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INTRODUCTION

What difference does it make? Once again in the springtime
a few seniors restlessly sit behind typewriters with sweaty keys.
In particular some of us are writing a paper that may complete an
Honors project. If these Honors papers arve accepted, they are: -
placed upon a musty shelf in the Buck Library Archives. Suppose
we ''negate' this situation. To understand what this negation might
mean we must first look closely at our suppesition. Does this mean
that we are trying to prove that Departmental Honors Programs are
merely a "booby' prize for being smart? Hopefully this strange,
confused statement is not vwhat is meant. Perhaps the writer of
this paper could explain. Yes, I believe he can. The suppositicn
was meant te merely be a starting place from which to spring what
Thomas Altizer termed a Yprivate myth." TFor any myth to be private
it must ﬁeceésarily be cone that is nelther generally known nor easily
available to anyone. This means that someone has created from his
imagination a new vision "that reflects and unveils a new form of the
cosmos and history, ' according to Mr. Altizer. However, this is
somewhat more thah we can claim for the narrow negation suggested above.
Perhaps the most frultful procedure at this point would he to
try to unravel the unclear use of words -in the above paragraph. First
some clarification of ¢he situation would be helpful,  If some = -

senior sits restlessly in the springtime, one would normally expect
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that these words were being used to show that these parvticulsr seniors
would rather be doing something else. MNext some clarification eof the
negated: supposiiion must be spelled out. We know that the word negatien
iz not used in the sense of making fun of the Honors project, since "*booby?®
prize for being smart"  is judged an inadequate explanation of negation.
We also know that the writer had sowe intentional and eyxistential meahing
in mind from the reference to the writer and the confusing conversation
the writer is havipg with himself. Furthermore, the writer clorifies
himself by making an extensional and analytic statement about his inten=-
tionsl and existential idea or image, This statement informs us that
Thomas Altizer uses negation in some connection with "private myth."
However, the writer cautions us that he is talking in a narrower sense.
With this clarification of the first paragraph, merhaps we can
now push through to a reasonable description of the negation of the
situation in question. But we £ind that this is impossible until we
have some further expression of intent by the writer. A4t present
we might pursue the sentence "What difference dcoes it make?! This
is a rather common phrase especislly among seniers in the spriungtime,
s0 that we might say that nothing particularly helpful can be gained
from an investigation of this phrase.At least, we could say that any
further conclusions concerning the term negation at this time would
be merely speculation.
Hopefully, the foregoing discussion gives some specific hinte
about the wmeaning of the title of this vaper and abeut a direction
for the development of the meaning of the title. The following is

desipgned to clarify these hints and outline the crgenizaticn of this



3

paper. HMoral Theoclogy is vot an often used term, nor is it meant to
be a technical term. Rather one can easily guess its meaning. "MoralV
ordinarily refers to the correctness, rightness, or appropriateness of
an action, person, institution, document, etc. In this case "moral®
modifies the word "theology™ which would establish some connection
between saying of something that it is moral and viewing the world
as if it were created, ruled, judged, etc. by God. In the introduc-
tory example there was at least some hint of the type of moral situ-
ations with which this paper will be concerned, namely the "ought® of
our daily activities. If the hint "private myth' is associated
with theology, one can understand that some new vision of our exise
tential situation is under consideration. TFurther, that this new
vision is radical in the sense that it is neither gemerally known
nor easily available and hence destined to be a shock to the statis
quo. Hccepting this view of radical, implicitly necessitates dealing
in some way with someone who is trying to communicate an existential
vision. Here existential simply reaffirms the definition of radical
given above as it relies upon the privacy of the vision for its
meaning. Hopefully, this clears up the phrase radical existentialists.
Two other terms not yelt explicitly mentioned occurr in the title-
=Analysts and Christendom. Analysts should be easily understood, for it
is meant in the ordinary way, In addition, sthe word'asnalysts should
have been clear if the system of discussion on page two was at all
successiul. Howewer, we must once again consider the meaning of the
word radical.. #ctuslly the distinction is eassily described. Being a

middle~class, ¥Midwestern, white, Protestant type, the writer considers
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all linguistic amalysts aadv0yﬁina?y language philosophers who concern
themselves at all with religion to be radical. This radicalism is

most evident when one considers the implications of the analysés view
that everything that exists, exists in space, time and cause. ¥Finally,
the word Christendom, the one word in the title which is meant in &
rather technical sense, means all those claiming any official or unofs
ficial connection, concern, belief, etc., similar to the public organi=:’
zation and dogma of the various Christian churches.

For some years now the split in philosophy has been between the
linguistic analysts and the existentialists. Now it seems that a
similar split is emerging at the far left of theological dialogue.
However, this writer shall try to show that there is an organic con-
nection between these two groups of thecologians, especially wheén: they
consider morality. In paprt thése tworgroups-are intertwined to the
point of interdependence in the example given at the beginning é% this
paper. The goal of this paper is to develop the vagué hint of this
relationship given in the example in the following ways: (1) by briefly
describing the men and ideas that the analysts and existentials at the
radical left consider influential, (2) by giving some reasons for
rejecting the influential men and ideas considered in (1}, (3) by
outlining the basic tenants held by ~the snalysts and the existentials,
(4) by comparing and contrasting these positions, and (5) by evaluating

the relevance of these positions.
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PART ONE

This first part is by no means designed to be a comprehensive
history of theology in the last two centuries. In fact it may be
viewed as a description of a few influential ideas that have been
rejected and/or refuted by certain radical existentialists and an-
alysts. These ideas have been selected in part from Altizer's
categorization of the famous thealogians of the last century. Tor
Altizer, Barth is the ecumenical and neo-Reformation leader in
%heolcgysl However, Altizer sees this as a political job that is
not directly related to theology. If one can in any way accept
Barth as the incarnation. of the Lstablishment, then perhaps des-
cribing Harvey Cox as Pop Barth' follows naturally. Cox is then
the one who has given a new langusge to the neo-orthodox tradition.
Many questions arise about the terms Altizer applies to his cate-
gorization of Barth and Cox. However, ’aniepgument with Altizer
about terms is unnecessary, 1f, by analyzing the ideas Altizer
associates with Barth and Cox, one can begin to understand more
clearly just what is negated in the 'private myth" Altizer is
expressing. Thus, I shall, on the one hand, *try to outline
a few of the ideas Altizer associates with major theologlans
and briefly discuss their possible influence upon Altizer and
radical theclogy. Certainly this is a rather questionable technique
to choose. However, even though one may dispute not only the

accuracy with which the ideas are formulated but also their



influence upon Altizer and radical theology, I maintain that
these ideas do point toward a ?adicai theology and have certainly
beepn departures for some theologians from Barth, Cox, Bulimann,
Heidegger, Tillich, etc.

#n the other hand, this is not a paper only about Altizer.
Thus, &Schleiermacher and H.Richard Niebuhr will be discussed in
this section to simply explain what type of liberalism is dead, or
rather negated. These men-were chosen as the fepresentativégséf
liberalism,in what I term Moral Theclogy, because of their place
in the history of theology and their great influence in the 19507s.

Finally this section will be cencluded with a few comments
about Alfred Jules Ayer's logical positivism and G.E.Moore's ethics
as a means of introducing the radical analytic camp. Thus, this

part will cover points (1) and (2) listed on page four.

In a real sense, one can understand Schleiermacher as a thesis
which Barth negated in an antithesis of "crisis theology oriidialece
tical theology'? If this is true then a probing of this relationship
should give rise to some sort of synthesis. First, however, it is
necessary to understand in what sense Barth negated Schleiermacher.

We are apprehensive of the righteousness

of God because we feel much too small and

too human for anything different and new to
begin in us and among us. This is our despair.
..o apart from the righteousness of God there
is nothing to reflect upon, to reform, or to
aim at; ... that the primary matter is a very

decided Yes and No to a whole new world of life.

And because we are 80 prcuéﬁagé s0 despairing
we build a tower at Babel.
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The crisis Barth is talking aboutr becomes even clearer when he

says
ees to whom (God) in our pride and despair we
have srected the tower of Babel; to the great
personal or impersonal, mystical, philosophical
or naive Background and Patron Saint of our
human rightecusness, morality, state, civiliza-
tion, or religion...Ils God righteous?..It is cur
calamity,... this god, to whom we have built the
tower of gabel, is not God., He iz an idol. He
is dead.,

Perhaps these words of Schleiermacher will set the stage for
a comparaétive discussion of the thesis and antithesis involved:

From what we have now said it is already clear
how we must judge the assertion that plety is
a state in whigh Knowing, Feeling, and Doing
are combined.

The piety which forms the basis of all ecclesi-
astical communions is, considered purely in
itself, neithsr a Knowing nor a Doing, but a
modification cé Feeling, or immediate self-
consciousness.

ces The self-identical essence of plety , is
this: the consciousness of being absolubely
dependent, or, which ié the same thing, of being
in relation with God.

For those who rejoice in an original idea of

the Supreme Being derived from some other quarter,
but who have no experience of piety, will not
tolerate the statement that the expression of

that feeling posits the action of the very same
thing which is expressed in their original idea.
They assert that God is a were fiction, an idol...
And those... base their position on the contention
that the representation of God ... destroys itself.
Meanwhile, religious men know that it is only in
gpeech that they cannot avold anthropomorphic:

in their immediate consclousness they keep the
object separate from its mode of representation...

In order to compare and contrast these statements, it is helpful
first to think of Richard R. Niebuhr's description of the two men,

"Schleiermacher is the prototype of the theologlan who takes
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seriously the Enlightenment and especially its discovery of religion

as an historical, human phenowmenon, and The Christian Faith is his

classic effort to reconcile the empirical, descriptive, approach to

Christianity as a human religion with the Christian faith in Jesus

of Nazareth as the redeemér of mankind. ... the Karl Barth& pro-

tested against the liberal captivity of Protestantism and attempted

to emancipate thelr generation from the influence of Schleiermacher,

because his positiocn so little accorded with the revelatiom-oriented

theology of those later times and its premise of the infinite, gqual-

itative difference between eternity and time.' 7
Although Altizer does not even think that Barth is doing

theology, his negation of god would certainly alsc negate Schleiermacher's

bold assertion that the expression of a feeling posits an action that

has the same essence as the original idea but not the same words, and

at the same time givesrise to the possibility of a new vision or private

myth. Thus it would seem that in some sense Barth clears the way for

Altizer. DMNevertheless, dmplicit in "Barth's conclusion is the premise

that men feel small and empty apart from God. Then the crisis of

man arises. Will man live with the righteousness of God? or Will

man try it on his own? Barth says yes to the first question and

Schleiermacher says yes to the second guestion. But Barth claims

he is saying ves and no "to a whole new world of life.' This further

extension of the diaslectic is exploited by éitizer, but Barth's decision

to accept what Altizer claims is a ﬂee~Ref0rmatiﬁﬁ interpretation of

the Bible is rejected. Barth is consistent, for if we in no sense

can build one of Schleiermacher's idols,. neither can we build upow the



Biblical myth nor create a new myth- -revelation is our only
possibility.

If Schleiermacher had maintained that the words in the
idea9 the words connected with the feeling, the words expressed
in the action,all have the same-essencey then he would have been
a great input into the analytic traditionm. At most, it is hard
to understand what theésessengecof-God represented in piety is
like.for Schleiermacher. The intertwining of knowledge, feeling,
and action is certainly realized by Hare when he does moral philose-
ophy, just as being caught up in some feeling is realized by Van
Buren when he talks about the Easter Event. Therefore, in one
sense Schleiermacher is still influencing analytic thought just
as Barth is still influencing existential thought. In another
sense, both Van Buren when he almost equatesifaithrend uidderstanding
and Hare when he almost equates imperatives and moral language
seem to spell out the essence to the extent that they too almost
claim that no essence in the sense Schleiermacher uses the word
exists. They would both probably ask what it could possibly mean
for an action and a feeling to have some representation in common
other than the words used to déscrib@gand express these feelings
and actions, and the words used to evaluzte this description and
sxpregsion. Hare's and Van Buren's positions will be spelled out
in Part Two. At the present, it is only important to realige in
what ways Barth and Schlelermacher are accepted and in what ways
they are not:acecepted.

Perhaps Altizer's disregard for the cantribﬁﬁi@n of Harvey

Cox is wvery obvicus if we have understood the pswts of Schlelermacher
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and Barth that have been rejected above. However, 1f this is true
then we are asauﬁing that Altizer would reject Schleiermacher for
the same reason that Van Buren and Hare would reject him. Suppose,
uprbil Altizer's position is spelled out later, that this is true.
. ThusgGb%iﬁay,&ﬁifadifﬁeasceptiﬁg the neo-orthodox interpretation
of the Bible and be saying that our actions and feelings somehow
reflect the essensce of God if we live in dependence upon God and
can experience piety as Schlelermacher defined it. Cox can
deceive us, unless we are careful, by seeming to say sémething
very radical, that isgdenying neo-orthodoxy and some vague essenceg
First, Cox interpretes the creation as the disenchantment

of nature,  ~that %&gnaéure;&mangaaﬁduﬁod:are»allfséparatee But
this is also true in the three story view of the universe. Cox
hasn®t departed from orthodoxy yet. Second, Cox claims that
the Exodus was the desacralization of politics.

Political leaders in the West have by and

large accepted the fact that they can make

only provisional and limited demands on their

citizens... ?ar piéitical consclences have all

been secularized,
Seemingly, Cox has now affirmed the secular world as the organizing
authority for our lives. This means that man is in some way respon-
sible for the way 1life is here on earth. Once again Cox has said
nothing to deny the neo-orthodoxy that Altizer associates with Barth,
for Barth claimed that it was the crisis of mén that he is responsible
but not righteocus. Thus, even though we are responsible and the

sacred does not permeate sither nature or politics, somehow God

hag an essence that we need or that we have and don't realizet



»ee Paul Tillich once called this age, marked
as it is by the disappearance of securely
grounded values, the land of broken symbols...
Like nature and politics they are no lgfger the
direct expression of the Divine Will.

The Bible does not deny the reality of the gods

and their values; it merely relativizes %?em.
It accepts them as human projections...

If one accepts that nature, politics, and values ave relative and
that we are in a new period of history (Cox quotes Van Peursen),
the period of functional thinking, then what is the place of God.
It would seem that man is responsible for and controls everything,
and that nothing is ultimate except in the sense of some type of
logical or functional rules. TFor example, we do have certain
rules by which we play certain games, by which machines can be
said to operate correctly or incorrectly, by which we can know
what another person means when he uses language correctly, etc.
But on the other hand, all empirical situations are descriwed
gimply by the function or use involved in that situation. Well
then what is the place of God?

God is merely a name, the name is everything.

The name pointdand locates something in history.

Zince language grows out of a sociocultural

milieun thi% the name God is also a sociological

problen.

...we must slter the social context in which

Ygpeaking of God occurs” and refuse: to play

out our cultural roleﬁq%hich trivialize what-

ever the peaker says.
Cox claims some kind of a partuership between God and man. Man

is the chosen one for the partnership and man needs God. But

what kind of a paritnership is this if we must refuse to play
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out our cultural roles  because it trivializes speaking of God.
Are we responsible or aren't we? FPerhaps then what we have to do
iz live life God's way and not with our idols and relative yalues.
But this is to negate these idols and clearly Cox doesn't want to
do that. Rather he wants to say that the Bible authorizes the
relativism of our values, nature, and politics, but at the same
time that God is very meaningful because of this Very sociocultural
situation. Well, then how is it that we play alongside God and
confront him in our functional thinking. Apparently, we are
stuck with Schleiermacher's essence if we are to give any sort

of clear explanation at all. The confrontation must be one that
we realize through feelings when we say the word God. But this
does not mean that God equals our actions or the word,but rather
this represents the way God works in ca partnership with man.

Thus we see that Cox still accepts the neo-orthodox view
guised in new langusge and still :adcepts some fesling about God,
or maybe in some strange sense the revelation of God,which arises
a5 the essenpe in our activity. The only reason Cox =meems radical
is that he does not spell out his case as clearly as Barth and
Schielermacher, and he uses non-technical language.

Kltizer lodges some of his mssﬁffierce criticism against
Tillich and Bultmann, A review of these arguments éheul& point
toward the arena in which Altizer's own ideas begin to develop.
For Altizer the problem with Bulimann and Tillich begins when

é%ulﬁmann will not demythologize the Kerygma and Tillich's method

of correlation demands a preservation of the form of traditional
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Christian symbols, Altizer agonizingly yearns for a contemporary

view of Existenz’ that takesinto account what Altizer terms post-
Christian history. In order to accomplish this task both the ‘outer
now%of cbjective "Historie and the “inner new@of subjective ‘Geschichte
must be negated, claims Altizer. For example, "the theological method

of the mature Tillich, particularly as contained in the second volume

of his Systematic Theclogy, is grounded in the traditional Christian

principle that Christ is the "amswer" to the "Angst (fear) of the
human condition. Once granted that Bxistenz in our time is swal-
lowed up in a radically immanent mode of being, then the Christ who
is an "emnswer' to our condition must be a wholly immanent Word that
is fully detached from the Jesus of history.' lBanever, at the last
second both Tillich and Bultmann stick in the transcendent Weord
that is the ground of our being, the Unconditioned, the Word of faith,
or some other phrase for the historic forms of the Christian faith.
Altizer maintains that this transcendent and immanewnt Word is simply
a contradiction. Both Tillich and Bultmann have denied the dialectical
position of either radical transcendence or radical immanence. Instead
Tillich and Bulimann end with the involved contradiction of partial
transcendence and partial immanence.

Altizer maintains. specifically conceraning Bultmann'®s method and
theology, that he is doing much the same sort of thing that Pillich
is doing- 4ranslating eschatological symbols into categories referring
only to human existence. Unlike Tillich, Bulitmann®s concern is to
construct a biblical rather than an ontological theology. HWevertheless,

Bultmann sacrifices the historical Jesus to an Yexistential” word.



14

Before considering the writings of Tillich and Bultmann
themselves, one must realize scme of the premises upon which
Altizer has lodged his attack. To a greater extend than either
Tillich or Bultmann, Altizer experiences existence as one thing.
This simply means that one assumes a great deal when he says that
the dialecticalimethod of wiewing the Wworld is the only correct
view. But what else can be the case? Whenever one thinks of a
conflict, he triesto envision the end of the conflict,’or a méthod
by which to end thé conflict. There is a conflict in Vietnam, a
conflict in the ghettos, a conflict in my fraternity house. The
conflict in Vietnam may be ended by radical military agression.
The conflict in the ghettos may be resolved by revolution. The
conflict in the fraternity may be resolved by vicious glander,
dangerous and harmful pranks, or by a handshake. Certainly,
the dialectic method ﬂecessarilyrecagﬁizéath&i whenever contra-
dictory forces are set lose, they must be resolved. For Altizer
the Death of God resolved the conflicts in the Christian era. Now
it is absurd to not move toward aw . immanence that rejects any-meta-
vhysical outer and inner history concepts or objective.and subjective
existence concepts. Obviously, Altizer means God is Dead and
that we must find a new myth within which to live. Implicitly,
Altizer seems to suggest that this myth will lead to a new concept
of God. The comnection between radical existentialism and radical
apalytic thought should be rather clear now. Both ~accept the sanme
view of existence- - God is Dead, metuphysics is dead, experience is

simply what we experience.
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But Tillich and Bultmann have both tried teo move toward
an immanent view of Christianity. They stopped short because
they believed that God lives and that there is more than what we
experience. Altizer has accepted the existential wviewpoint, but
not the duality of immanence and trancendence.
Macguarrie maintains in his discussion of Bultmann that
Ymap can understand the being of God as sémehow analogous to his own.'

The Bible thinks of God as personal and historical.
This concept is utterly different from the coucepts
of God which have been current in Greek and western
philosophy. ... The difference between such concepts
of God and the Biblical concept may be expressed by
saying that the former understand his being under-
the categories of substantiality, the latter under-
5tan§§ his being under the categories of emistential-
ity.

Bultmann claims he mesns several things when he speaks of God.

I deny the worldly connection as a whole when I
speak of God., I deny the worldly connection of
events when I speak of myself, my personal existence
is no more ﬁ%sible and capable of proof than is God
as acting. '

God is working here and there, but His action is

hidden, for it.is not directly identical with the
: . 19

visible event,

This is the paradox of faith, that faith "nevertheless"
andérstands as God's action here and now an event which
is completely intelligible in the natural or historical
connection of events. This “meverthelesig (Tillich's
in spite of ) is inseparable from faith.

Macguarrie finally spells out the decision for us,

Thus man must choose bebween God and the worlde- =this
is to say, between being his true selfl im a life of
ovbedience to hisg,Creator, and losing himself in serving
the creaturely.

ces the biblical writers commumicate a different kind

of knowledge~ - the knowledge of individual human exist-
ence before God, which defies the kind of classification
and generalizatlion.which are appropriste only to the
objects of nature.

16



The difference between Bultmann's position and Altizer's
contention should be evident. The only point of confusion may
be that both Bultmann and Altizer are ewistentislisbs. But this
is only an apparent confusion. Altizer commends Bultmann for his
existential demythologizing, bubt not as a method by which to negate
the historical Jesus or our experience. Certainly the biblical
writers were talking about a kind of knowledge different than
the categorizing of chairs, but not different from our experience
of existence. God's action is hidden because it doesn't exist.
There is a strange confusion in saying that I don't know my own
existence.ifn-the way I know that the chair exists and thereby
trying to say that I know God exists. Consider the sentence
I cause my finger to move the typewriter key, Bultmann must
claim that I cause my finger to move is different than my
finger causing the typewriter key to move. TFor Bultmann the
difference must be that I am somehow free from the natural laws
of cause and effect and space and time. Unlike my self, my finger
must cause the typewriter key to wmove if I cause my finger to move.
But when I think of myself, I think of the image I see in the mirror,
the dreams, ideas, etc that I have, the feelings aﬁd emotions that
I experience, the forces that cause me to make some action. What
am I 1like if I am not wholely within spice; time and cause, butb
rather partially within nature and partially outside of nature?
This it seems to me is what Altizer is saying when he criticigzes
Bultmann for denying the diaslectic and trying to maintain a partial

immanence and partial transcendence. Ultimately Bultmann denies
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what Altizer claims existence is and asks for man to choose between
God and the world—- =a cholce not even open to Altizer. {fowever, the
evidence seems to be in favor of Altizer's claim since Bultmann's
position is full of contradictions and vague amnalogies and descriptions.
Nevertheless, this discussion is not & complete refutation of Bultmann,
rather it peinte fovard a radical approach to theclogy.
Tillich gives a somewhat different account of the world and God

which is much more convincing aﬂé radically immanent.

Man has a world, namely, a structured whole of

innumerable parts, a cosmos, as the Greeks called

it, because of its structured character which

makes it accessible to man tggcugh acts of creative
receiving and transforming.

Man can transcend his environment im any direction,
in imagination, thought and action. Man has world

through every part of his environment. His encounter
with any of the objects surrounding him is always

an ensog&ter with the universe manifest in a particular
object.

Such an encounter presupposes freedom from the particular,
and the ability to see the universal within the parti-
cular. The menifestation of_ fthis freedom is language.
Language lives’ip universals.,

The moral iwmperative is the demand to become ac%u&l%g
what one is essentially and therefore potentially.

The "Will of God' for us is precisely our essential
being with all its potentialitiess7our created nature
declared as 'very good” by God...
Tillich uses the word "world" im a very strange way, as if the
world is something different than everything in our environment.
Ryle maintains that such uses of words are category mistakes.

For example to take a tour of the campus with Lee Short, one would

probably see the science bullding, the administration bullding, the
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student center, the drama school, etc. If after the tour. the
student sald he enjoyed seeing all of those building but asked to

see the University, this would be a category misteke. When Tillich
talks about the world as something different than all the parts

of our environment he mskes a category mistake?8 In a similar way

it is confusing to talk about the universe manifest in a particular
unless one means he can get a feeling that the plant is growing

by locking at the plant. Or one can notice certain laws of nature
by looking at a tree. Or one; imagination calls up many images

when one looks at a tree or touches or thinks about a tree. PFPerhaps
one even conceives of what a perfect tree might be like from all the
frees he has seen. Certainly, to understand the word tree one has

in some way become familisr with properties that are common to many
trees, but that is not to say that those properties exist independent
of the trees they refer to. +In arsimilar sense words have no meaning
unless they are used in’ somé way and have a certain reference.

To. say that the moral imperative is the demand to become actually
what one is essentislly and therefore potentially dis to make the

same wistake again. Thus the'Will of God" can mean little more than
proficiency or efficiency in performence. Van Buren will suggest
that the moral imperative might be getting caught up in some feeling
and experience that guides a pefssn§ 1ife, DBut Tillich does not
want to eguate his "Will of God" with the impetus for some drive

or demand to improve. Although él%iéer may not have used this
method of refutation, he maiffains that partial transcendence and

partisl immanence as Tillich bas outlined is not the answer.
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ne additional comparison of Altis i lon a
One additional 3¢ of Altizer's view of negation and

H. Richard Hiebuhr's attempted sythesis of Existentialism may:be

helpful to point out the dislectical view Altizer has in mind.
Niebuhr tries to include all of the various explanations

of Christ and Culture into one organic fermsincesit is impossible

to state adequately by means of concepts and propositions a principle

29

which presents itself in the form of a person. For Niebuhr all

of the virtues of Christ were the same whether a moralist, a meta-=
physician, or a historian gave a description of them.

The virtue of Christ which religious I%Beralism has
magnified beyond all others is love.

«ss by eschatological interpretaions that see him
a8 the man of hope, and by existentialism that des-
cribes him ss radically obedient. ... orthodox
Protestantism ...the virtue of faith, and by
monasticism... his great humility.31l

00080 in existentialism He becgges the mere
counterpart of moral decision.”

Our decisions as Christians in the midst of cul-

tural history are existential as well as relative
decisions. ... We must declde, we must proceed

from history and speculation to acbion; in deciding

we must act on the basis of what is true for us

in individual responsibility; we must grasp what is
true for us with the passion of faith; in our decision
we need to gg beyond what 1s intelligible and yet hold
fast to it.”

3h

But there always has been a cholee prior to our own.

Though we speak of it as if it were possibility we
choose, it seems clear when we attend to it that
even more thapn 1life and reason it is %Epower and a -
value for which we have been chosen.

Here, then, are two strands of faith. doyalty, and trust.
ceoralilth exists only in a communit%éef selves in the
presence of s transcendent cause.

How that it has been dalled forth in us through him we
‘see that it was always there, that without it we should



never have lived at =11, that faithfulness
is the moral reasson in all things.

At Tirst glance it would seem that Hiebuhr hasg in fact included
all of the elements that correspond to the virtues of Christ

and set them in an existential context of culture. However,
several problems arise with the descrdption of the way in which
we make moral decisions. Being caught by some power or force
besides our own reason and being guided by that myth or vision
as we experience it even to the point of saying that one has
faith that his decisions that are made during some sort of
sostatic, emotional, mystical, etc?state are valid is diffevent
than the presence of a transcendent cause. Although we need
not be able to identify the exact physiclogical changes between
the cause and the effect of some experience, we should be able to
identify the cause as some thing or some idea or some sort of
gituation in our experience. Niebuhr; just like Tillich and
Bultmann has suggested that something outside our experience

has chosen us who are free and responsible. It seems that we

are free and responsible only in the sense that if we 1ive in
faith, love, obedience, etc. to God then we auvtomatically choose,
by what we call free thought, the right way to act. OCbviously
Altizer would not accept this partial transcendence and partial
immanence . especially in the sense that we are so controled by
an: sxternal force. There are many forces within our culture that
compel us and control us, but to comtradict my experience by
claiming that some outside force compels my reasoning aid ¢hcoses.

me seems mere speculation.
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2 brief introduction to the next psrt of this psper which

-
g

includss an explanation of radiczl analytic thought, 1 shzall mention
Ayer's emotive moral thzory and Moore's indefinible, non-materisl
g200d,.

The importance of both theories rests upon the reaction agalinst
them, Ayer maintained thet all morsl language is used only to evoke
emotion or express a matter of taste. This is to say that some moral

arguments are really disguised moral arguments which actunlly refer to

some standard such as the Constitutien or to some authority such

38

the church. All cother arguments are merely ones of taste

biche

If a person's
taste is too abnormal he may need psychelogical treatment. The recording
of these tastes is merely a mwatter for soclologlceal research. The {law
in Ayer's argument is net rezlizing that under his descrivtion even

muck of the Constitution becomes a matter of taste. In addition, =25

Hare pointed out most moral statements sre similar to dmperative stale-

)
Py

ments in that They entreal someone To de scmething and are o uwnifle

coubination of a descriptive statement and & cemmand in that a command
is meanlngless unlesg it refers to something. Realdzing that moral

utterances had a porticular legleal use of commonding, compelling,

motivating, etc was a result of Moore's conclusicn that good 1s some

z,
?
o

sort of entity that is ipndefinible, and non-materisl. Hare realized
that one should not ask what good meant bubt rather the purrose for

which it wae belng used and in whal sense snd to whal the word referred.

Thus, to say Wou ought to do so and so'is more than = matter of taste
and is not i ty. A& complete exrlzuation

of Here's position



PART TWO

In this part, I shall try ko spell out the sorts of considerations
being discussed in radical theclogy. Although Altizer is probably the
most prowinent theclogisn in the field, there are many other radical
theologians with just as many different points of view. Using Altizer
as a guldeline T shall discuss the various philosophers, thecloglans,
poets, playwrights, novelists, psychologists, economists, mystics, etc.
that Altizer has found valuable in formulating a radical theclogy. &s
outlined’'in Part One, the linguistic anzlysis philodsgdpher and the radical
existentialist find themselves wmeeting in the common affirmation of the
death of CGod. HMany of the problems'with the language of neo-orthodoxy
were spelled out in the discussions in Part One. To.devélép this, I
ghall also.dis¢usg Van Buren's position so as to e¢larify other linguistic
problems and outline the world view within which both Altizer and Van Buren
are attempting to celebrate a new secular vision of existence.

A few dideas presmented in Part One were affirmed by Altizer.

Barth in & way clears the way for Altizer by eliminating any conceptualizing
of God. In Schleiermacher the element of intertwining kndwledge, feeling,
and action into the representation of religion as immersed in the secular
becémes an egquation of faith and undsrstanding in Van Buren. Cox seems to
be of little help. Tillich and Bultmann are both helpful in that they
both reject literal objectifiable theism and move toward amndexistential
immanence. Niebubr is no more helpful than Cox.

Dietrich Bonhoeffer began the contemporary radical movewent when
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he''described his situation as a Christian in a world %come of age?
in which men no longer believe in a transcendent realm where their
longings will be fulfilled. Wishing not to retreat from this new
world, Bomhoeffer began what he called a Faonreligicus interpreta=
tion" of biblical concepts.” 40 His guestion still lies before
ug! How can the Christian who is himself a secular man undsrstand
his faith din a secular way? " 41 Pondering these thoughts the
radical theology of Van Buren emerges in the method of linguistic
analysis.

In a similar way Altizer believes Vthat a strong case can be
made that the most decisive theclogical influence on the younger
generation of Protestants today is Dietrich Bonhoeffer."42
Bonhoeffer's words are the only omes ' writtem in the recent past
that caw help us understand the new era into which we are moving.”qB
"hat ds this new era? It is the world of the new forms of technology,
of mass media, of great danger and great ex?@rimente”é

In Bonhoeffer's own words

God is teaching us that we must live as men

who can get along very well without him. The

God who is with us is the God who forsakes us.

ssobefore God and with him we live without

God. God allows himself to be edged cut of

the world and contc the cross. God is wesk and

powerless in the world, and that is exactly

the way, the only way,iw which he can be with

us and help us. (Letter of July 16, 19h4)
It is much easier to umderstand why both Van Buren and Altizer were
profoundly struck by Bonhoeffer when one considers what-they rejected
in:Barth,; Coxy - Schleiermacher, Bultmann, Tillich, and Niebuhr. But
now we must probe Bonheceffer's influence to understaand what the con-

segquences of living withip this influence had upon Van Buren and

Altizer as they began formulsting their vision of Christianity.
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Van Buren's emphasis upon Bophoeffer clearly lies in the words
Yunderstand, " “5eéalar,” and "faith,” As he develops his position,
he begins to formulate some sort of ethical system, not totally unlike
Bonhoeffer's ethics. For Bonhoeffer, ethics began with man's "fall.”
This is to say that man begam tryimg to make his own decisions about
good and evil. As a consequence man experienced shame.in the face of
his mnakedness and separation from God., This disunion spread from the
God-=-man relation to the man-self relation. Conscience is the sign
of self disunity. However, if we live in conscience, then we are
on the first :step to a re-uniting with God.

In the sbove description of Bonhoefferts ethics, it is easy to
guess Van Buren's @eyartaré from Bonhoeffer. Both men contemplate
living without God. Both men emphasize understanding, secularity,
and faith. DBoth men will poimt to ethics as the means of communicating
the Christian message. However, since the method of linguistic analysis
obviocusly implies that somehow our entire relation with the world is
dependent upon and indeed permeated by our language, therefore our
faith is somehow very closely bound to, if not idénmtical to, understanding.
for Van Buren. This simply means that Van Buren accepts some of the
following statements:

There are a variety of ¥language games,” activities
with their asppropriate languages, and a modified
verification principle is now used to ask what sort
of th?ggs would count for’aﬁ a§8@£§1cﬁ and what sort
of things would count against it.

The meaning of a word is not some invisible pRgsence
behind the word, scme ''ghost im the machine.”

The problems of vhilosophy are not empirical problems,
they are SG}?@ﬁ;ﬁﬁaﬁhéfg by looking into the workings
of our language.



Hare has invented the word blik for a funda-
mental attitude.. .... the 7 one - sees them
(statements-of  faith) as expressions of a
"plik", and orientation, a committment to
see the world in a ceritain way, and a way
of life fOlloE ne 1aev1tab1y upon this
orientation.
I have argued further that we can use general
terms, for example predicates (the chair is
red), without ccncegéﬁg them to be names of
abstract entities.
"You are going to shut the door (phrastic),
yes( neusiic).”" ' (Hare's account of %%
sentence 'You ought to shut the door.')
Without a closeé inspection of the above gquotations, it is very
evident that Bonhoeffer has in mind a nonverbal sort of mystical
ethics that is based upon innocence guided by the Will of God.
Throughout he has placed = emphasis upon unity before the "fall"
and shame after the fall, upon conscience a8 our guide rather
than limguistic analysis, ﬁpon gome implicit quest or search
for a re-uniting with God . These maKe it ‘Clear that Borhoeffer was
not interested in "“language games", in eliminating the essence
behind the words. dinm the workings of our language, in a blik,
in eliminating a concept of names as abstract entities, or im
the imperative and descriptive parts of moral lanpuage. Rather
Bonhoeffer wanted to affirm that we must imhefbe ourseélves in
Iiving by delivering ourselves to Jesus Christ and thus to a
reunion with God. Obviocusly the words "liviang' Ydelivering”
"Jesus Christ” "reunion’ and "God" are still used in the old

neo ~orthodox sense which Vap Buren claims is meaningless by

the affirmations listed sbove.



To clarify Van Buren's position some explanation of the
guotaticns listed above must be outlined. Certainly Van Buren
concgived of Jesus as some historical figure with whon: a person
can still be committed to and thus see the world in a certain
way. This involves being caught up in something like the Vepirdith
of a baseball team, the "spirit" of Americanism, the 'spirit" of
Civil Rights, or the "spirit" of Christ. Cn the other hand
this word spirit does not refer to any abstract entity, Just. -
as the university does not refer to something besides goimg to
classes, ralsing money, comstructing buildings, memorizing vocab-
ulary words for a German test, ebc. At the same {time we do not
have to point to some thing for the word spirit to mean something.
Instead we must realize that there are a variety of "language games.'
We may say that we saw a spirit meaning that we hallucinated, had
certain feelings, etc, Unlike a chair that we cam empirically
analyze, the above sense of spirit has a logical meaning of exhibiting,
This is to say that we exhibit ocur hallucination or feeling by ocur-
actions as we "have' the sensaltion of seeing a spirit. Someone else
knows we have had this experience because we exhibited it., However,
for us to describe our experience leads us to suppose that some sort
of an entity other than our sensations existed, just as such a method
led Moore to suggest that "yellow" and V'good" are non-material entities.
But ﬁ@ither Tyellow'! mor Ygood" have any meaning separate from the
purpose or logical use of these words. The only entity inveolved is
the object or activity that is involved in the statement. TFor Hare

this meant that every moral statement has two elements~ -one which
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adequately identifies the object or activity being refered to
and in what sense that object or activity is meant, and secondly
one which makes clear the logical purpose for uttering a sentence.
The logical purpcose is very clear when we say "I see a chair" for
we are merely describing., However, when we say "S8hut the door! "
we obviocuslyere commanding.Ahd whenwwe say You ought to shut the
doory Hare claims that we are making a speciai kind of imperative
statement ;" the two slements of which can be clearly shown by the
sentence "You are going to shut the door, yes.™

Many philosophical problems arise with Hare's claim that
the two elements of a wmoral sbatement can be somehow clearly
distinguished and that all moral stvatements ave forms of imperative
statements. In addition Heither Hare nor Van Buren are very clear
about how it is that we select the best possible "blik". Is the
Christ "blik" readily available? explainable? stronger? Do we
simply accept the "blik"™ that is most generally accepted? But
if we are products of a particular "blik" system, thenm how do we
evaluate other "bliks' 7

Perhaps most lmportart at this point is to realize that
Altimer follows Bomhceffer much more closely in that he wants
to depend upomn mystical categories to deal with the death of
God., In fact Altizer would amswer Van Buren's dilemma by
stating the guestion '"What distinguishes this Christian from
his ron-Christian cowmrade? " and answering that the answer lies
in study of the statement "Man is challenged to participate in

the sufferings of God at the hands of a godless world.”
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answer Is helpful depsiis

upon the success with which he can estoblish a pew nyth within
wihich the snoswer makes sense, At {irst it seems to he just
ancther meaningless and contradictory metaphor. If God is dead
what are his sufferings like? How is it that CGod sufflers but

is permanently absent from this world?  Ia the rest of this
section I shall try to make some sense of Altiser's position.

He must begln building the myth that Altizer has envisioned

by Tirst wnderstanding what it means to negate Christendom, Tor

3 2

Altizer Christendom is not only the church and the dogma accumulated
throughout the history of the church, but Christendom is also the
extensgion of the myth formalized by the church memvers and those
who degmatize the beliefs of these members into all of the dnsti-
tutions  which organize our life.  Thus, Christendom reoresents

z dogmatic presentation of history, =2 formalimed report of our
existence oresented for us in ritual, and 2 faith that we must live

‘within unless we want to live in the chaos of emptiness.

Cbric*emdom iv v&g%thlﬂg that Christisnity has

Although Altizer does not spell out his avgument except in very

s

rague exdlustents phrages quoted from Kierkeguard, Nietzsche, etc.,

the following seems to me to be a falr restatement of his srgument,

Since the formulation of the church, Christendonm

TRA%

the negatb " Christ, This means for Altizer that Christ was

ing. to start a new way of 1ifle by nepating the past Jorms of

.
Ty
mwu¢v%Jf
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Jesus®s proclamation of the Kimgdom of God mekes
incarnate a tramscendent Wholly Other, a Wholly
Other that radically reverses the believer's
existence in both the beimg and the values of
the 01d Aeon of history, and makes possible

even now a participation im the New Aeocn of
Eraces,

seoin the concept of "church" it (Christendom)

has pronounced holy precisely what the "bringer
of good tidings' felt to be bhemeath and behind

himgelf- —one would look im vain ggr a greater

example of word-historical iroany.

Certainly this is a different but not contradictory explanation
of the way in which Christ came to fulfill the covenant. To
speak dialectically. necessitates, claims Altizer, that one
first bring to an end the ways im which one lives. This

means ending all of the social comventions and ending the

myth within which we have our faith., This demythologiziang
parallels the negation of transcendeénce, the death of God,

as the Word became totally Flesh in Jesus Christ. Since Christ
made the Word totally immament, the Kingdom of God was now
posgible. However, for this new way of 1life to emerge the
parallel even£ of negating the old society became necessary.
Instead the church fathers tried to maintain the old ﬁy%h;

and the 0ld society im a doctrine of a mew faith im Christ,
These men simply did not understard that to free thought the
form that the thought takes must be ended. Thus, we negate
objectivity and become some type of mystic. It is omly within
this mystical structure of total subjectivity that faith cam

be “Hbbached o 2 new myth and fipally expressed in a new socletly.

Ia shorts Y existence dn faith isiexistence by virtue of the absurd,”™



Finally sBubjectivity must be negated so that the dislectic cam

in fact become the New deon of grace.

Everything goes,everything comes back; eternally
rolls the whesl of being. Everything dies, every-
blossoms again, eternally ruans the year of being.
cos 1B every Now, being begins; round every Here
rolls the sphere There. The c%gﬁ@r is everywhere,
Bent is the path of etermity. ™7

Quote from Nietzsche

Bo likewise the “existential' truth of Eternal
Recurrence shatters the power of the old order

of history, transforming transcendence into
immanence, and thereby making etermity incarnate
in every Now. Eternal Recurrence is the dialec-
tical antithesis of the Christian God. The crea-
ture becomes the Creator when the Center is every-
where. Hence Zarathustra, the proclaimer of
Eternal Recurrence, is the first "immoralisth

and his proclamation isqg product of the Y'second
innocence' of atheism.

Altizer's interpretation of Nietzsche

Christianity is a dysangel because it retreated
into the very "history' which Jesus transcended

and transformed, the tramsformation of the blessed-
ness of Jesus! proclamation into the~§g§saying of
resentment (non dialectical negation).

Altizer believes that he has explained the uniquepess of Christianity
within our existence, First, he includes the proclamatiom of the
Incarnation since he ultimately establishes a dialectical umily
of the sacred and the profanme. Secondly, he includes a worlde.
reversing form of ethics As Tormmliated by Marx, Freud, Kafks, and
Nietzsche. Thirdly, he firmly establishes the fact that Christianity
is the only onme of the world religiomns to have svolved or imitiated
a radically profane form of Ixistens.

To evaluate this conclusion, we must re-consider certain problematic
parts of the discussion of Altizer presenmted thus far. There are at -

least four poimts involved in Altizer's claim of dialectical unity
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that are still unclear.

First, the word sufferings, in the qguote from Bonhoeffer that
Altizer gives im reply to the problem that Hare and Vam Buren could
not resolve, is still unclear. Just hovw does saying "Man is challenged
to participate im the sufferings of God at the hands of a godless
world" ‘Thelp us ddentify the Christ-blik as the right blik in &
crowd of thousands of bliks? o In addition how does Altizer!s ansver
help us distinguish betweem the Christisn and the non-Christian?

Part of the amswer is clearer mow for we now have some conception

of what our crisis is supposed to be like and what some of the char-
acteristics of living in a godless world must lead toward. However,
just how we ldentify theYbeliever' as he participates im the sufferings
of God and just how this participation sets the Christian apart from
the rest of the men im the world and yet is the sigm of a complete
immersion in Existenyz is still rather vague. Therefore, I shall
discuss some of Kierkegasrd's discourses &8 a means of clarifying
Altizer's claim.

Second, the criteria of accomplishment ﬁhat Altizer set for
himsel! was the visicn of 2 revw myth within which marn can view his
existence. Boufar, we have only givenm a basic description of the
dialectical method Altizer uses to create his new myth. A brief
copsideratios of Altizer's remoldivg of Blake: should iclarify this point.

Third, Altizer outlinmed the dialectical method in terms of
negation. This point becomes puzzling when one triss to comsider
what it dight be like to negate his own history. To be sure there

is some sense in which we negate our past conceptiom of existence
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when we gel married.after belng a bachelor for twenty yesrs or
when we decide to become a soclalist after living as a capitalist
for many years. However, this is not to say that we are mot a
product of our past mor that from time to time we may hot:have to
search our past to understand ourselves in the presenmt. Since
Altizer has réfereé to Marxz and to psychoanalysis in connection
with his view of history, perhaps their ideas can clarify Altizer's
position.

Fourth, Altizer has maintained that his dialectical negation
involves first megating cobjectivity and second negating éubjecﬁivity.
There are at least three problems that arise with this concept.
First, how can we so completely Bplit existence into an objective
element and a subjective element? We usually speak of objectivity
ag if it dmcluded only matters of fact. On the other hand we us-
ually speak of subjectivity as if it dincluded oély B0ME DersSons
taste, opimion, feelinmg, etc about some matter of fact. But
if we negate matters of fact then what are we beimg subjective
about?  Perhaps Teilhard de Chardin's terms'Passivity and KotivibyY
can clarify the sort of distimction Altizer is trying to make.

This subjective-cobjective problem:pointsito thevsscond difftvuley
with point Tour, mystisisé. Altizer imterprets mysticism as the
pure thought remaining after thought is separated from all sbelety,.:
that is,"the initial movement of thought must be the negation of
society.” But what does it mean to thimk about something that is
in no way shaped by the space and time we live in? VWhat kind éf

existence can Altizer mean? A survey of Altizer's discussion of
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study of Easterm religicn, and a brief cutline of some Zen movements
may help to spell out this concept of mysticism. Fimally., point
four raises the question of what Vexistence in faith by virtue
of the absurd" might mean. Usuvally we think of having faith in
some idea, some feeling, some person, etc., but not in something that
is unreasorable and rediculous. Here such writers as Kafka, Sartre,
Grass, Ferlinmghetti, and Genet can be helpful,
Altiger's second claim that %the dialeetical system has produced
a world-reversing form of ethics can be described to some extend
by a discussion of Nietzsche's Ethics.
An analysis of Altizer's third claim that he firmly establishes
the fact that Christianity is the only ome of the world religions
to have initiated a radically profane form of Existenz will be dis-
cusséd in Part Three.
Returning now to the first problem listed above, we can begin
fitting the pieces of the myth together. Kierkegaard makes it a
very simple matter to identify the Christ-blik and the Christian.
.. there is a perpetual joy contaimed im the
thought that the affliction is the way. The
sufferer immedistely kumows definitely what
the task is; he can immedistely beginm on it
with all his mights; no doubi cam come sneake
ing between the way ard the affliction, for
they are eternzlly luseparable; and therefore
it is etermally certain that this way must lead
to something for here no affliction cam obstruct
the way, which is always g%asables as Tthe afflic-
tion is mever superhuman.

The task comes from withim. The task is expected to be Aifficult so

we waste no time ponderimg or doubting the task. The way we ought to

live is often thesame road or pathway for the Christian and the non=-
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Christian, but how the road is traveled is very different. The
Christian does not hesitate to accept and work ﬁhrough the
narrowest parts of the road. Thus, the affliction becomes a
joy to the Christian because he does not struggle im doubt
or search for rationalizatioms. Usually, a Christian does
not choose thé way because of the afflicatiorns, but the afflic-
tiors verify that he is om the right way. If our challenge
ig to move down the way of suffering as Kierkegsard has des-
cribed how we should travel, them perhaps we can even learn
to celesbrate the godless world. Certainly, this method of
verification is open to error, but as a gereral guldelire that
points toward a radical myth within which to live, the idea
is certainly helpful,

Within thé comtexnt of the afflication is the way, we
-car now try to describe the role of the myth iam the radical
Christian vision. At very least Kierkegaard suggests that
our existemce is scmehow very closesly conmected with suwp
refisal’ to live im doubt and anguish about the satanic forces
in the world. This for éiﬁizer becomes a rejection of the
Church structure that omly Vresents” (see quote page 30) the
satanic forces and therefore directs our society foward deeper
anguish, Finally, this means 2 negation of the doubt about
suffering and complete immersion into the satanic forces of
suffeyiﬁg. At this point Altizer begins building the yes-
saying of apocalypse which dislectically corresponds.to. the

no-saying about history.
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According to Altiszer, ske's private myth spells

out the comsequences of nowsaying in the apocalystie vislon
radical ves-saying. I shall outline Altizeris concept of Bnos-

- , \ 59,
sayiag in the first four p01Wtwtelew and yes-sayinf in the last three,

(1) Blake discovercd the final loss of paradisey that is, innocence
had been wholly cwallowed up by experience,

An eschatological end can only follow a pri-
wordial beginairgz, but that beginning is not
creation, it de fall. .. continual and
present process, a process that has eecome i
identical with the very ality of experience,

a
th
tus

n{;q

e passionately resisted this transiormation
(Jﬁmt“rr relizions tend to dissociate the sacred
rame from the actualitiles of yinornte experience)
of experience into innecence,

Therefore, the way of Uriental mysticim is a
way backwards to the yrimordial beginning.

sre quhthlﬁﬁlﬁQj faith is the expression of

! "Eingdom of God"

immediate porticipation in the
(the Godhe2d in an active process of negating
the fallen form of history, 2o as toglead forward

, . L b
to an ultimate snd {insd Bachaton s

=
1Y)

Ry

Blake further formulates a vision of the negation

of his

&7}

o

<

A
Lt

and experience,

Faith 48 vision... but vision can neither arise
nor be consummatbted spart from the transformation
ol the totality of sxperlerce,

cor the early Blake, the passionate rebel, God
the primory prosuct and apgent of repression.
.2e N& 18 2ssocisted with the irvorn laws of ths
nresent creation,
and the Tyranny ol

¥
ig

of morglity,
ﬂh% hWistory.

(%) Blake thinks of a2 fallen fime znd space as the

D T B SO T Tl gy vrmer 1D owen 4
of etergity. In thisz way liviog in

cuffering and affliection is atdon ol the fallen

form of exlstence and in the presence of etermity.

(4} lowever, this new "Wingdom of God" existence is

e e S

an’ erxperience that can only be
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of generation.” Uhusg, the ! dom™ 4z the essence of wirnhion,

!,

Suppose, that the body of Christ is sywmbolically connected with
the sort of existence represeanted by the metaphor of the "Igllén

world of generation.! This would mean that the sexual ensrgy of

™

gereration 1s al once the source of life aud a process of redemption.

The lamb of dod svorts in the gardens of
sexunal delisght because these gardens are
palaces of selfwannihilation and mutual
forpiveness,

The ecstasy of liberation that is the gift
of sex. reverses the repressed energy of ¢
fallew body, and resurrects the dead who
are &n uligno to an alien low and an inhuman
Creater,

<

Thirking of this myth within the context of history and "Singdom
the entire vision beglas to take shaoe. HMan must {ollew Jesis,
the lawb of God, into the ecstasy that ewmerges when the barriers

réstraining cur free

ewpression of delighting in the vorld sare broken.

that certalsly we live in the follen world of gsmervation,

the body of Christ. Dot somehow this body s sick because it is

alv repressing the ways in which the emerpgy it has ig trying

e dbself, Unléss this energy is relessed the body can
act grow and develop. Al of this simply menuns that the repressive
cortrols that we assoclate with Christian dogme and ultimelely with
"ap dphumarn Creator! are in faet the Yrepreszsed -product of Batanis

pillis.™ In this way the transcendent God is SBatar who prevents our

geperation’™ from zwﬂuﬁkv“ the process of regeperation

the desth of Jed so that in vdorn of

RS ysdc%ﬁi 5

he can live the way of afiliction cply if he ean toinlly
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release his energy that is bound im the conventioms of society.
This sort of negation means that there is am immediate epiphany
im the passion ¢f sex and that the female can be either a perverted
destructive force or a redemptive force, Whether or not this image
car be effective will be comsidered later, but certainly the passion
of sex does in some sense negate all other historical factors if
it is released. However, a Dionysiaw dance within the comtext of
doing one's task om the''way of affliction'is further explained
ag Blake describes his vigion of God and Jesus more precisely.

(5) Blake outlires his vision of the total kemotic move-
ment of God or the Godhead, a visiom which leads to the redemption
of 2 cosmic bumanity.

This vigion arises im the context of a new

and apocalyptic understaanding of the "Mystery”
of the Godhead, When Blake sees Satan within
the dark Selfhood of Milton's shadow, he sees

a "Human VWonder of God resdéhing from heaven

to earth, a "Humer Form'' revealisg the momstrous
Churches of a perverse inmocence and the dgrk
Gods of Hell. ... this is coasummated im Jesus'®
triumphantly breaking through the central zones

of death apd Hell amd opening etermity im time
and space. ~

In this image, Blake seems to equate the Christianm God of trans-
cendence and the barriers of restraint (Church,Selfhood) as one
and th@‘same thing. However, Jesus comes imto the "fallem world
of gemeration” to regemerate life by breakinmg through Hell ( the
existence we must negate) and becoming fully incarmate in a new
existence ( the Kiagdom of God, way of afélicticﬁg'gew:hﬁﬁa@ityi.
Thus, whereas before God was a redempiive Satan im that he was

trying to break the "resentment'(mondialectical activity) of the

Church, now Jesus is equated with Satan as the pne unveiling the



o Y
50

3 e 5 P~y 5y T
redensiive goal of the

Lien world

(6) Altizer Turther explains what the atheistic view of God as
Sotan means as follows:

Blake commitied the blasphemy of blasphemles
by identifying the biblical God as Satan. Hot
only did Blake leave numerous personal ctatee-
ments te this effect, but in his suocrene
pictorial creatiom, nis illustrations fer: the
Book of Job, he dépicted God tan on the
magnificent eleventh plate, and did so in
fulfilliment of his own visiown, in this work,
that redemption can take place only after the
transcendent and numiveus Ged has ue@n rEcCOmw
pized as Satan or Selfhood,

Thus vhen Jesus breaks through Hell, he is breaking through Satan
whe made himself a God, who destroyed the VYHuman Form Divine," ard
who represents Chacs %ut there''somevhere. Jesus is Satap in the

3

monse that hids total dncarmation makesthis world his body of satanid

£

At the same time Jesus 1z the regeneratiocr and relesse of redemptive

{(7) Blske's Christocentric emphasis can be characterized

further by a discussion of the woy in which he ted a Christion

viclon "oi the full ddentity of Jesus with the individual human

minute particular).”

Jesus continvally reverses his Mmeternal
humand &y and his dehumanized and faleoely
sedrituslized body by becomieg lncarnate
in a satenic body of holine

U

chal=

Hig very exdstence in a generited body
lenges Satan's repr“ﬁtmwr and
DPOCes

reversing
body. movenent
of exper

and it oocwy

i B U
Dl NP
L"'(‘J“J ?

05 TEVar:
nrocess of ‘
in the full Jctu471“” of

84 1e.ey the restrictive law of repression dissued by God=-Satan.



In this way the transcendent God has moved inhc man. Jdesus diss
to reverse the satanlc God. HNow each Christisn cam repeait Jesus

spion and thereby through "Self- anpihilation™ negate the

existence and discover a new Joyous humenity borm by weans of the

death of God., 45 each man lives the way of afflictiongGod incarssa

in the nliewn others of Hell and 3Safan eternally dies. I another
zenge the satanic body of Christ has beer cleansed and regenerabted
for a mew humanity. Since the Church represents the past nistory
of Jesus, the Church canrotl lead to this new humanity. Urly as the
old law of repression is abolished can a new existence begin.

It is wery difficult tekpow how to évaluate a private myth.
Perhaps by considering the third and fourth points of Altdzerts
claim of dizlectical unity of the sacred and the profane we <an

better understand the descrintior given in 2oints one ard two.

The theory of history considered in point three and the concept

of negation and synthe considered ir point four should either
ffirm the copcreteness of Hlake's pbiwvate myth or discoublt the

myth s mere speculatior. Certainly, the myth is consistent with

of Altizer's theology, and therelore, ii

altizer's theory of history and concept of negation are sound,

we must alfirm Altizer's the hence

However,

this would be an affirmatiorn of oxly one of Altidzer's claims. e

2

will etdll need to counsider Altizer's ethics and the practical

congeuuences of hisg theology vpon our Ixistenz,

Freud amd Marx, for different v
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Harx: the whole of whatlt is called world history
is npothing but the creation of man by human
labor, and the emergence of aature for man;
he therefore has the evident and irrefutable o
proof of his self-creation of his ows origims.

For Marx the history of mam i1s the history of mar's evolution
from beimg conmtrolled by mature to comtroliang mature. For Marx
certain ideas and comceptions follow from the way im which we
orgarlze our entire society. Glemrly, if we are the creators,
then we are free to abolish by revolutiomn the presesnt social,
ecopomic, and political structure. 8o evern 1f we are influenced
by mature and society, we are not im a direct causal relatiomship
with these forces. Therefore, as far asNarwe is concerned negation
as Altizer explains it is very possible.

Freud: sees primitive mam as ome who gives full
satisfaction to all his imstimcts. As
givilization grows, man tramsforms his
sexual emergy into psychic erergy. But
this frustrates his original libidincus
impulses. ... historical developmert...
is also a developmesnt which iwplies in-
creasiag discontent and %%creﬁsing PO
gibilities for neurosis.

The desire for property and the desire

for sexual satisfaction seem to be the
two conflicting theories of motivation.

70

Freud understands the conflict withim man to be mostly between the

Id, representing inmstincts and pleasure drives, amnd the Ego, representing
one’s persomality amd comtact with the responsibilities of reality.
Lometimes, however the super-ego, the comsciernce based uporn the norms

of the father in most cases, may Jjar the balamce between the Id and

Ego and the persos becomes peurctic. If the persom cam mnot comirol

the forces within and without, he may revert to some childhood



when he Talt For Freuwd, orgenised :

cligion,

by teaching people to belicve in an illusion of safety, sanctified
bad  hkuman institutions throughout history and prevented these
pecple from facing renilea Here again this idea clezely core
rezponds with the Altizer-Blake myth in several ways. Flrst the
Church acts ag a revression of creative ensrgy, namely the sex
drive, Second the Church through its Yresentment'(non-dialectical
zetion) panctifics bad iunstitutions. Third the Church therefore

becomes satanic. Iouprth the Church has also corrupted sociebty by

maintalning ar illusionary God of tramscendence which is really

Fifth the messzge of Christisnity is really for one to
fully face reality on the "way of affliction" and vsgensrate

Lxisténz.

parallel betwoern Altizmer and Freud is
the concept of traansference, Just ag Altizer claimed that CGod

continvally dies so that sach of us can regensrate our lives by
[ P

cnagsion sad regating our presernt existence, =0
;- & { 3

im a similar way Freud talks shoul tramsference. For Freud it

is possible o ne

ports of our past history by repe:

some experience dilferently with the psychozmalys

. - Ao . o PR i S
satan-like(os Altiser uses the herm)

in the experierce. Thus for both
men some satanic Jorce is negated by the repetitiop of some

sxperdence | death of God or personal experience in childhooc

that frees our passions thereby allowlng uvs to wore fully foce

and dlscouver o now Joyous o humaniiy.



Finally, we must briefly consider the three-fold problem
of negaticn. First the problem of comsiderimg pure subjectivity.
After comsiderimg Blake's myth, Altizer's positior can be stated
more clearly. Clearly, Altizer does nmot mear that we are to
negate living im the world amd try rather to become ome %iﬁh
some primordial existemce. Rather Altizer is nepating the way
he used to live, which he equates with objectivity, for the
passion of a mew way to live, mamely the way of afflictiorn. So
whern Altizer maintaizms that we should negate the cobjectivity
because faith is pure subjectivity he mesns what Blsake said
faith dis: Faith is visior ...but vision cam nelther arise nor
be comsummated apart from the transformation of the totality of
experience., Thus when Albizer rejects ome objectivity, he accepts
zrnother to which he subjects himself. However, this objsctivity
is merely the freeinmg of his passions and the development of
power withim the satamic body of Jesus:. In this state of being
subject to afflictions, the person is taking part im the traass-
formation of the totality of experience- ~the cleansing of the
body of Christ. As Chardin says

The mcale of that which he has uanvelled
and unleashed briangs him into subjection.

He, the lesser, must receive rather than give.

css the exaltation of onel Sé%g melts into
the zeal to die into azmcther,

Thus, ons becomes passive and not bothered by the affliction of the

struggle, but rather completely subjected to that which he has released.
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In this way one is in a

n
f
i)
o]
]
e

pegating objectivity,.and 1living within
complete subjectivity whereir he embraces the ‘mew myth and
emerges into a Joyous nmew humamity. However, we must not forget
that the vision arises im the context of tramsformation and
struggle.
The second part of the negatior problem is the question

of the subject matter of mysticism. This problem is wnot very
troublesome when we realize that Christiam mysticiesm looks
forward not backward and is always im the context of the
transformation of existemce and the way of affliction. The
subject matter would them simply be Blake'®s myth. DBut we need
to clarify this mystical activity somevhat.

Fiwally, it is now clear that am eschatow-

logical faith- =as opposed to a measslanic

faith= =cammot look upom history as the

arena of the Macts’ of God; for eschatolog-

ical faith, God is the God of the Erd, a@&?g

His "actiocn" must brimg history to an end.
Thus we must rewmember the first part of the myths he
Godhead in az active process of negating the fallem form of
history, so as to lead forward to am ultimate and fimal Eschatonr.™
(see page 35). Thus, we are not concermed with imdividual acts
but always with a time of trazsformation. Just as for Kiekegaard
we are rot comcermed with doubte, ratiomalizations, or suffering,
we just follow our task within the structure of the myth.

cee the entertaimment of the idea of God

distracts the Christian from the actual

presence of God... Therefore the time has

come to brimg and end to the idea of God,

This brisgs us to an understanding that for falth and self-giviag



compassion to exist, a sell-consclousness and & consclousness

of hist@fy must die., This is whalt is meant by not kumowing

this world as our world or "world', that is, not being conscious

of the events and our self as we once:were:; Certainly, this

amphasiges the here and mow as the only time of importance and

gearly merges Diomysus and Jesus., That is, there is very little

if amy difference bhetweexn féith and ceatemycra&@ity, between our

world the Kimgdom of @edﬁ?q
The third part of the problem of regation is the question

of what it means to say that ome exists im faith by virtue of

the absurd. From the above discussion we can urderstand that

faith deperds upon the subjectivity of Christian mysticism. To

understarnd just why Altizer may have chosen the word'absurd”

we can look abt the ideas of some writers of the absurd.

Gugtar Grass writes about Short and Wide (Koljaiczek) who works

at a brick guarry, who is runming from two Tall and Narrow's,

who is sheltered under the many skirts of the narrator's grand-

mother, who has dntercourse with grandmother, who... The anar-

rator is 211 the time iz a memtal hosyital.75 Ferliaghetti writes

inm his Routimes the skit Wou-ObjectionV A bath tub with a dead

nude model is center stage. Two real painrters are on elther side

in baby carriages. Ume at a time they get up, cry, 1lodk. in a mirror,

arnd paist either black or white Taces. Both move faster and faster

until both die flailimg the back wall. Two hoodsd figures pile the

76
two dead painters into a coffin., The End.’ Framz Kafka writes

about the Imvestigationm of a Dog. Am old dog explores many areascol
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the dog find he

no longer undersi

of what 1dfe is all about because
acience has permeated every fHeld of sindy. Alas, even music

s

is sclentific., Dut the ¢

e
3

b

W

hopes for o aew sclence of fresdom.

Ly Ly

The End,’

Jean Genet wrote Our Lady of the Flowers, OFf specils

interest are the introductory remarks by Jeasn~Paul Sarire.

It (the %oak}
e sub i

at first to have orly
ty:  the characters are
But we soon divcover
Providerce is really the
a smv&reigm~ ~indeed divige-
—Ir@edom, the t of the suthor. With fiendish
application it leads humar creatures to downs
Tall snd death. And yet, in its strange
1anguﬁgg it presents this downiall as g trie
umph, '

There iz oxly owne subjsct: the pollutions of
& prisomer in the darkwmess ol his cell; orly
one hero! the masturbators u?ﬁ? G1é places
Bils Yevil —smelling J:qx,,§ L2 g
woosl of the covers, -

the conprse

see Demet writes in a state of dr@am&?
in order to consolidate his dres
that he writes, thes welites that

ard the act of writliag wakes him up.

seversl common choaczoteristics in each of these au-
thorsy Ezch ose has hipte of creation and death, DLach ore is
about somecone caught iz » blik er a myth. Bach one looks at

Life very subjectlvely, that

£,

jaward, Each ops ddentiiies

cre 1s in s dream world withie the worlid, thatv is each ore

expression, and an equation
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of reality and myth.

The four points discussed sbove seem to establish the fact
that Altizer dees indeed establish a theological system including
a new mythic vision that dimlectically unify the sacred and the
profane. However, this is mot to szy that this vision can be
formulated as an "ought' that we can evaluate as elther good or
bad. HNor does this say that Altizer has established a vision thet
will solve our soclal, economic, and political problems. Depending
upon ones point of view either éltizér‘s vision or Yought" and
Urelevant! may seem important, TFor Altizer the vision almost
automatically directed 0n§% life in the right way and necessarily
reformulated scciety. But this merely pointsout, as William
Hamilton does, that Van Buren and Altizer split between ethics
and mysticism. However, din several places Altizer mentions the
word immorality and the weed to end the resirictions of Christian
morality. To be sure the sexual vision within Blake's myth is
highly immoral and suggests some Nietzschian up-side-down morality.
Therefore, in the following, I shall give a brief disscussion of
Nietzschian ethics,

For Nietzsche the "common essence of all mcfal'ccdes is self-
overcoming.” This is done by "self-criticism- —man's critical
reflection on his own. imtentions and actiong--the core of morality.”
The principle by which to Judge one's intenbions and actions is the
one baszic form of the will, the will to power. The process of the
control is sublimation. The main drive that is sublimated into

the will to power is the sex drive. There are three manifestations
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of the will to power- =intellect, reason, and spirii- -to which
all of our passions are reducible. Therefore, man is trying

to overcome his chadticimpulses 80 as to organize them and integrate
them imte a harmonmy that gives him power over himself and nature.
This is meamtto be a dialectical monism in that Dionysian passion
apd Apollinian wisdom are mynthesized into one power, Thus much
in the same way that one becomes subjective and still exists in
the context of tramsformation, reasom ultimately as spirit is

in the context of passion. Bimilarly, the sexual energy and
drive must be released znd sublimated for regemeration and freedom
withim the overall myth within which one lives. Certainly, this
view of ethics fits into Altizer's system.

Throughout the discussion of ethics the exact source of the
willing of the "right" power, the criteria by which to judpe this
power, and even the "rightness" of the principle of power is some-
what troublesoge. Maintalning a sort of iptuitional knowledge of
right by searching onds intents and actions is troublesome butt
the assertion that somehow reason and passion ultimately form
a monism from which we dmtuitively know the way in whichitotbhlld
power is even more troublesome. This metaphysical monism seenms
unnecessary. why can't one intuitiwely know what is right by
searching ones intents and action in much the same way that we

intuitively know how to use lamguage by searching our intents and

]

actions® In this case no metaphysical monism is even v

P

ecessary.
Similarly, it seems that Altizer is so convincing that the experi-

encing God or Jesus is nobt evem necessary. BLven in Kierkegsard it
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would seem possible to realize ones task without any intuitive

knowlege from some utterly Subject sort of thing. This mise
understanding of intultion seems to pervade the entire vision.
To know somethiﬁg imtuitively is merely to realize that we are
human beings.and thal there are certain rules which apply to
the way we live. Many of these intuitions are merely the
realigation of ceértain drives thal we have and certain needs
that we have. Sometimes we confuse images, self-ish want§
prejudices, etc, with dntuitions. But im any case to claim
that something exists outside of our experience that we can
experience imntuitively seems comtradictory.

A1l of this is simply to say that even though Altizer
successfully establishes a dialectical unity of the sacred
and the profame startiang with the present Christiam myth,
this does mot help if the word God is meapingless. DBut even
if the monism or Uefernally Cod dying myth” ds meaningless,
much of Altizer's vision is still very meaningful and helpful

for our Existez, This idea will be considered in Part Three.



PART THREE

In this last part I shall try to show-thabt many aspucts
of Altizer's dialectical method and many specific parte of his
vision can be z very helpful and meawingful way for us to begin
to understand our comtemporary society. In this way Altigzer's

myth is reality.

Radical Moral Theology and the Computer, Techrnology, Cybrenetics.

With the increase of technology, the sort of subjectivity
that Altizer maintains becomes more and more a reality. Iither
a persor has a job that is so routine that he is barely conscious
of what he is doing, or a person organizes, creates, thinks, etc.
In this way one no longer identifies with the work situation but
is set free to create new models, new values, and new emphasis
upon livimg for the moment. From the Marx-Altizer history inter-
pretation, ome begins to understand that man can change things by
negating history. Certainly, the compubter makes change race faster.
The computer and technology will ultimately give us more time to
be immersed in the world by affirming our passions and releasing
them in the concretensss of a moment. Our new values will certainly
be freer because much of the agony of working long hours, much of
the meed for tight self-contrel can be tramsformed into the sort
of reel wcomtrol of Diconysus-Apollo. With the building of higher
mathematical relations withizn which we must 1ive as allies with

computers, our imagimatiom of the absurd should be r¥eleased.
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Aeccording to the dog who did Kafka's imvestigations, this scilentific
vision poinitgtoward a need to radically express a new imner and outer
freedom. In this way the Tipples are no’ surprise, nor is the increase
of social interest among studemts. Thus, cybrenetics .treleases marn to

be radically subjective and creative.

Radical Moral Theology and Chemical and Neurophysiological Psychology

Altizer seems to accept Ryles claim that there is mno "ghostly
machine™in the body called the mind when he talks about subjectivity
in the context of a transformation of experiemce. Ultimately, the
distinction merges into a new way of life withim 2 new myth. Cne
bagic feature of this new way is that man is autonomously in charge
of the mew way. Im the vision Christ ended transcendence by breasking
through the old satanic laws of repression and seting man free to
live a new humanity radically ir the world. Certaismly, if man begins
erasing some of man's history, giving him a new freedom from past
repressions, and emphasizing the possibilities of the moment, then
certainly man will have become subjected to living withiwn the vi&isg
Altigzer sets forth. Chemical and Neurophysiclogical Fsychology can
provide the means for this process. Perhaps psychologiste - would
rather claim to have eliminated certain behavior patterns, increased
the activity of certain parts of the brain, and suggested new directions
for the person. Nevertheless, the result of negating history and
regenerating one by loosing his energy &ﬁé redirecting it is clearly

broadly parallel im both cases.



Radical Moral Theology and Bip Business in the Urban Crisis

Because of the new methods of cybremetics and psychology,
Altizer's vision canm be generally applied to business. If we
decide about how to redirect our sexual energies toward power,
ther our williag is shaped by am examination of our istents and
actions. If business decides how te direct its power bullding
by (1) allowimg a combiration of passion and reasom and (2)
examining ite intentions and actions, then clearly business
must negate some of its history and accept the way of affliction.
This simply means that the big companies of the United States
can find a tremendous new power in the long range by developing
the imner-city. Some iz being done now, but this image should
help inm one critical psychological point which leads to a new
vision of freedom from doubt, reversal of reséntmént, and drive
for a mew humanity: we must negate our past rationalizations, our
past prejudices, our past satanic restrictions and opem-up business
pessibllities regardiess of race, religion, education, atec, The
way to do this is simply elimimate our outdated suppression of

people by megating the satamic restrictioms placed upor them.

Radical Moral Theclogy and China, Vietmam, and Politics

Much the same direction cam be given im world politics. 4
new trust cam be formulated by negating the wmistakes of past
leaders, worryimg less about who is ahead and which:ideology is
best, ard begie to do our task of bulldimg a2 mnew humanity.

Thus by not being so self-comsclous mor so comcermed with the



52

past, them we cam begin to work together for the future. This
alsc means the way of affliction, that is, task over persoral
irterest im exploiting am ecomomy. It ifmplies-bulldiag a nevw
power that is both Dionysian and Apellimiarn, and not ome of
exploitatiorn. By negatiag a "fallem world" we cam begin a
revolutionarily mew way to live by ending the old 3ataéic,
restrictive, and corruptive forms that were é;p&ﬁ%*éfl%he

‘Christian God.

Radical Moral Theclogy and the New Left

The New Left has been caught by the "blik"™ of freedom,
compassion, brotherhood, mew humanity, and am eand to the present
moral system, ecomomic and social and political system. The
emphasis upon the moment, the radical loss of comsciousness of
wanting to exploit, the 'mimute particularism'and concera for
the humanity of everymanm,certainlygthrough passion has negated
candiagnihilated Selfhood. The Death of God and thus the death
of Satan and Hell by the radical immanence ir Jesus, gives us

a real directiom toward the joy of a mew humsnity.



CONCLUSICH

2

In no way has this paper provem that Altizer's way is
the answer, rather perhaps a direction te comnslder., To a
great extent Altizer has simply rediscovered Freud, Marxz,
Kierkegaard, and Nietzsche. On the other hand he has given a
sort of meapingful unity to the concept of a Dead God. For
this writer Altizer actually negated a past society with
certain conventions aand restrictions and poiated toward a
new society. This mew society is sacred only in the pasrticuler
concept of subjectivity that was discusged. Yet, Altizer
seens to wart to claim as decs Cherdir that there is =z sense,
not an idean, of God within this subjectivity. 1n addition,
Lltizer hiats that -he counceives of the Body of Christ as a real
mythic entity whibth etermally breaks through Satan -Helle God
30 that God ig etermally dying. As a metaphor and 2z meaningful
guideline this is helpful, but to claim sowe sort of existence
for this scems lo deny the radical lmmenence of Mltizer's
dlalectic,

Soodt would seem that Altizer im the fiansl analysis wanls

iy

somehow to alfirm the myvastical sxistence of God, but fto proclaim
the eternal death ef the idea of God. Somebhow this ds rathed
added op and uenecessary. The dislectic is couplele without

J e

the real existence of %od. What difference does 1t mnzket
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