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the basis of the foregoing paragraph? First, that the posie 

tion of the doctrine of the inapiration of Soripture doss 

not solve 8 single one of the problems encountered by the 

individual who attempts to arrive at an historically certein 

basis for his faith, since it does not speak to the question 

of canonicity. Sacond, that the doctrine of the inspiration 

of Soripture is an object = not the basis - of faith; thorce 

fore it follona after faith and has no relation to the core 

teinty of faith; that is, 1t is based on faith and cannot 

therefore prove that om whieh 1t itself depends. Sy inspira 

tion i take it that S.E. maans the belief that what Seripture 

says is to be believed; the writer cannot bo more specific 

because Kierkegaard hinesif assumes that the moaning of the 

term is understood by his readers without further explanation. 

Bub to proagail vith S,Ke's attack on historical evidences. 

After having abolishad to his satisfaction the idea that the 

Soriptures repracent an objective authority for the Curiati- 

an faith, be procesds to examine the contention that the axise 

tones of the Ghurch, wheres the “Living Word" is carried, is 

proof of the truth of chrietianity.?’ ‘tis theory was the ine 

vontion of a fellouw,fane, Grundtvig, a& whose expense SK. 

has a lot of fun. “As for Grundtvig'ts theory, tho author doas 

not precisely feoal any great amount of pein in the moment of 

porting, nor any special senso of isolation at being in 
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Gisagreenent with thie thinker, No ons could wish to have 

Grunitvig for an ally who desixres to imow definitely uhere 

he is, 2 ¢« e #18 He dogs, however, have some ad=iration for 

Lindberg, tho chief defender of the “matchless discovery," 

through whose dialectical skill “the discovery took on form, 

oe s'« bocem less affected with hiatus, less matehless - and 

more acceasible to common sense.229 

But just what is the suppossd edvantage of the “matche 

iees @iscovery?" 

Just as in the preosding paragraph 1¢ was the 
Bible which was to deolda objeatively waat is chrise 
tianity and whet is not, so now it is the church 
that is to serve as the cortain objective racourse. 
More specifically, it is the Jiving word in the 
Ghurch, the confession of Fabth, and the vord in 
connection vith the sacraments.@ 

On this point Grundivigts theory has merit: . . 
e the Ghureh eliminates the proving and donone 
strating that was necessary in connection with the 
Bible becauas it waa something pagt, shilo the 
Ghuroh oxiate as u prosent reality. To demand that 
it prove ite existence, says Lindberg quite scorrect- 
ly, is HOUSER , Like asking 8 living man to prove 
that he exists. 

So then the dhurck exists; and from tha churok 
as sonothing prosent, as centemporancous with the 
inquirer « « « » one may learn wnat is essential to 
thristionity; for this is what the Church professes. 

guite right. But e « « after it has beck asaere 
toed of the Church that it exists, and thet one may 
learn from the Ghurch what Christianity is, it is 
further asserted of this Church, the present church, 
that it is the Apostolic Church, the sano church 
wuich has persisted for sightean centuries. The 
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predicate: Christian, is thus more than a pressnt 
predicate. « « « Thus if someone ware to say to a man: 
prove that you exist, the other will answer quite 
properly that tho demand is nonsense. But if he 
says on the other hand: "I who now exist had an exe 
istencs over four hundred years ago as esssntially 
the sane person," the other man has a right to re= 
ply: "Horo a proof is necded.*22 

Thus, says Sele, the issue is brought back to precisely 

the sams place where 1t was in the Bible theory. once again 

We will have scholars trying to prove tho "primitive character 

of the confeasion of faith, its identity of meaning every- 

whers and in evory moment through cighteen ocnturiss," where, 

ho adds in a note, criticitan will stumble on difficulties the 

Bible theory never knew, “and so again there will be a nosing 

‘about in anolent decuments.!@? The pressnea of ths “living 

word" in the Church doesn't solve a aingis difficulty, he 

addse The “living word" does indeed deslara the existence of 

the Uhureh, but "the living word does not suffices to declare 

that the Church nas boon iu existence for sightcen centuries, 

that it is essentially the sans, that it has persisted in a 

wholiy unaltered form, and so forthe™™* so we are right back 

at the approximation-procdas whieh SeKe ridiculed so roundly 

ones before: "tha parenthesis is launched, and no once can say 

when it will ond; for 1% is and always remiins an approzime 

tion, and thus has the remarkable property of being able to 
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gontinue indefinitely.” 
But vefora he leaves the question of the Church theory, 

Bisrkegeard takes tino out to hurl two more epithets at it 

which 1¢ to important that we keep in mind, since they con- 

stitute the cornsrstone of his attack on epistomology. ‘The 

first spithet in the word “objective,” ghich we lave net 

berors » 

-fho Ghuveh theory has best quite sufficientiy 
préissd as being objective, a vord which in our age 
is an geome agupEeb se by which thinkers ané pro-_ 
phots imagine are saying something big to one 
anothers « « « in relation to Ghristianity « « «ss 
objosctivity is a ost unfortunate ostegory; he sho 
han an objective Unrlstianity and noms other, is 
go a pages, For Uhristianlty is precisely an 
affair of opirit, aud so of subjectivity, and ao 
of inwardness. That the Ghureli, ghoory is objective, 
E& shaiiz not cesk to denye » « «°”- 

The second apithst, "superstitious", ws most here for 

tho first tine, although wo had a presentiment of it when, 

in attacking the Bible theory, 3.K. introduced the word "fa= 

hatio* in describing the inyortetion of passion into a histo- 

vicsliy-based faithe 

feeoisaly beoause Grundtvig, as a poet, is tossed 
about and stirred twruituoualy in lumediate passion 
we « » be fesle a neod « « » to have something cor= 
tain to cling to, and so to keep the dialectical af 
a distance. Gut such a necd is only a craving for 
superstitious security; for « « « avery limit that 
is intended to keep the dlalectical ayay is eo age 
superaiitione Freoisely because Grundtvig is stire 
red in immediate passion, he is ne stranger to doubts 
and tamptations. With reepect to thoss, one sinis 
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& short cut, by depending upon something magical; 
and so one has plenty of time toe occupy himself 
@ith world history. But it is just here that we 
have the contradiction: with raspect to one's oni 
live and its problems, to take refuges in sonsthing 
tagicei,, and than to be so busily engaged alth the 
whole of huwan hiatorye Zhen tests and temptations 
assail Glaleoctionlly « . + & man will alymys have 
enough to do with himsel?.27 

Hut, as if these tuo epithets were not cnough, Seli. aaks 

4f oe Yar mors drastic ono is not in orisr with respect to 

Grundtvig's accoentuation of the sacrament of baptism, on tho 

ners performanea of the rite, as a busia of faith. In respect 

to this notion he asks 

ahether in addition it is not unchristian, res= 
pscting onc*s eternal heppiness to rest in the ase 
surance that one has been baptized, just as the _ 
Jove appealed to circuntision, and to their boing 
the children of Abrahan, as the degisive proof 
for the validity of the God=relationshiz, and so 
to reat not in a frec spiritual Yvelationshin to 
God « « « but in an oxternal ovont, keoping dgubts 
away by mwane of this magic rits of baption.’ 

This argument, isG<, the Ghurah theory, thue dispensed 

with, our author turzs his attention to the last argument, 

the one which purports to prove the truth of Ghristianitz 

by appealing te the oishtesn centuriscs of Christian prozrosa. 

This he gives short shrift. “fhe argument cannot reaiiy be 

treated in a dialectical manner at all, for at the very oute 

set 4t transforms itaeif into an hypothesis," ho statese "And 

an hypothesis may becoms more probable by maintaining itself 

a7. ibia Pe 450 
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against objections for threa thousand years, but it does not 

on that account become an aternal truth, adequately dscisive 

for one’s eternal happiness."*9 anyone who thinks otherwise 

could just as easily prove that Mohammedanion is the one 

soures of trath, he adds. 

fhe guarantes of the eighteen centuries, ths cire 
cunstanes that Christianity has intarponotrated 
ali tho relations of life, has tranoformed the 
world, ang so forth = all this assurance is nothing 
but a deseptive onare in which ths resolving and 
ehoosing aubject is held captive, Jost in the wile 
Gornesa or the parenthesis. ighteen conturies have 
no greater demonstrative force than a single. day, 
in relation to an eternal truth which is to decide 
sy Gtornal happincase But the eighteon centuries, 
and all tie sountless things uhioh in that connsce 
tion may be narrated and asserted and repeated, 
have contrarivise a power to atateact the mind, 
and serve that purpose admirably «   The very fact thet faith can be supported by arguments as 

"slonder as toothpicks," such as this one, only proves that 

' Leith has become passionless in our ganeration, ho states. 

Ghis particouler argument oan onay bo atated in a rhetorieal 

forns Prue eloquence would hesitate to usa such an argurent; 

he continues: “perhaps this is the reuson it is so often 

heard.” The speaker who uses it coean't try to convines; he 

tries to impress, yoa, to intinidate his hearer by confron- 

ting him with the hosts of past generations: 

“iow dare you to te so insoleat as to deny the 
truth? Dare you really imagine that you are in poe 
session of the truth, and that tho cighteon contue 
ries, tho innumerable gonerations of men, millions 

3a log De 45 
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wpon millions, have lived thoir lives in error? 4. 
wretohed solitary man, do you daro thus to plunge 
all these meny millions, all mankind indesd, inte 
deatruction? Behold, they arisa fron their graves, 
they pass as in review before my thought, these soe 
nerationa upon gonerations of believers, whose 
minds found rest in the truth of christianity. 
Their glances condemn you, 0 insolent rebel, until 
the separation of the judgment day snatches you 
from their sight, because you were weighed and 
found wanting, wore throws into the outer darkness, 
fav from eternal bliss, ete.s, otc.” Behind the tree~ 
remious barrage of the many milliong the cowardly 
speaker sometines trembles in his boots thon ho 
uses the argumons, becauss he dimly focis that 
there ia a contradiction in his whole procedure.92 

aud there is indeed 2 contradiction hers. “Ali qho proe 

pose in this manner to give the individual o rhetorical push 

into Ghristianity, or porhaps even to help him by adminiatere: 

ing 2 beating, all thease are Goceivers."2 por if a mon bee 

eones a Unrictian, "At will be a matter of indiffersnee vhe~ 

ther hs has the eishtecn centuries for him or against him." 

But in the final analysis, auch a speaker ganuct do the 

sinner muck hartle 

Sueh a rhetorical ahowor-bath from the height of 
@ighteen centurics is very stimulating. ‘The spéaq- 
ker. performs a servige, if not pracisaly in the wey 
intendad, by separating the subject out for hin 
self ageinst other mon « oh, and this ia 2 great 

sorvios, for only a very few arc able te do this 
for thousolvese e « « Tic sightesn centuries ought 
precisely to inspire fear. ds a proef pro they are 
in the moment of dceleien worth pregisely nothing 
to the individual subject; but as fear-insplring 

they are exeslient. The only question is 

qghetner the rhetorloian will eucesed in gotting the 
poor sinner under the showar-bath.o¥ 
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