15 vVen makıng possible urch and
minıstry ın OUT world

vUan Buren: God’s Death
AUL VA  z BUREN approaches the problem of God 1n the modern WOT.

by askiıng how Christian who 15 himself secular INan mMay understand
the Gospel 1ın secular WaY. By “secular man  27 he 0)01° who 15

‘”C he Death of God Theologies JToday”, T’he Christian Scholar, Spring, 1965,
(T’his artıcle 15 reprinted 1n Radıcal / heology and the Death of God,

Bobbs Merrrıiill, Indianapolıis,
‘*”CIhe Death of »” Playboy, vol 87 August, 1966, 139, column

6 PAUL VA  z BUREN, ordaıned Episcopalian clergyman, 15 the Assocıate
Professor of Religion at T'emple University 1n Phıladelphia, Penn. Hıs theory
15 explaıned 1ın The Secular Meanıng of the Gospel, Macmillan, New Y ork, 1963
Quotes AIC taken from the SCM Press edıtıon, London, 1966 Besides the SUIMINAaL Y



frankly empirical and pragmatıc minded, interested and involved 1n
thiıs life, not 1in the “beyond’ of transcendental metaphysics SOIMNEC

post-mortem world However, he wishes to find WaYy that 11l be
responsıve to the majJor of both the theological rıght left, to
Barth and to Bultmann and Ogden, to the New Testament and Church
tradıtion (especlally Chalcedon) ell AS to the demands of the modern
empirical M1  d. Van Buren brings the method of linguistic analysıs fo the
Janguage of faıth in order to discover what effective functions thıs
language Can ave for the secular Christian oday Hıs system 15 not
completely SYNOANYINOUS ıth Logical Positivism ın that he attempts to
appIiy “modifhied verihcatıon princıple” (which judges the actual meanıng
of the words uSsSec accordıng to the realistic possıbilıties wiıthin the
partıcular context 1n question). Hiıs maJor linguistic and philosophical
OUTCECS ATIC Ludwig Wittgenstein and Antony ew He also ca
ındred studies of Christianity from Miles, Braithwaite, lan

Ramsey and Hare Van Buren’s conclusi:ons may justly be

anı crıtique of Ogletree mentioned 1ın OUT first footnote, there 1S very fine critical
review of the book ın the Journal 0} Relıgıon, vol IN 37 July, 1964, 238—9243
by ANGDON B.GILKEY, who 15 OIl  ar of the earliest and finest commentator’s Death-
of-God theology cfr. also: ‘I he God 15 Dead Theology an the Possibility of
God-Language”, I’he Voice, January, 1965 INOTC extended anı vVeCrvV critical
reaction to VAN BUREN may be OUN!| in MASCALL’'S The Secularızatıon of
Christianıity, Darton, Longman and JTodd, London, 1965 An interesting SUMMAaTLY
an reaction to V3a  b Buren’s translatıon of God-talk into alk about ne s basıc
‘blik’ ıfe appCals ın Bishop ROBINSON’s Exploratıon anto God, SCM Press,
London, 1967, 63— 72
i LUDWIG WITTGENSTEIN: The Blue and Brown Books (Preliminary tudies for
the ‘Philosophical Investigations’), Blackwell, Oxford, 1958, and Philosophical
Investigations, Blackwell, Ox{iford, 1953 ÄNTONY FLEW and AÄALASDAIR MAcC-
INTYRE: New Essays ın Philosophical Theology, SCM Press, London, 1955 In

INOTEC recent book by FLEW, God and Philosophy, Hutchinson of London, 1966,
he makes only twWO references to Va  - Buren (both disapproving),
(p j an 33—  9 wiıthout tryıng to show that Van Buren
has isused FLEW'’S OW: earlier observatiıons about God-talk an verification ın
New Essays 96—99 It would SCCIH that FLEW considers his answer there
(p 06—108) to HARE’s theory of ‘blik’ (p 99—103), which VA  z BUREN
has adopted, sufficient. His arguments weTeC i{wo Such VIEW 15 “entirely
unorthodox’” eW thinks iıt clear that orthodox Christianity has intended
make SOINEG cosmological assertions about the nature and activities of A supposed
personal creator) and 1f relig10us statements intend only talk about
‘blik’ and Say nothing about CoS5SMmMos an the WaYy it really 18, then relig10us
actıviıties Are made redundant en fraudulent. Theological reasoning,
becomes lıke tryıng to clear overdraft by writing ne s Bank cheque for the
SAaIMec amount.

MiI_LEs, Relıgion an the Scientific Outlook, Allen and Unwin, London,
1959; BRAITHWAITE, An Embiricıst's 1CW of the Nature of Religious Belıef,



described radıcal translation of the New Testament and tradıtional
Christian eology into  Ar completely secular erms The word God 15 judged
meanıngless, unless it 15 bojled down to INCAan logıically that ONC 15
speakıng of SOINCG ultimate attıtude his OW. part GCommenting

BORNKAMM'’'S consıderation 1n Jesus Von Nazareth of the two most
ımportant commandments, Van uren writes:

“He (Bornkamm) asks, “Are love toward God and love toward the neighbor
ONCG anı the same ”' and AdN5SWCIS, ‘Certainly not Whoever equates ın thıs
ashıon the two commandments knows nothing of sovereignty and will
VeC: SoOooON turn God into S word symbol wiıth whiıch € might 4A5
well dispense.’ In passıng, might 5aYy that thıs 18 closıing the arn door several
centurıes LOO late Bornkamm continues: “Surrender to God e  :  2 being
awake and ready for God, who claıms INE ın other INEN. In this J;  9 love for
the neighbor 15 the test of love for God,.’ Precisely. {f love for the neighbor 15
the test of 'love for (GF0d’, then by the verification principle it 15 the meanıng of
‘love for God’

VA  Z BUREN contends hat ave eed for the problematic God
symbol, because Ca  - find OUT ultımate In the historical INa  “ Jesus.
Jesus and the pattern of his reedom {o lıve and die tor others 15 decisive
tor the Christian. 'The resurrection 15 interpreted even hich
happened to the Apostles rather than to Jesus. Was the vVC real
experience of comiıng to sec«Cc Jesus 1in NEW WAaY, “contagious” WaY, that
brought them to share iın his wonderful reedom for others. bodıiıly
resurrection would be incapable of an Yy real empirical description and 15
not Eeven essential for faith (one Ca  - assert bodily resurrection wiıthout
really being grasped bDy Christ’s example). But the ““Easter experience ”
15 NCCECSSATY tor faıth Language about faith, then, for the secular
Christian 15 language about the “bllk” that has definıtively claimed
hım 16 W of himself and his fellow INan that 15 sharıng iın the
contag1ı0us reedom for others hıch Jesus of Nazareth had

Uan Buren: 155102 after Od’s Ca
VA BÜREN belıeves that OINCE the Church and the known world became

coextensive, the Church began to claım the WOT. for herself rather than
for Christ. And 1n order to retaın the New Testament Church-world
dıstinction, <he found ıt NCCCSSATY to distınguish secular from sacred,
thıs-worldly” from “otherwordly”. The bıblıcal “God 1in history” became
Cver InNOoTre “above history” and “otherworldly”, untiıl oday longer

Cambridge Press, Cambridge, 1955: IAN RAMSEY, RKelıgi0us Language,
SCM Press, London, 1957; HARE, New Essays 2n Phiılosophical T’heology,
edited by ÄNTONY FLEW anı AÄLASDAIR MACINTYRE, SCM Press, London, 1955,

909— 10.
The ecular Meaning of the Gospel, 182— 183



know how to usSec the word God But Christians Cal stand their OWN
'Thefeet and help their neighbor without the “God-hypothesis”

Christian mi1ssıon Can Jonger be spoken of 1n anı y ogıcal
really dıvıne, but Christians ATC still grasped by the reedom of the INa  $

Jesus to take hıs perspective 1n their lıves.
*”T he contemporary meanıng of "cClaiming the world for Christ’ cannot be

return to medieval metaphysıcs and the confusıon of the of the urch
ıth the contag1ous of the reedom of Jesus. 'The meanıng of that claım
NO 18 sımply that the whole world mMay be SCCH ıth the Christian’s perspective.
He need not ask NOT eXpect the world to understan! itself he understands ıt.
Sınce he has acquired thıs perspective ın connection ıth reedom which 15
contag10us, he should be Oontent to let thıs contagıon work ıts O W: WaAaYy 1ın the
world, wıthout hıs takıng thought for the IMOTTOW, especlally the INOTTOW of
the urch

IThe mı1ıssıon of the Christian 18 the WaYy of love upon which he finds himself,
the WaYy toward the neighbor, not the WaYy of tryıng {to make others into
Christians. Hiıs m1ssıon 15 sımply fo be Man, thıs 15 defined by Jesus of
Nazareth It 15 quite enough that he practices the lıberty for which he has been
set free 10'n

Altizer: od’s Death
TTHOMAS ÄLTIZER S 11 explanatıon of (God’s death 15 INOTC difficult

to SUmMMaArTrIıze than that of Hamliılton Va  - Buren. Hıs explıcıt
AT not the grTOWINg ack of aDn y eed for God and the problem of evil

Ibid, 191— 192
THOMAS ÄLTIZER, Epıiscopalıan layman, 15 the Assocıliate Professor of

Bible and Religion at Emory University, Atlanta, Georgia. Hıs princıpal works
ATC*®* Orzental M ysticısm and Biıblical Eschatology, The Westminster Press,
Philadelphia, 1961:;: Mırcea Elıade and the Dialectic of the Sacred. The West-
mınster Press, Philadelphia, 1963:;: The Gospel of Christian Atheism, The West-
miıinster Press, Philadelphia, 1966; Radıcal eology and the Death of God
(a collection of CSSAaYS iın con]junction ıth William Hamilton), Merrill
Indianapolis, 1966, and The New Apocalypse: The Radıiıcal Christian Vısıon
of 1ıllıam Blake (actually wriıtten before The Gospel of Christian Atheism,
but rankıng wıth it ıIn importance for the thought of Altizer), Michigan State
University Press, 1967 Other important works include: ‘“Nirvana and Kingdom
of 150—168, iın New Theology No 1) edited by Martin Marty
an! Dean Peerman, Macmillan, New York, 1964; ‘“Cireative Negation ın
Theology”, 77—85, Frontline Theology, edited bv DEAN PEERMAN, SCM
Press, London, 1967:; the vVerYy significant artıicle: “Catholic Theology and 'The
Death of God”, hich Was gıven at Catholic University In Wash-
ington, C during conference The God-problem Today ıIn the SUMMerTr
of 1967 Aan: has appeared 1ın Cross Currents: the book Toward N ew Chris-
tıanıty, edited by IHOMAS ÄLTIZER, Harcourt, Brace anı World 1967

sharp attack by ROBERT MCAFEE BROWN ÄLTIZER’S Gospel of Christian
Atheism Can be found 1n THEOLOGY TODAY, vol Z July, 1966 DU



NOT the requıremen(ts of empirıcal thinking and lınguistic analysıs. He
contends that Christianıty must be completely contemporary “”non-
religious’, ıt must reject retireat ınto  S the past and an y effort
tOo transcend devaluate the world All such anNneCUVeTIS AIC betrayals
of the Incarnatıon, hıch 15 the specific difference of Christianity's faıth
'To realıze what such fully contemporary and incarnate Christianıty
1S, he calls for r radıcal accepftance of atheism’'s critique of Christianıty’s
relig10us nature. Altizer uSCcs Mircea Eliade’s studies of religıon only tO
identify and attack traces of relıgıon wiıthin Christianity. Hıs thought
developes iın SITENUOUS opposıtion to hıs OW: Episcopalıan background
and to Barth He protests the remaınder of transcendence in Bultmann
and Tillich, both of whom he does not find radıcal enough. He INCOT-
porates Many 1 9th CENLUTY atheistic iıdeas: Nietzsche’s fury agaınst the
Christian God and hiıs cConcept of Eiternal Recurrence, Hegel's logıc and
ontology, especlally Blake’s Christo-atheistic theorijes (generally masked
OVeCT with the esoter1ic symbolısm of hıs poetry) about 11A4  - artıst. He
also employs hat he Ca  - of Teilhard’s evolutionary Christology. Altizer
MaAaANaASCS 0 old hıs borrowiıings and inspıratıons ınto  e surprisingly
orıgınal and unıfied whole He reports the e of (God 1n INOTC

ontological INannNer than Hamilton V  - Buren. 'The latter two ATC

talking about how all experience of responsible God-reflection has
perished and how critically reconstructed pıcture of Jesus without God
Ca  — st111 definıtively claım us the inspiration tor the WaYy to rez OUT

fellow INnan Altizer contends that (G0d has really died ın the that
all realıty 15 pPTrOCCSS of kenotic and dialectic evolution from primordial
sımplicity through continuing complexification toward entirely NC

coincıdence at-oneness. Orıiginal Totalıty“” (or God As the
primordial and sımple whole of realıty) denıed himself by creative fall
into  a evolution. Transcendent (SÖög-: (God Aa other than world)
AaPPCaTrs with evolution’s inıtiatıon. rather than being the presupposition
of creation (Altizer reJects the ıdea of transcendent God alone in
eternıty and the concept of “creat10 nıhılo") 'Ihe whole of realıty,
God included, 15 evolvıng and the entire COUTSC of iıts history has been

pPTrOCCSS of Incarnation, because NCW kind of coinciıdence identity
15 being reached. In this evolutionary Incarnatıon, God continues to deny
himself and becomes identified wıth INan. The PTrOCCSS reaches focal

290 most lucid SUMMAAaTY and reaction to LTIZER aAappCals in WILLIAM
RADEN’S The Private Sea, Quadrangle Books, Chicago, 1967, 155 In
merıca anı the Fauture of ecology, edited by WILLIAM BEARDSLEE, 'CIhe
Westminster Press, Philadelphıia, 1967, there 15 another artıcle of ÄLTIZER/S:
- Theology and the Contemporary Sensibility”, 15—31, followed Dy [WO
critical reactions: Rabbi ICHARD RUBENSTEIN (a Jewiısh God-is-dead theo-
logian, cfr. er Auschwntz, Bobbs Merrill, Indianapolis, 9 *“ Thomas
Altizer’s Apocalypse”, 32—40, and HARLES LONG'’s artıcle, ‘”C he
Ambiguities of Innocence”, 41— 51



poıint and CONSCIOUS stage 1n Jesus of Nazareth.: God became Jesus to
the decisıve extent that he died definitively toO his otherness in the ıfe
an death of Jesus of Nazareth. Resurrection that what Jesus
became (the total expression of God the incarnate Word) continues
1n I1a  j unıversally (ın all men) and completely 16 since Jesus of
Nazareth, the Word exısts in other WaYy eXcept 4A5 incarnate). On-
goingly ONC wiıith us 1n OUT NOW, the incarnate Word (also retered
to “Opırit”, “Jesus” “Christ ‘ ) 15 bringiıng progressively closer
toward . final God-man ıdentity. 'The Namne of Jesus AS SAavl1Or, therefore,
15 not sımply to be ıdentified wıth Jesus of Nazareth, but 15 used
symbol of the innermost reality of faıth the present and continuıng
unifiıcation of God AaAn INall. The final identity coincıdentia opposiıtorum
1s fully dialectical ONC. 11 be AL the furthest dialectica TEINOVEC

from either God AS5 the Original Totalıty G0od Aa other than INanll.

15 not INCTC juxtaposıtion harmony NOT CVCMN close unıty ın
which the opposıtes somehow retaın theır OW. identities. There 15 not

simple denıal of 0)91  (D opposıte (as Altizer claıms 15 the Casec 1n PUTr«c
form of relıg10n, such Eastern mysticısm, where the world and all
CONSCIOUS actıvıty 15 sımply reversed in order fo achieve OoONeENCSS wiıth
the perfect still that 15 before all motıon, VCn that of thought). In true
dialectical coincidence, both God an INa  - to be what they WEeTC

AS separated. Ihey become NDNECW ıdentity. Altizer 15 insıstent that God
a4as separate Was real, that he has really diıed to thiıs separateness 1n the
PproCcCSS of evolutionary Incarnation. By this evolution {1 also 15 radı-
cally ditfferent irom what he sed to be different that he longer
depends God separate Iirom himself, that he CE  - longer CVCI

realıstically conceive of such God In SCNSC, God 18 sti11 alıve, hut
nOt SEDATALE from Man 'The position 15 at least A much pantheistic

atheistic, though it 15 quıte different from the classıcal forms of
pantheism and atheism. Finally, he ACCUSCS traditional Christianity of
being “religi0us” 1n that it trıes to resist thıs incarnational evolution
toward God-man ıdentıty by resurrecting Jesus AS COosm1ıc Lord
negaftes man’s real present and future, because ıt returns to the past
by tryıng to cling LO the image of separate and eternal God, Dy closıng
off revelation ıth the Apostolic times and by claimıng that faıth
remaıns unchanged and autonomous despıte the changıng wWwWOor. Altizer
claıms ATC 1in “Ihırd Age”, apocalyptic time the time of
the death of God ON 4A5 different from the New Testament the
New Testament 15 from the Old Testament. The images of transcendent
God and resurrected Christ AIC increasıngly and dead, precisely
in as much 4A5 the only real Word of revelatıon and faith 15 incarnate 1n
INa  —$ and steadily approaching the full apocalyptıc ıdentity of God and
INan. ‘““Ihe Apocalyptic Totality” (Altizer’s Omega Point”) 11l be
“the Great Humanity Divine”.



Altızer: 155107 after od’'s Death
ÄLTIZER has been less concerned wıth moralıty missıion than Ha-

miılton and Van Buren. One TCason 15 hat theır Ssystems AIC largely
moralıties. Another 15 that Altizer has been intent developıing the
theoretical basıs of his incarnatıonal evolutionısm. What 15 perhaps most
discouragıng for m1ssıon 1n Altizer’'s system 15 the dea that the body of
Christ 15 rather automatically the entire world, wıth the added assertion
that the Word 15 CVCMN INOTE present and actıve outsıde of the Churches
than wıthın them (because of their relıg10us” nature). However, siınce
all of realıty 15 PTOCCSS of Incarnation by hıch ‘“+he Great Humanity
Divine” arıses, should not retreat from the PTOCC5SS NOT obstruct thıs
goal but should gıve ourselves completely LO the evolving actualıty of
OUT present (which 25 the incarnate Word)

*”T he VE Nammne of Jesus embodies the promise of these final things while
sımultaneously callıng tor total identification ıth OUT ne1ghbor. Truly, to
PTONOUNCE h1s Namme 15 LO gıve oneself to Jesus he 15 manıiıfest ın the weak
an broken NS about uS, and 4a5 he 15 present 1n the darkness, the anonymıiıty,
and the chaos of d fallen history; for the repetition of the 1Namne of Jesus 15

repetition of eternal death for INan, relıving of ultımate COSmI1C
reversal, partıcıpation VCcCn NO 1n the End hich he has promised” 1

“The Death of God”
In hat has God died”?” First of all, ıt 15 obviously frue that

Christendom has been collapsıng since the time of the Renaissance !3.
In growıingly exclusiıve INAanNnNnCrT, OUTr culture has become thıis-world
centered, empirical-minded and scıentized, posıtıvıstic and secular,
pragmatic and humaniıistic. In inverse proportion wıth this, belief iın God,
Irinity, Virgin-birth, Incarnation, soul, afterlife, miracles and UTI-
rection has diminished. None of the isolated elements of thıs increasıng
disbelief, perhaps even all taken together, 15 completely NCW, but there
does SCCIM to be forming Cver wiıder and INOTC convınced and INOTC

sophisticated COMNSCHNSUS that tradıtional Christian faıth and theology 15
dead dyıng. What 15 especlally NCW about the death-of-God atheism
15 that 1DOW atheism has arısen not only IM those who began
Christians but then chose to become “outside’’ opponents of Christianity;
oday ave the phenomenon of Christian atheists. Radical Christian

The New Apocalypse, 146
Outstanding thiıs theme AI the books of :ABRIEL VAHANIAN: The Death

of God, George Braziller, New Y ork, 1961 AanN! Waıt ıthout Idols, George
Braziller, New Y ork, 1964 For VAHANIAN’S condemnation of radıcal theology’s
proposal of Christian atheism the solution tor OUr sıtuatıon, cfr. No Other
God, George Braziller, New Y ork, 1966



atheists stay more less within Christianıty **. They want to be atheists
totally secular but remaın explicıtly Christian theır 1eW-

point 11l allow ven thıs 15 not altogether LCW. One Ca consıder Blake,
Hegel and others % PTFCCUTISOTS. Schweitzer, Bultmann, 'Tıllıch and ven

Bonhoeffer and Teilhard de Chardin prepared part of the INOTEC immedıate
scr1ıptural and speculatıve groundwork for thıs development. In sayıng
thıs, intend merely to gran' that the God-is-dead theologians appeal
ıth SOINC logic LO these earlıer thinkers emiınal for radıcal Christian
atheism. An ven INOTE ımportant preparatıon, however, has been the
consıderable number of urch Christians who ATIC practıcal agnostics,
if not atheists. Radıical theologıans ave gathere all of these actors
together and systematızed them around the 1A4  - and symbol Jesus
without the God-baggage. 'Thıs, then, 15 the 1ın hıch ‘GOd” has
dıed, and there ATrCcC two princıpal s1des to the even! 'C he first 15 that

SUMIMMAar y of theır theological reactions to Christianity organızed Ur
would requıre A much INOTC ambıtious than thıs intends to be, ven though
there 15 lıttle developed ecclesiology 1n Hamilton, Va  — Buren an Altizer. CThe
ımportant poınt for OUT PUrpo5Sc5S here 15 to take note that they COIIlCUT 1ın making
the individual Christian the direct an principal bearer of 1SS10N2. Van Buren
mMaYy be the most churchy of the three eaders of radical theology, and have
SCCIl that he advıses the Christian tOo act without thought for the INOTTOW of the
urch In recent artıcle Response: Good-by Chalcedon, Hello
1n Commonweal, vol LXXXVII 81 November 24, 1967, 275—278, Hamıilton
(probably makıng emall bow to the chorus of crıitics who have complaıned
of his subjectivism and extreme antichurchism) almost APPCATS to revert hıs
stance the ur but does not. He SayS that the bıg question today 15
the relation of Christology and ecclesiology, the question of how Christology
Can be liıberated TOmM ecclesiology. Then he 5SdyS the AUSWeTr 15 ın Dart that ıt
cannot an must not be.  ' and that the problem 15 not ONe of indıyıdualism
CTSUS communıty. He SayS Protestantism will not agaın revert to SS  its “perennial
temptation” to COoONsirue Christology the rendering of the relation of the
solitary believer to Christ However, Christian atheist, he immediately
“falls into temptation” the perenn1al one) by sayıng the Christian must seek
and SCTVC “"the community prepared to be CONIOTME: to Christ”, an he implies
that the “isible chur 18 neıther the seeker 1101 the sought (but the Christian
an the world). We 1n he has not departed essentially from his earlier position
of sSayıng that the Christian must INOVE Out of the church into the world (pushing
that movement tar ıt Ca  $ g'0) 1n order to find Jesus there ın the neiıghbor
and “be Chr  15  tn to hım. For his V1ICW of the church, cfr. “ Thursday‘s Child”,

57—93, Radıcal T’heology and the Death of God, especlally 91  9 where he
g1Vves three understandıngs of the church, opting for the third *But somehow
he the theologian) has had to OINe to define the church 1n third WAaYy., The
church 15 present whenever Christ 15 being formed Ng in the WOr.
hıs 15 VE Vvaguc WaYy of describing his feelings about the communıity, Ven

though iıt has outlınes, preaching, sacraments liturgy.” The tradıtional
Church and ıts claiım to be the body of Christ) plays VE iımportant, uLLY
negatıve ole iın the thought of Altızer. Unfortunately, the Gospel of Christian



OUT evolvıng culture has thrust into  y the complıcated PTOCCSS of losıng
the joıints to what W as INOTIC less unılıed and viable thought-structure
tor the understandıng and expression of the faith KEmpirıical thınkıng

LO reduce OUT faıth and theology to collection of P10US storıes
an metaphysıcal assertions. hat besieged faıth rema1ıns alıve and actıve,
but OUT efforts to bring ıt to speculatıve understandıng and eXpression
1ın WaYy that 15 both responsıble to ıt and for it 1n the modern world
ave tallen into  e INany earnest but overly inadequate theological pleces.
Christianıity, however, has been 1n like, vVecn f less SEer10UsS, sıtuatıons
before. 'CThe second sıde 15 INOTEC ımportant. Not only has OUrTr culture
unden1ably become INOTEC and INOTC secular, but Christian theologians *!®
ave reacted to thıs sıtuation Dy tryıng to transform Christianity into
an atheism, Christian atheism centering 15 attıtude toward the world
around the IT1}  S& Jesus without God The novelty 15 their clear intention
to be atheists zıthın Christianity, theır systematıc efforts to maıntaın and
develop thiıs cho1ice Christology.

Missıology after “"The Death 07 God”

1f this 15 the In hıch May and iındeed must acknowledge
“the death of God’”, then Ca  — begın to sCceC how ıt should affect OUT

mi1ss10logy. The problem 15 un1ıquely Christian ONC. Only Christians

Atheısm 15 not indexed, but the reader wiıll find the 6SSCI1CE of Altızer's theory
of ur 9—10, 12, 19—20, 24—27, 4  p 132—133, 136—138, 151
(We apologize for the confusion of urch appearıng 1NOW ıth capıtal and
NO wıth small letter. Hamilton and Van Buren speak otf ‘d'l Ch” and
Altızer of ““Church”.) For posıtive and practical death-of-Go ecclesiology,
cfr. ERNEST HARRISON’S UT| ıthout God, Lippincott, Philadelphia/New
York, 1966

'There has been tendency (passiıng DNDOW 1ın the Uniıted States and Canada,
but st111 strong 1n Europe) to represent ““the death of ” movement 4S
Sma. and ephemeral sensationalism spawned by its dramatic tıtle and the
Press fanning of the flames. hat 1S false “hope  23 rather, unhealthy
kind of wishful thinkıng. The identification of Chr  ıst anı the problem of
God have dominated theology for Very long time ome solutions to these
problems have been inching toward this adıcal posıtıon. Bultmann an Tillich
aTe certaınly N its INOTE immediate predecessors (Altizer Tillich
the “father” of modern radıcal theology meanıng Christian atheism. Cfr.
The Gospel of Christian Atheism, J In Germany, Herbert Braun IMay
be numbered Ng the Christian atheists. In England, Varıo0ous Christian
philosophers of relıgıon (whose background 18 that of logical positivism
linguistic analysıis) have stood close to thiıs adıcal position also an
Braithwaite and Miles are indıstinguıishable TOM Christian atheists. In
Canada, there 15 Ernest Harrison. In the United States, must ad  C Henry
Malcolm, Maynard Kaufmann, Robert Jenson AN! John Phillips {O the
Christian atheist CaInNpD, besides Hamilton, Va  w} Buren and Altizer.
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EOGCE e with theologizing about Christ AS OUr salvation and
about the relatiıon of Christ to God The God-is-dead theologıans arc
proposing VAarlous forms of hat ImMay be Justly characterized kınd
of monophysıtısm in FCVETSC, 1. C whatever God Was supposed to be
InNncCan 15 swallowed 1n the MJA  in Jesus. They AICc right to return theology
radıcally agaın to Christology and to emphasıze Christian mi1issıon and
moralıty 4S streamlıned Christ-witness and Christ-imitation. But they
AIC 115 1n reducıng Christ LO Inere humanıstıic mo of the best
WaYy fo TrTea OUr neighbor. We ATC sımply not dealing wıth the real
Jesus, when claım to choose hım, to judge and select about him
hat wıll 17 'There 15 Jesus without the Father, and the Father
1S not Just another word tor Jesus. Christian m1ssıon cannot be based

hat becomes humanistic “ Jesusology” ““Christosophy”, because
ONC hand it CGC4asSECS to be meanıngfully Christian and the other

hand it retaıns exclusıve symbolısm and commıtment that its InNneTC
humanısm longer logıcally justifies. Speculative theology 11l ave
IO OINEC to gT1DS not only wıth the general condıtion of INa  - today but
also wıth this peculiar problem of missıonary-minded, Christological

ome of the theologians addressing themselves to the od-problem today
en]oy the appCarchlc of greater orthodoxy than the God-is-dead theologians,
because they remaın theistic. However, when they consıder theology 4A5 SOINC-

thing above other prlıor to Christology, they tend to regard God less 4S the
Father CGhrist reveals an INOTE “the Ground of being” the ultımate
““"Ihou” character of being 'n other philosophıcal psychological
construct hıch reveals ıtself everywhere Iso 1n Christ. The result of
thıs 15 reduction of Christ that [so 18SU€Ss in consıdering hım merely INa  -
an finds ıt difficult to defend the uniıqueness of hıs Savıng revelatıon of God
Representative of thıs posıtion AI the bıshops RoBInsoNn, Honest
God, SCM Press, London, 1963, and JAMES PIKE, Tıme for Christian
Gandor, Harper anı Row, New York, 1964 Robinson exemplifies thıs stance
ven INOTEC clearly In Exploratıon ınto God, SCM Press, London, 1967, 1ın which
Christology 15 virtually absent the plea that 1ın tiıme of God’’s death
must hirst explore urther the meanıng of before Ca  $ develop the
theme of “(God W 3a5 1n Christ’ (p 9) What? Know God first and then Ca  $
know how God Was in Christ? We fin thiıs the very opposıte of the 4Ath Gospel,
that Jesus Christ 15 the WaY, the light anı the truth. Jesus alone knows an
reveals the Father John 1:18) In all earnestness, beliıeve it may ell be
IMNOore Christian ın 0247 tıme, the God-is-dead theologians have done, to throw
ver all such separate efforts to discover A God-concept and then cshow ıt 15
actıve ın Christ) an sımply take Jesus alone enough.

John 15, 16; Matthew 12, 30 and Luke 11,23. When Ne s ommiıtments to
certaiın contemporary estimation of philosophy, lınguistic analysıs, sclence,

evolution eic. require that he reconstruct the Jesus of Nazareth whom the
Gospels wiıtness Christ the pattern of these ranches of learning (so that
he Ca  $ accept “JCSUS” the pattern for hıs life), hat happens to the logic
of hıs claim that ıt 15 Jesus who 15 the ultımate fOCus of hıs obedience, TUS
and loyalty?



atheıism. his encounter should eventually impress miss1iology with
NC force that sound Christology must be INOTC than VCI the touchstone
of authentic Christian mM1SS10NAary thinkıng. Christians cshare 1n and COMN-

tinue the divine mM1SS10N of theır ounder and head They ave other
missıon that 15 not subordinate to this 'TIThe Christian 15 not sent merely
to the world hıs 15 particularly widespread and well-meant
but sadly humanıstic and non-Christological idea. It 15 true hat the
Church’s goal 15 to and not to domiınate the world But the character
0f that Servıce MUST hbe the extensıon o} GChrists O72 servanthood. In
faithfulness to Christ that service must always remaın 1n the end
‘“folly” and “stumbling block”, erucihed to the world and eschatolo-
gical challenge LO merely world-centered present and future, because
the world 18 not to dominate INd  - either. Waıthout ceasıng tO take the
fact of his fallenness an y less earnest, the Christian must embrace the
world AS created go0od and recreated in Christ, he must aCccept the
world 2A5 sacramental (1ts realıty and value 15 Father-ward through
Christ) and not aCt AS though he could be ımıtator of and wiıtness
to Christ and still belıeve that the whole of salvatıon lıes 1n “authentic
existence” 1O SOILNC distant but this-side-of-death future for lucky
generatıon to oMmMe. very good work should and must be assumed Dy
Christian m1SsSs10N: medicinal, educational, eCONOMIC, soclal, cultural “
CVCIN to the extent of supporting polıtical revolution where justice and
practical charıty CI Y for ıts necessity. But Christ worked sıgn for
the sake of the s1gN, but for faıth 1ın hım and in the Father who sent
hiım hat must be the SOUTCEO and goal of UT continuatiıon of Christ’s
m1ssıon. Missıology must be otally and soundly Christological, faithful
to the real Christ of the kerygma.

But 1n order that missiology be otally and soundly Christological 1n
thiıs time “Of the death of God’”, must realıze AaNCW where Christo-
logıcal reflection and m1ss1ıon begın. It should not be surprisıng that

ave atheists within Christianıty today The o0e€s not lıe alone
1ın the collapse of Christendom and the steady 15SC of pervasıve and
one-sided secularıstic thinking. 'IThe condıtıon of the Christian CGhurch
15 ealy one !8. And ıt 15 especlally wiıthin the vVery heart of the Church,
1n the liturgy, that the Church has long been lifeless. The Protestant
character of the death of God movement to thiıs tiıme might vecn indıicate
1n part that thıs 15 ruer 1ın these Christian Churches. Christian reflection
Ca  I only begın from Christian lıyıng. ÖOne of the most obvıous character-
istıcs of the death of (10d theologıes in eneral 15 that they SCC

Christian ıfe in the gathered communıty in lıturgy but only ın the
iımmediıate secular servıce of the neighbor. Why ave llowed thıs

In he Grave of God Has the UT d Future?, Urns an Oates, London,
1967, ROBERT ÄDOLFS that the problematıcs about God an! Christ AT

sSymptoms of deeper problem: they state of the ur Cfr. CSP OLD



mortal separatıon between what SaYy and do ...  1n church” and ...  1n the
world ”” Christian lıturgy mMUust lıye and ıt must be ON  (D with OUT total
ife 'T he ser10usness of this Can hardly be overstressed, for ıt 15 iın the
lıyıng experience of the Christian communıty OINC together 1n lıturgy
that Christianity 15 constıituted, that the New 1 estament witness ıtself
egan LO take oral shape, that sound Christological lıyıng and thınkıng
and m1ss1ıo0nN arlıse. ÖOne of Paul’s mMmoOost xalted Christological reflections
(Phıl Z 6—11) exemplifies this ell TOom prıson he wriıtes to the lıtur-
gıical gathering, callıng words of theıir lıturgical wıtness of Christ,
to emphasıze the moral and mM1sS10Nary meanıng of their total sıtuatıon
(cir especlally the wıder context of Phıal ba 2! 18) Christian
m1ıssıon orıgınates wıth basıc Christian wıtness. hiıs emphasızes that
mı1ıssıon 15 the fundamental business of V  Yy believer CVCIO and
especlally he 15 sımply wıtnessing h1s faıth within the gathered Christ-
1an communıty. Here 15 present the W of the rısen Christ, iın whose
ıle and m1ssıon AdIiC incorporated. 1ss1ıon 15 communiıcated and
received and shared 1n Word and Sacrament. 1f the members of the
Christian body tail here, they faıl 27 M1SSLON ONE another they faıl
where M1LSS10N begins, at the lıyıng center from Out of hıch Christian
wıtness must be continually MOVINg.

Summar'y
What about missiology, then, after "the eı of G dup MUStT

ser10usly and sympatheticaly reckon wiıth atheism zıthın Christianity.
And fto do thıs, ıt MuUust be thoroughly and oundly Christological.
“ınally, to be thoroughly and soundly Christological, mı1ss10logy 1n

the time of od’s ea must Spring INOTC than ECVer before from zntal
lıturgical experience of OUrTr communa|l knowledge and wıtness of Christ.


