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CHAPl'ER IV 

CHRISTENDOM AfID THE INDIVIDUAL 

In the preceeding chapter• 1 t was a.hcnm how K1erkegaald 

deemed the deif1cat1on or the church as partly respons1b1e 

tor the secularization ot Christendom. In this chapter, 

I ahall t ake up in detail this cr1't1que or the 1dea or the 

'ma.es" which destroyed the personal character of ta1th. 

Over Ega.1nst t his abstraction, Kierkegaard presents Chr1.aten­

dom With "that 1nd1v1du.al I call mJ reader.• 

Ki erlcegaard viewed nineteenth centur7 Christendom as 

the v1ct~m of an age which completely 1mperscmal1zed the 

Chr1st1a.."l. fai'l:h. The huge system of Hagel and the national 

church spirit of Orundtv1g laid complete stress on the 

social or nwnez11cal rather than the individual. 'thus. 

Kierkegaard laments the condi t1on of his age. 

In the midst of all our exaltation over the achievements 
of the age and the nineteenth century there sounds a 
note of poorly conceived contempt for the 1nd1v1dua1 
man; in the midst of the self importance of the con­
temporary generation there 1s revealed a sense ot 
despair over being human. Ever7thlng mat attach it­
self to some movement: men are determined to 1ose 
themselves 1n the totality of things, in world h1.atol"1', 
raac1Dated and deceived by a mag1o w1tohe17: no one 
wants to be an ind1v1d.ual human be1ng.l. 

lsoren Kierkegaard, Conolud1ng Unsoient1t1c Postscript,., 
translated 07 David F. S1fenson and Walter Lowrie (Pr1ncetcm: 
Princeton University Press, 0.1941), P• 317. 
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It ns the state church situation which hel.ped promote 

this idea. Kierkegaard 1s bitter 1n his or1t1o1sm ot 1n1"ant 

baptism and tlle 1.•i te or cont1rmat1on ~ this respect. The 

state churoh p r omoted a supert1c1al memberehlp to an organ-

1zat1on everyone belonged to bJ v1rtue ot state deoree.2 

It was Grundtv1g and his followers who encouraged th1.s If.1th 

their stress on the church. The oontess1on ot the creed anl 
J 

reception or the sacraments were the important signs ot 

consecrated meD1be1.•ahip 1n the church. .For Kierkegaard th1s 

kind of orthodoxy encouraged extenmlism and 1rrespons1bl.e 

ohurch membership. The establ1shed church, so to speak, 

became the proprietor or Chr1st1an1t1 to whom everyone must 

go 1n order to enter the Christian ta1th.3 

Kierkegaard admits that there is a pl.ace tor organ1za­

t1on or the ncrowd" 1n worldl)' matter, but not 1n the rel.1-

gious sphere. 4 The II crowd• 1s an abstraction. It is a 

static thing. The religious man on the other ha1'ld la al.wa111 

atr1v1ng before God • .5 When the 1ncl1v1dual. takes refuge 1n 

2soren Kierkegaard Attack YJ1QD •chr1stendom,• trans-
~ lated b7 Walter r.01:1rr1e 'Princeton: Pr1noeton un1ve1•&it7 

Pressll c.194lJ.), p. 205. 

3soren· Kierkegaard, l:m! Point of View, translated b7 
Walter Lowrie (London: Oxford. University Presa, 19.SO), 
P• 1)5. 

4~ •• p. 112. 

Ssoren Kierkegaard Training .!D ChristJ.anitY, trans­
lated by Walter Lowrie f Princeton: Princeton Uni vars 1. ty 
Presa, c.1.944), p. a9. 
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the •crowd" in face of personal respona1b111ty, the •crowd• 

becomes a demonic instrwnent wld untl'Llth.6 Thus the estab­

lished orde 2• not only deprives the 1ncl.1v1dual ot his person. 

but l t u lao offers him protection from a personal Ood re­

lat1on sh1p. 

The e s tabl1ehed. 01"der demands a totality of be1.ng &lld 
Will r.oli r e cog:-dze t hat 1nd1vldU2l 1n hiG persoZJal 
c011•,1ct 1on er.cl relat ion with God. 7 

Kierkegaa rd set out to split the "ma.es" into 1nd1·v1duals am 
the11 into in:11v1dWlls before God. h'1th the category of the 

1ndiv1dua.l, he hoped to provoke the established ch~rch to 

reestablish Christianity 1n the New Testama,nt oenae.8 He 

conter.Lded t !'w.t to arrive at true Chr1st1an1ty 7ou must begin 

With t he 1nd1v1d.'L\al a.no. h1a relation to God. JIJartin oJ.aar:J¥ 

det1nes his pos ition. 

To be a Christian in the NeK Testament sense means that 
ave1•y 11'..a.1 ,,,..1a.ua l as an 1nc!.1 vi.dual shall rel.ate .b1msel.t 
personally to Christ in rea-r and tremblll'lg through the 
laap of pa.sl}ionate deo1u1on 1?1 the despair of his guilt 
before Ood.'j 

Everyman stands 1n equality before Ood and is loved by 

Ood.10 God invites all men to Himself, but each man must 

6K1orkebraard., The Point ot I!!!!, P• 115• 

7K1erkepard, 'i'ra1n3pg ,in Chr1st1an1tz;. p. 92. 

8K1erkegaard, The Point ,2t .!m, P• 91. 

9H. V. Martin, jhe W1fff s .2J: Fe.1th ( New York: 
1oal l,1brary, 0.19.51 , p. o. 

Ph1losoph-

lOs oren Kierkegaard, Twq Discourses ,ll Gnpngun'\on, trans­
lated by Walter Lowrie (Princeton: Prlncetcm On1vera1t7 
Preas, 1944) , pre face. 



'' &ooept the invitation by a solitary venture or ta1th.11 

fo establish this "I" and ••~hou• relation, the 1nd1v1dua1 

must isolate .h1r:melf from everyone. "The very t1rst oond1-

t1on for becoming a Christian 1a to be absolutely 1ntroverte d. 

:!:391ng thus 1.nf'1n1 tely introverted, the introvert has .noth.b:e; 

to cio w1 th anyone elao • .1: 12 The truly sp1r1 tual man 11111st be 

able to endure 1 solation so that he is not dependen1; upon 

•the other. 11 1.; 

It is in th1s solitude that the 1nd1v1dual 10 confronted 

by Ood • Confroneed. by the absolute deaiand or Oocl, the 1nd1-

v1dual, if aer1oue becomes conscious of the reality of his 

atn. '.i1h1 s lt; the .2.9nd1t1o Jil!!! .!I.I!. hon ot Chr1st1an11;y. and 

1t is poss.1.ble only ror the 1nd.1v1dual as an 1nd1v1dual.14 

In this oonc1.1.t.1on, the 1nd1v1dual wat make the choice of 

faith a:nd. rel.y u_pon Ood' s graoe. K1erlcegaarct.. describes 

th1e action 1n 1111.'he Horal II or his first edition ot· Training 

J:n Ch~1at1en1tz. 

lt 1s that everyone tor h1mAelf 1n qu1et 1n11ardneas 

before Ck>d, admi'ts how he stands (in a relation of' f'a1.l1.ng 

to reeeh the ideal) a:nd accepts the graoA God ot'fera the 

imperfect. Then he shall go about hls work asking Ood to 

llK1erkega.ard, 'l'ra1D1ng J!! Chr1st1an1;tz. P• 'J.?. 
12Ibig. , p. 219. 

l:)Kierkegaard, Attack YJ?.2J1 •chr1stelldom.• PP• 162 ~. 
14soren Kierkegaard., Siokneos Unto Death. translated qy 

1-lalter Lowrie (Iiew York:. Doubleday 4: ComJ>B23¥, Ino., 1954) • 
p, 250. 
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help 1n all and humbling himself before God cont1mlall7 for 

failing to meet tho requ1rement.1S 

In this venture of faith the 1nd1v1dual breaks relations 

With all temporal and finite quthorlt7 in order ·to endure 

the conflict with the powers ot hel1.16 '!'here is onl7 one 

divine authority, JeGus Christ.17 Christ Himself, there­

fore, places the individual above the group.18 Because the 

persoml f a ith rela tion of the individual with Ood is pre­

eminent, the established order becomes offended. The 

ortonee of' Chr1st1an1ty is that God enters into a re1at1on 

With the 1nd1v1dual and that individual 1n tum owes all 

allegiance to Ood alone.19 The individual who strives to 

be like Ood,totall7 subJect to His will, stands 1n opposi­

tion to ·the esta blishment which would make a claim on his 

life.20 Lowrie points out that Kierkegaard does not deny 

the divine authority of the church and ministry. Be rebels 

only against such legal or constitutional authorities of the 

church which would 1ntr1.?Jge on the spiritual author1tJ' re-

l.SK1erkegaard, TI9.!P3M ill ChJ:1,atlapjty, P• 71. 
16it1erkegaard., Attack ,Ymm •christendom. • P• 1.91:. 
17K1erkegaa:rd, Two Discourses at Copnpup\on, P • 22 • 

18K1erkegaard, Training ,&B Chr1st1an1tJ, P• 87. 

l9K1erkegaard, Sickness Unto Death" P• 216. 

I ; 
20ib1d. , p. 251. 
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B1d1ng 1l'l the ind1 Vi dual. 21 

'With the 1nd1v1<lual, Kierkegaard not onl.7 attempted. to, · 

rescue Chr1at1an i ty from the established church, but also 

from the 1nte1lectual1sm ot his age. He maintained that all 

truth must h e a ppropriated by the individual 1n his lite 1n 

terms of h1s God rela tion if it 1s to be truth for him. 

K1erkegaani refutes BllY attempt to bring the Chr1st1an lite 

1n a log1ca1 system by po~nt1lig to the oonorete existence 

ot the 1, d1 vi dua l • 'l'h.e 1ndi vi dual can never be comprehended 

1n the loe1cal abstraction of a oyatem.22 The iml1vidual 

also preserved Christianity from the pantheism ot a 

Schle1ornacher. When the individual maintains his 1dent1 ty 

there 1o no con fusion between the vox ;oopyl1 and the .m& l2U, • 23 

Although he stresses that the 1nd1vidt~al strives to be like 

Ood , there 1s a lways a return to the individual •a otrn perscn­

a11 ty. The union of the individual w1 th God 'Proceeds thrau.gh 

the persona lity and transforms the i:nd1v1c.lu8;l 1n the proceas.24 

Some of the most gripping passages in Kierkegaard's 

works deal with his existential conception ot man. 'J!he wo!ka 

vibrate w1th his passionate interest tor •tnat individual I 

, .21Walter Lowrie, Kierkegaard (Lolldon: Oxford Un1ver-
a1ty Presa, 1938), p. 524. 

22E<imund Clawney, "A Critical Estimate or Soren . 
K1erkegaard,. l3!!!. Westm1nster Theologioal Joumal., V (November. 
1942), 29. 

23K1erkegaard, ~ Point ,m: JU.!!!, P • 167 • 
24soren Kierkegaard, The Journals .2' Soren K1,trirefffl8m.. 

edited and translated by Alexander DN TLondon: Oxford 
University Press, 1951), P• 63. 
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call my reader." It is d1ff1cult to overemphasizo the 

1mJ>ortant co11t 1•1b1.~t 1on he made in th1e area. H!s ef'f"ort 

t o stress the d1st inut1ve quality or each 111m as a person 

before God is e ~sent1al t o a true unclorstam1ng· of' t:t"a.e con­

ce,pt of fa.1th !n tr~ New Teataroent. He shed light for h1a 

e·onterrapore.r1es on the subJoct1ve apprehens.1on of the Chr1at1an 

message. His e f:a:'ort to b1•11ag to bear the ethical. consequen­

ces ,of e s1ncere perco1l8.l faith can never be overlooked by 

the church. 

i{1e r ke go.e.rd 1 s 1colat1on or the 1nd1v1dU&l, however, 

m1nec a ~-i f.lCt \le.l question. How i s the 1nd1v1dual rel.ated 

tt> the comrnw11ty or believers, the church? It is a t; thiG 

point ,·,het·e K1erkogaard appears most vulnerable. Martensen 

h1mself' a ttaclced. him on tlle concept or the ohuroh. He 

8 dm1te the 1nd 1 v1a.ual must bei held up against Hegel1an 

1deal1sm and the personality- of God and panthe1sm.2S But .m · 

or1t;c1zes Kierkegaard for destro11:ng the concept ot th& 

ohuroh 1n the process •26 Martensen points out that perscmal. 

existence can be developed onl7 through a tellowsh1p. ~he 

OO!!l?DU.,711ty depends on the individual, but the individual. 

exists 1n a na. by the colllJl!.ln1t7. 2? The oppos1t1on ot 1nd.1vkl­

ual1sm and soc1al1sm is s1ntbee1zed 1n the concept ot the 

. c, 
2Sa. L. Martensen, ct1r,11t2M Ethics, translated by 

Spence (Edinburg: T. & T. Clark, n.d~), PP• 221 t • 
26~., P• 228. 
27Ib1d., p. 2JO. 
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ctn.arch. The church 1a not a oolleot1on ot 1nd1v1d.ual.s, but 

the body of Christ, an organic unity ot mftmbers. Kierkegaard's 

concept or tho k1:ugdom or God la.eked cosm1o a1gn1t1canoe 

because he completely personalized •ete:mal bleasedness.•28 

Mar ·t b? and Lcn1r1e both came to Kierkegaard' a detenoe 

aga1rist Mar tensen' s or1t1c1sm. Lowrie ma1nta1ns Martensen 

m1a1nterprst ed Kierkee;aard1 s individual to mean 1Dd.1v14ua,1-

1at1c. Kierkegaard was ob·Jecting only to the chu.rch as a 

s001ety; which exiats .m abstracto prior, and apart tram 

tha 1:nd1v1dua l s who make it up.2~ Martin's defense rests Jn 

the fa ct that Kier kegaard wanted to establish first 01' all. 

respons i b l e 1nd1 vi duals before God. Only then woul.d he con­

sider their relation to the ohuroh. 

It 1n onl7 after the individual has acquired an ethi­
cal outlook, 1n the faoe of the whole world, that~8hen, 
can be any auggeatton of really jo1n1ng together • .., 

Kierkegaard. probably nerer totally rejected the idea or 

the church. During h1s lifetime he attended cJmrch regularly, · 

rece1·g-ed the sacroment1 and preached on occasion. He held 

the conv1ct1on that the gates of' hell W0uld not prevail. 

against the ohurch. H1s concept of the church is that 1t 1s 

28
~.,. P• 2,36. 

29Lowr1e, -22• 01~ •• P• 525. 
301C1erkegaard, The Present AD, cited 1n Mart11'l Jm! 

,m., p. 127. 
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1nv1s1ble and founded w1th1n the subJect1v1t7 of the 1nd1.­

v1<1.ua1.31 lie viewea. the church as a body pr1111ar117, 1n 

eacha tologica.l terms. Ito real existence will ba rea11zed 

only 1n ete-rnity. In t111ie the church 1& a1waya m111tan:t.J2 

It extsts ns a parenthesis 1n Christ• a life W\t11 h1a retum .3) 

For K1erl-tegaar d. the balance between religious 1so1a t1on am 
the church will be realized 1n etorn1t7. 

uThe c ongregat1on11 therefore belongs properl7 to eter­
n 1t7; 11 t11e collgregat1an:1 1s at rest While •the 1nd1v1d:­
ua l ci i s at unrest. But this Ute 1s precisely the 
tima of t e sting, the time of 'W'll"8&b--•the cangrept1cm." 
has i t s a biding place not 1n t1me but onl_y 1n etern1't7, 
where i t 1s the assembly at rest of all the 1n(llv1dua1s. 
who stood the test of oombat am:1 preparat1on.3~ 

Even the most sympathetio reader of Kierkegaard. w111 

have to aum1t that he does not deal adequately w1th the 

relation of' t he individual to the church. In the tirst pJ.ace. 

he neve r c:.dequately d.1st1ngu1shes the concept ot the church 

as 1t 1s devel.oped 1n tho New Testament over against the 

establis hed. orde r or his day.35 Kierkegaard does not dea1 

111th tl'le lc1ngdom or God proclamation of Jews 1n lte Wl1-

versal scope . He does not come to terms with the pet1t1an 

• that they a ll may be one.• The Pauline concept ot 1au, body 

3lK1erkegaard., CoDQludinp; Unsc1ent1f1o Poataor1pt, P• S:3• 
32 Kierkegaa-rd, Tr&1n1J\Di aA Chr1st1an\U• P• 197• 

jJib1g.., P• 198. 

J4~ •• P• 218. 
3.SJamas Coll1ns, ~ lim!i stztttrkepard (Chicago: 

Henry 8egner7 COJDP&ll1',7:9°SlY;-p. S• 
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ot Christ 1s Judmlously avoided. In view or this, the 

quest1or.. could be asked if Kierkegaard was really 1n a posi­

tion to Judge th.e established church on New Testament grounds. 

Haecker points out this weakness which resu.lted rrom h1s 

Ul'ldialeotic approacll to restore au ethical express1on 1n 

Christendom. 

Th1s exclusive ethical passion final~ led the great 
and experienced d1aleot1c1an to misunderstand the 
d.1aleotico of the church. It led him to ignore the 
faot that the church 1s Uke a net throllD. into the 
sea, which catches all manner of fish, like a r1el.d 
sown with wheat which grows side b7 side with weeds, 
and that at the end of the world the angels will. 
separate good from ev11; thatuesp1te the rotten r1sh, 
despite weeds, the church 1B the ho~ net and the 
sowed~f1eld, but Kierkegaard wanted the separation 1n 
time • ..,6 

In the second place, 1t can be said that Kierkegaard' a 

failure to relate the individual to the church cuts the 

individual off from the very means God employs to confront 

him. He isolates the individual so that tecbn1call7 at 

least, he 1s unable to hear the viva ,!g! eccl.esiae. 

Kierkegaard. in his o·wn lifetime was not consistent with th1s 

position. He did not 11ve YJ abstracto but participated 1n 

the life of the chU.rch am,l the means ot grace. His streos 

on the isolat1011 of the 1mi1v1dual threatens the ver7 ethical. 

response he desires. ~he individual becomes so preoooup1ed 

with his own oondlt1cm that he tails to tulf'1ll hl& reapon­

a1b111 ty to his brethren. 

J6Theodore Haecker, Soren 1C1erkttpe£d, translated. b7 
Alexander Dru. (London: Oxford Un1vera1t7 Preas, l.93?) • 
P• 4J. 



CHAPTER V 

CHRIS'l'E}JDOM AND THE PARADOX 

It has been pointed out that Kierkegaard's or1t1que 

wae primarily inte llectual and theological. It 1a under­

standable t hat he goes into le1igth 1n the cri ticiam of the 

message of t he church itself. The next two chapters deal. 

With Kierkegaard 's a ppraisal of the Gospel 1n Christendom. 

The error of Chris tendom was not so mu.ch a matter of theolo­

gloal content as it wan application of the Gospel. In this 

chapter, the rational objective form of the Gospel as 1t 1s 

commun1ca t ed c ome s under or1t1c1om. Against this Kierkegaard 

set up the Paradox, t he offense alld the contemporaneous 

dlsc1ple. 

The problem is summarized by Kierkegaard 1n the follow-

ing passage. 

It 1 s a n unperm1so1ble and unl&wful wa7 people have 
become knowing about Ghrist, for the only perm1ss1ble 
t,ay 1s to be believing. People have mutuall_y oon:f'1rmed 
one a nother 1n the notion that b7 the.aid of the up­
shot of Christ's life and the 1800 years (the conse­
quences·) they have become acquainted with the answer 
to the problem. By degrees, as this came to be 
accounted wisdom, all pith and vigor was distilled ou"t 
ot Chr1st1an1ty; the tensio11 of the paradox was relaxed., 
one became a Chr1at1.an without Jm.owing it, and •1ihaut 
1n the least noticlng the poss1b111 ty ot ottense. 

1soren Kierkegaard, 'l'l'ft21"'fnf1 Chr1at1an1t{, transl.ated 
b7 Walter Lowrie (Prinoeton:r etoli Unlveral 7 Preas, 
o.1944), P• ,J8. 
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The preoeed1ng passage 1nd1cates Kierkegaard's or1t1-

que of the 1nte llect@lism of h1s age. His generat1on 

thought of life 1n terms of understanding.2 Danish orthodmy 

under the influence of Hegel attempted to relate the Gospel. 

1n an objec·t1 ve rat1oMl form. This resulted 1n a strongl.7 

apologetic t heology. Kierkegaard uses the •professor• as 

a symbol .of this movement away from existence. He uses 1t 

' as a cliaraoterization of Martensen who •s professor of 

theology 1n Copenhagen. .Kierkegaard labels aJ'>l' defender o~ 

Chr1st1an1ty on rational ground a Judas No. 2 • .3 He or1t1-

cizea t ho preac hing of his day which "defends• and trans­

lates everything into ucomprehend1ng.•4 All apologetics 

are the device of Satan to undermine the authority or Ood.5 

He objectecl to the attempt at a •working', "positive• approach 

to Christianity that marked his age.6 

This situation had its etfeot on the life of the ohu.rch. 

It resulted in a d ivorce of lite 811d thought. People be-

came merely observers of the Christian s.vstem, and they failed 

2s oren KierkeEJ3.ard, ~ Journals of Soren K1erkepaard, 
edited and translate.d by Alexander DN(London:· Oxford 
Un1versit,Y Press, 1951), P• 33• 

.3sorer1 Kierkegaard Attack !Imm •chrtstemom, • trans­
lated by Walter Lowr1e f Prinoeton: Pr1noeton Ul11Yera1ty 
Press, 0.1944), p. 218. 

4tc1erkegaard, 'l'ramw,r-; Ml Chr1st.1Apt tY. P• 235 • 

Sia.er1<eB,11&rd1 Attao15 llmm •chrlatgom. • P• 225. 

6Karl Loewi th, 110n The H1stor1cal UnderstandJ.Dg ot 
Kierkegaard,• The Review ft¥ Rel1g1gn,,VII (Haroh, 19~3), 
2.34: ~·,. - - .x.=. 
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to enter the faith ex1stent1ally.7 Preachers made Chr1at1-

8n1ty easy by rat1omlly el1m1:nat1ng the offense or the New 

Testament message. Because the offense was eliminated• thm'e 

was no real requirement for a personal commitment of' faith. 

In short, the Gospel me never pointed 1n its rad1oa1 :form 

at the 1nd1v1dual to force him to make a decision tor or 

aga1nst 1t.8 

.Be:f'ore describing K1erkegaa:rtl1 a oorreot1ves 1n th.ls 

regard, it lo necessary to UDderetand a bas1o pr1no1ple 

underlying this whole section. Kierkegaard maintained that 

tru.th 1s not a form or dootr1ne but a mode of existonce.9 

A man possesses the truth as he lives in the truth.1 0 Th.us 

he posits the thesis •truth 1a aubJectivity.• When speaking 

of the Chr~stian he does not deny objective truth or revela­

tion. His point 1s •only truth that ea1f1es is truth :for me. ■11 

The subject does not receive the Chr1st1an truth from with.1.n 

himself but from the revelation of God 1n history.12 The 

7Re1dar Thomte, Kierkegaard's Phlloso. of Re1ig1c;m. 
( Pr1ncetan: Princeton Uni vers1 t7 Press, l. 9) • p • 1 • 

8soren Kierkegaard, For §.!ll F.:gamina tion, translated b.Y 
Walter Lowrie (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1944) • 
pp. 60 r. 

9soren Kierkegaard, Christian' Discourses. tl"8l181ated by 
Walter Lowrie (London: Oxford University Press, 1952), P• 221. 

lOK1erkegaard, T51n1ng 1D Chr1stian1tY., P• 22e. 
11Kugn Ross Mackintosh, TYpes J!t Mode;rn Theolop..f 

(London: Charles Sor1bner•s Sons, 19)9). P• 224. 
12soren Kierkegaard, Conoludw Unsc1ent1t1c Postscript, 

trans1ated by David F. Swenson and Walter Lowr1e (Princeton: 
Princeton University Press, c.1941). P• 498. 
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tru.th for a Chr1at1an 1s revealed 1n Jesus Christ. He la 

the truth, and His 11:fe expresses the •7 to the 1.ruth.13 

To have t he trut h meana to becomG a ap.1r1tual person in a 

covenant r e l a tion with C',od.14 The 1mportant point 1s that 

truth mu.at be a pproa ched subJect1veJ.y; that 1st 1t mat be 

translated into the a 1--ea of' a person• s ex1steZ1Ce.1S 

It i s from t his understanding of the apprehension of 

truth t lla t I(1er ltogaard de1•1ves the principle of re,iuplloat1on. 

Which underlies t he entire attaok.16 It is the pr1no1ple 

that a man rnus t 122 what ha thinks and teaohea.1? When a man 

1n t:ruth r elates himself to Gad this relat1onsh1p 1B ;not onl.y 

expres sed in \;lords but aloo by perm1tt1Dg .God to transform 

h1s entir e life •18 To be a Christian means to reduplicate 

1n one• s ex1::rte:nce the truth ot Jesus Christ.19 This pr1n-
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