KIERKEGAARD’S
DIALECTIC

OF EXISTENCE

Translated by
HAROLD KNIGHT

HERMANN DIEM



points out that “the problem of

Kierkegaard’s dialectic is not merely
an academic concern” since the so-called
dialectica] theology which was influenced
i its beginnings be Kierkegaard soon
ame to embrace very divergent types of
theological thought and the modern use
of “existentialist thinking” has had the
serious effect of blurring all theological
categories.
It is only possible to make a correct judge-
ment of the bearing which Kierkegaard’s
. Work has on present-day theological dis-
Cussion “if we appreciate clearly the
Presuppositions and the method of his
thought in its coherence and wholeness.
Since, however, in regard to this thought
We are faced not by a system but by a
Procedure, an enquiry into the idea of
‘dialectic’ in the thought of Kierkegaard
must not only furnish us with the key to
the understanding of his work itself, but
will also help considerably towards the
elucidation of the contemporary theo-
logical situation”,

In introducing this study Professor Diem
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PREFACE

The external stimulus to the writing of this book was a prize
offered by the Soren Kicrkegaard Socicty of Copenhagen for
a dissertation on “The Concept of Dialectic in Soren Kierke-
gaard.” 1 scized upon this opportunity, because I had long
felt the need to take issue against the ever-increasing misuse
of Kicrkegaard’s work in present-day theological and philo-
sophical discussion. The first thing to be done was to ascertain
once and for all whether Kierkegaard can actually be appCﬂlCd
to in support of the “existential thinking” now so much in voguc.

The misuse in question answers, I fear, to a very widespread
nced, and hence will not be so casily disposed of. But if 1
have at least been able, here and there, to bring out that
concern for intellectual integrity which lies at the root of
Kierkegaard’s passion for the existent, and have thereby pro-
voked a few qualms of conscience among his admirers, that
will alrcady have achieved something.

For a fuller statement of my position here, cspecially in the
first, philosophical part, I should like, for brevity’s sake, to
refer the reader to an carlier book of mine, Philosophie und
Christentum bei Soren Kierkegaard, Munich 1929. Extensive usc
has been made of the material there set forth. I have likewise
felt it unnecessary to duplicate the analysis therc contained of
the major literature on Kierkegaard. Such additions to it as
have since appcared are cited only so far as they serve to throw
light on the problems involved. For the rest, the attentive
rcader will notice for himself that my carlier conception of
Kierkegaard’s dialectical procedurc has since becn revised in
certain important respects.

The Seren Kierkegaard Society of Copenhagen having
awarded me their prize, I hereby thank them for this recog-
nition of my work.

Ebersbach/Fils, HerMaNN DIEM
August 1950.
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I. THE PROBLEM

The problem of Kicrkegaard’s dialectic is not a merely academic
concern. For ycars therc has existed a so-called dialectical
thcology which at least in its beginnings was influenced by
Kicrkegaard. These theologians were dubbed “dialectical
thinkers” by those who stood outside their circle, in a way which
is not without precedent in Church history, as we see, for
example, in the case of the Lutherans or the first Christians at
Antioch. Such nicknaming has not always been discriminating;
but in any ecvent in the present instance the name stuck,
although it soon became clear that the collective description
“dialectical” included very divergent types of theological
thought. As long ago as 1928 some one made the satirical but
by no means pointless obscrvation “that the leaders of dialectical
theology were as disunited as the Chincse revolutionary
gencrals.”!  When in 1933 the differences between them
became apparent to every one, it had for long been clear to the
morc perspicacious that these theologians differed from cach
other not simply in this or that point of doctrine, but that their
differences rested upon a disparity in the basic presuppositions
underlying their thought. They were “dialectical” in very
divergent senses, and this was shown not least in the varying
use which they made of Kierkegaard’s work.

Let us think, for example, of the opposition between Karl
Barth and Emil Brunner, which was disclosed, above all, in
the question of natural theology and its implications for a
theological anthropology. For Brunner it was a question in
this controversy not simply of a single or even central doctrinal
statement, but of a whole and far-reaching approach to theo-
logical thinking, which he called “existentialist thinking” and
which he related specifically to Kierkegaard—whether rightly

1 In Qwischen den Leit (cited below as £. d. Z.), 1933, P. 537.



4 THE PROBLEM

or wrongly we may for the moment lcave undetermined.? On
the other hand Karl Barth says with reference to the demand
for a theologia regenitorum as this was voiced in various forms in
the ninetcenth century: “The anthropologising of thcology
had been completed,” and he goes on: “And now it is a scrious
question whether we must not say as much with regard to the
modern demand for existentialist theological thinking and
speaking, which is connected with Kierkegaard, but, above all,
is consciously or unconsciously a continuation of the pictistic
tradition.”® Here again we may leave undccided the qucstion
whether Kierkegaard can be rightly made responsible for this
development, or whether, as Barth scems to suggest, we must
see here a pietistic misunderstanding of Kicrkegaard. How
real is the danger of such a misunderstanding can morcover be
secn from th,e keen interest which has rccently been taken in
Kxcrkcgaards work in North America, for this interest has
been directed predominantly to the “inwardness” and sub-
Jjectivity of Kierkegaard without any concern to adopt his
dialectical method as a whole.,
) In all these cases which we have selected only as a few
mstanciles among many of the bearing which Kierkegaard’s
worllc as on present day theological discussion, it is only
possible to m.akc a correct judgement if we do not confine
onrselves tO,ISOIatmg some one point from the totality of
Klgrlt(}(:egii::fhsogorfk’ but apprec.iat.c clearly the presuppositions
an : Of his thought in its coherence and wholencss,
SS;::(:; bouv:f;f;z ;r; ;é:g;rd to this thought we are faced not by a
tic” in the thought Oleilrelé an cnquiry into the idea gf dlal.cc-
the key to the underc, cr Fgaard n?ust not (?nly furnish us with
erstanding of his work itself, but will also

help considerably toward idati
theological situation, > the clucidation of the contemporary

This is a matter wh: i i
e Protesiant worldWth-h affects not only the situation within
s : )
Romano Guardin, i nce Catholics such as Theodor Hacker,

¢h Przywara and others have concerned
2 Cp. E. Brunner, “p;
1929, PP- 255 fI. ¢ andere Aufgabe der Theologie,” in 2. d. 2.,

3 K. Barth, Dije Kirchi;,
o iche Doginayn (cited below as K. D.), 1.1 (1932),



THE PROBLEM 5

themsclves with Kierkegaard’s work, a new impetus has been
given to this controversy.? For Catholics can always appeal to
Kierkegaard’s critique of Luther, which is repeatedly expressed
In such terms as that “the fact is that Luther was not a dialec-
tical thinker”;® and on this point Theodor Hiicker says that,
in point of fact, if we consider certain aspects of Luthcr, we
arc tempted to say: ‘“Had he been to a greater extent a dialec-
tical thinker in the Pauline manner, had he not taken over
merely one half of the Apostle’s dialectic, but the whole, then
perhaps the most terrible evil which has ever afllicted Christen-
dom, namcly the split in the onec faith, might have been
avoided.”® Tor a genuine scttlement of this question we need
to understand precisely what Kierkegaard meant by “‘dialectic.”
Otherwisc there is a real danger that Kicrkegaard’s objection
to Luther’s lack of dialectic might, on the part of Catholics, be
turned against Luther in an undialectical manner.?
Furthermore, this enquiry into the Kicrkegaardian dialectic
is a matter which has more than a mere theological bearing.
For Kicrkegaard has influenced contemporary philosophy
perhaps even more than theological discussion.  We need only
mention among many the names of Karl Jaspers, Martin
Hcidegger, Jean-Paul Sartre. Here again the decisive factor
is the concentration of attention on existence and the necw
oricntation which this gives to thought. In spite of the fact
that the work of Kicrkegaard is thoroughly Christian in its
inspiration, and that in the most decisive way it qualifics human
cxistence by the implications of the divine sclf-revelation in
Jesus Christ, it is understandable that philosophers should have

4 1. Hacker, (1) Sdren Rierkegaard und die Philosophie der Innerlichkeit,

Innsbruck 1913, (2) Der Begriff der Wahrheit bei Siren KNierkegaard, Innsbruck
1932, (3) Christentum und Kultur, and (4) postscript to his translations of
Kirkegaard, London 1937; R. Guardini, “Dic Ausgangspunkt der Dank-
bewegung bei Séren Kierkegaard,” in Hochland, xxiv, pp. 12 f.; Przywara,
Das Geheimmis Kierkegaards, Munich 19ag; “Kicrkegaard-Literatur,” in
Stimmen der Leit, 11X, Pt. 12.

S Soren Kierkegaards Papirer (cited below as S. A. P.), edd. P. A. Heiberg
and V. Kuhr, 11 vols. in 19 pts., Copenhagen 190g-38, x.1 (=voL. X, Pr. 1),
213; X.2,312; X.3, 217, 267; X.4, 394; X.5(A), 38, 96: x1.1, 28: x1.2, 266; etc.

¢ T. Hacker, Christentum und Kultur, pp. 98-9.

? This danger is esp. apparent in E. Przywara (above, n. 4).



6 THE PROBLEM

fewer inhibitions in dealing with it than theologians. The
attack on Christianity which Kierkegaard eventually made
with such extraordinary vigour renders it diflicult for the
theologians to achieve a correct adjustment to his work.
Either they must regard this attack as simply an error and a
deviation, as a result of which Kierkegaard has revoked all
his previous deep and true dogmatic insights; or clse they must
sec 1n this attack the ultimate logical conscquences of his whole
life’s work, in which case they have to face the question whether
this very phenomenon does not prove that his insistcnce on the
subjective appropriation and exercisc of Christianity has caused
him to lose sight of the objective fact of revelation, and to trans-
form theology into anthropology. In cither case the theologian
does not see any sound way of using Kierkegaard’s work for his
own special task, and, in particular, for his dogmatic task.
But for the Philosopher these difficulties do not cxist. On
the contrary, he can even interpret the discomfort of the
theologians as an invitation to use the Kierkegaardian dialectic
to concern himself al] the more thoroughly about human
existence and in disregard of the fact of divine revelation.
Kierkegaard’s work itself scems to justify him in this aim, not
on.ly on aCCOUflt of its broad human basis, but also because
.Klerk‘?gaard himself makes his pseudonymous John Climacus
say: “If the Mceaning of religious existence had been forgotten,
then no doubt also the meaning of human existence had been
forgotten; the latter had therefore to be emphasised afresh »’s
And at th_e end of the Unwissenschaftliche Nachschrift he explains
retrospectively ip reference to the whole work of his pscudo-
nymous characters that the latter “had wished to read afresh
tche on_gma.l documents concerning individual human relations
in the}r existentia] bearing, and to reinterpret, if possible in a
€15.®  Why should not the philosophers, whose

8 g .
Drac}frr:;nl:ejk%aard{ Samlede Vaerker (cited below as §. V.), edd. A. B.
voL. vu, P-,Q‘Io;. ielgerg and H. O. Lange, 14 vols., Copenhagen 1901 ff,,

; lte Werk, itecdd below as
Ges. W.), tr. ren Kierkegaard, Gesamme erke (ci
VOL. v1,) b, 32‘:?‘ edd. - Gottsched and C. Schrempt, 12 vols., Jena 1922 {1,

9
S. V., va, 548-g; Ges, W., vi1, 304.
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task this is, allow themselves to be guided in it by Kierkegaard?
Of course they must know what they are about if] in so doing,
they think they arc at liberty to disregard the decisive pre-
supposition of Kierkegaard, namely the fact of revelation.

In this respect the philosophers have taken up different
attitudes. Heidegger, for example, has used Kicrkegaard’s
work in the process of his own ontological analysis of existence
and it has scrved him as so much ontic material for the dis-
covery of ontological structural relationships. But in doing
this he i1s very conscious that he is doing somcething quite other
than what Kicrkegaard proposed by his existential dialectic.!®
Jaspers uses Kierkegaard as material for the clucidation of a
“psychology of world-views.””!!  How Kierkegaard is related to
Sartre and his existentialist circle is completely problematical.
The idca of “‘cxistentialist thinking™ is just as obscure in its
use by modern philosophers as it is in its usc by modern
theologians, upon whose work it has only had the effect, so far,
of blurring all theological catcgories. Hence philosophy is just

as much interested as theology in any enquiry into the idea of
Kicrkegaardian dialectic.

2. A PRELIMINARY APPROACH

In the attempt to find a preliminary approach to Kierkegaard’s
usc of the idea of dialectic, we have the overall impression that
this use is very manifold and variable and can with difficulty
be reduced to a common factor. For this we adduce a few
haphazardly chosen quotations:

“Reality or existence is the dialcctical moment in a trilogy,
the beginning and the cnd of which are not there for an
existing individual who as such an individual finds himself
involved in this dialectic moment. It is abstraction which
closes the circle of the trilogy.”’?

“In fact in all obscurity and ignorance there is a dialectical
interplay of knowledge and will, and we may go astray in our

10 M. Hecidegger, Sein und Zeit, Halle 1927, p. 235, n. 1.

1 K. Jaspers, Psychologie der Weltanschaunngen, 2nd edn., Berlin 1925.
VS, V., v, 2705 Ges. Wi, v, 14.



8 A PRELIMINARY APPROACH

understanding of man if we emphasisc merely knowledge or
merely will.”’2

“The dialectical as such does not constitute a point of view
which stands in an essential relation to personality.”s

“Everything depends on making an absolute distinction
between quantitative and qualitative dialectic.  Logic as a
whole is quantitative or modal dialectic, for everything is, and
the totality is constantly onc and the same. In existence, on
the other hand, qualitative dialcctic is at home.”?

“In man there is always this impulse, which is both anxious
a_nd desirous of reassurance, to secure something that is both
right and firm, and such as may cxclude dialectic.  This
howev.cr is cowardice and treachery against the divine.® Even
the ultimate certitude, revelation itself, becomes eo ipso dialectic
so Soon as I endeavour to appropriate it.”’¢

H'ow far is it permissible to attract men instead of repelling
them in order to wip them for the truth? But this repulsion must
befnergetically expressed in action (qualitative dialectic).”?

The dialectical is seen in the fact that he who communicates
trlffh must work against himsclf.”’®

The dialectical i scen in the fact that he who communicates
truth myst always have eycs in the back of his neck as far as
th?‘ rc:.ﬂ appropriation of communicated truth is concerned.”?

Itis €asy to see the dialectic in the fact that John Climacus’s
defence of Chn'stianity is the utmost that is acceptable; for as
a _rc§u1t of the dialectical situation defence and attack are
Wlf(hm 2 hair’s breadth the same.”°
ut Luther was not a dialectical thinker. He overlooked
?}11: 1f:ct that he was an cxtraordinary person, that pcrhaps in

Astresort he wag unique in being ablc to bear thisimmediate
relation tq God. Yet he made himself a measurc for others.
It was the destiny of Protestantism to declare that all men are

2 S V.
s » XL 1605 Ges, W, v, 45, where, however, the sentence is omitted,

. V., xu, 1415 Der Begriff der Ironie, tr. W. Kiitemeyer, Munich 1929,
g. {{/‘ P., vii(a), 84. 8 8. V., v, 440; Ges. W., v, 191.
S- 2 VIL 24 n.; Ges. W., vi, 140 n.
0. K. .P., VL2 (B), 812g. 8 Op.cit., 31.

p. cit., 32, 10 0Op. cit., x.2, 163, p- 130.

@ N o oA



A PRELIMINARY APPROACH 9

priests, and thc incvitable conscquence was cither careless lack
of balance or sheer deterioration into worldliness.””!!

“But Luther was no dialcctical thinker, he persistently saw
only one side of the question.”1?

“Yet it has clearly been the misfortune of Christendom that
the dialectical aspect of Luther’s doctrine of faith has been
disrcgarded; hence the latter has become a covering for mere
heathenism and Epicurcanism. It has simply been forgotten
that Luther emphasised faith in opposition to fantastically
cxaggerated asceticism.”!3

These examples should suffice for our preliminary orientation.
We might just mention further by way of a warning to exercise
caution that Kicrkegaard concludes this clucidation of his
pscudonymous work by expressing the wish: “And may no
bungler dialectically touch this work, let it remain as it is.”’14

In thesc quoted passages the idea of dialectic is obviously
used in the first place in the most general and formal sense:
to denotce the activity of that type of thought which reaches its
goal by moving between question and answer or assertion and
contradiction in dialogue. In so far as this implics correctness
of thought and its technique, this dialectical process may also
be called logic. Dialcctic in this sensc is basic to all further and
more specific usc of the idca.

Such a further qualification of the idca arises at once from
the fact. t.hat .this qucstioning-and-answering, assertion-and-
contradxct'lon, is always directed towards an object, the truth
about which must be established. Thought is related to being,

and the question of the relation between the two immediately
becomes a question of the relation between formal logic and
ontology. In order to answer this question it will be essential
to consider what kind of being is the object of thought. At this
point Kicrkegaard opposes to the purc being of Hegel the
individual existence of the thinker himself. This produces a
contrast in the essential character and aim of the dialectical
process on either side, and the implications of this contrast for
the problems of logic will have to be clarified. Here it is a
question of what Kierkegaard, as we have seen, calls the absolute

1 QOp. cit., X.3, 267. 12 0p. cit., X.4, 394.
13 Op, cit., X.1, 213, W SV, v, 549; Ges. W., v, 304,

B



IO A PRELIMINARY APPROACH

distinction between quantitative and qualitative dialectic.
This qualitative dialectic of Kierkegaard must then be brought
out in its bearing on the individual existence of the thinker.

A further point arises when we ask how far, in respect of this
existential dialectic, onc person can be the teacher of another.
If, as Kierkegaard insists, it is not a question of knowing the
truth but of being in the truth in one’s existence as an individual,
then we must ask whether and in what way truth so conceived
can be an object of communication. Hence to the dialectic
by which the thinker probes his own existence there 1s added
the dialectic of communication, and it is a question how these two
aspects of dialectic are related to cach other.

This dialectic of communication is once again qualificd when
we are concerned with the communication of the historical fact of
God’s self-revelation. In the first place the qucstion arises to
what extent revelation is subjected to the dialectical process
through its immersion in the stream of historical becoming,¢
and further how it can be imparted to such effect that it
becomes for the recipient not mercly an object of knowledge,
a doctrine of reveclation, but something which can be truly
received only in so far as it changes the very cxistence of him
who reccives it. Then, in connexion with this dialectic of
Christian communication, we must pose the questions con-
cerning the significance of tradition, of Church authority and
teaching, both in regard to the Apostolic age and the meaning
of ordination, the essential character of preaching, and so forth.

By this preliminary approach, we have not yet attained any
firm view of the line which we must follow in our study. We
have simply tried to gain a clear picture of the relevant prob-
lems in their interconnexion. How this complex of problems

can best be disentangled and presented in detail must be scen
from the course of our study and its intrinsic development.

3. DIALECTIC AND DIALOGUE

The most original and simplest form of dialectic is conversation
between two persons, or dialogue. In this situation two persons
at least are required and neither of them has a complete

1 See above, p. 8, n. 4. 18 See above, p. 8, n. 6.
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command of the truth. The aim is rather to attain the latter
by common cnquiry through question and answer. In his
Begriff der Ironie Kicrkegaard has drawn out the characteristics
of this dialectical type of conversation with reference to the
activity of Socrates and has thus laid the foundation of his own
dialectic.  There is no nced for us to follow the course of his
argument in detail here, and we propose simply to summarise
those of his conclusions which are most important for our
purposc.

No matter how the historical Socrates was, in point of fact,
rclated to the picture given of him in the Platonic dialogues, it is
clear, in any event, that the dialogue form was essential to his
modc of thought. This expresses the attempt to allow thought
itself to cmerge in its objectivity. In Hegel’s dialectical triad
thought questions and answers itself and so cffccts through
synthesis the unity between thesis and antithesis. In the
dialoguc form, on the other hand, it is the object, firmly grasped
and held by both speakers, which establishes the unity between
qucstion and answer.

This questioning has always two aspects. It “implics, in
part, a rclation of the individual to the object, and, 1n part, a
rclation of the individual to another individual. In the former
aspect, cffort is directed towards frecing the phenomenon from
all entanglement with the limited finitc subject. In asking
questions, I assumc that I know nothing and adopt a purely
receptive attitude to my object.””! This questioning on an
assumption of ignorance corresponds to the negative aspect in
Hegel’s dialectic.  But while, in the latter, this negative aspect
is an clement intrinsic to thought itsclf, here the negative aspect
is extrinsic to the object and lies in the questioning individual,
and an answer follows only in so far as the secking is genuine.
But the scarch is not purely arbitrary, for between the ego and
its object therc exists a relation of correspondence, just as “‘a
divining rod mysteriously corresponds with the presence of
water under the earth, and divination takes place only where
water is conccaled.”® The other aspect of the questioning is

LS. V., xm, 130; Begriff der Ironie, g1. All further refs. in this section are
to these two works.

® 131 n.; 31 n.24.
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concerned with the relation of an individual to another
individual. They are reciprocally rclated to cach other but
there is no centre of unity between them. The unity between
them consists only in the fact that the conversation is constantly
directed both to the object and the conversational partner.
These two aspects of the quest togcther form the cssence of
dialogue.

But Kierkegaard finds in the Platonic dialogues two different
modes of questioning. On the onc hand, a question is asked in
order to receive an answer, and in the coursc of alternating
question and answer knowledge of the object grows cver deeper
and more richly significant. On the other hand, questions
may be asked in order to overthrow a supposcd knowledge and
instead of an answer to leave a void. Kierkegaard sces in the
first case the “speculative method of Plflto,” and in the sccond
the “ironic method of Socrates.””®  But in most of the dialogucs
these two methods proceed concurrently. Wc shall sce later
that this distinction is of importance for Kicrkegaard’s gywn
method of dialectic, and for that reason we must go into it morce
closely. . .

The two methods arc seen at.work with part{cular clarity in
Plato’s Symposium. The Socratic method of dialogue consists
“in simplifying the manifold and complex compounds of life,
by reducing them to an ever more z.tbstract basis,”’4 Socrates
finds he can do nothing with the praises of Eros until he knows
exactly what Eros is; and hence 1n order to clarify the nature
of Eros he begins with the question whether love can cxist
per se without an object. In answering this question, “he does
not extract the kernel from its husk., but holllows out the kernel
iselfs . | | Soaring constantly, his reflexion riscs gradually
above the atmospheric airf, until brca.thmg is held up in the
Pure cther of abstraction.”’® Love is reduced to its most
abstract definition as love of something that the lover has not,
L.e. it becomes pure desire and longing. *“I'his definition is at
the same time the most abstract, or more corrcctly, it is itself
the abstract, not in any ontological scnse but in the sense of

acking specific concrete content.”””  The abstract is here a
° 1315 g4 *137; 39- ° 1405 43.
S 13y, 39. 7 1415 44.
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description without content, and the study ccases where,
according to the general opinion, it should begin.  ““The result
at which he arrives is really the indeterminable description of
pure being: love is; for the qualification of it as longing and
desire is not a definition since it represents merely a relation to
a somcthing that is not given.”8 This necgative kind of abstract-
ness is the ironic.  Such is the standpoint of Socrates.

But then there begins quite a new development with the
discoursc of Diotima. Here the abstract essence of Eros which
Socrates could define only negatively now becomes myth.
‘“This negativeness suggesting the cternal unrest of thought, and
which both scparates and combines, which thought cannot
hold firmly since it expresses the onward driving impulse of
thought, now ccascs and rests and gives place to vision. This
is the mythical.” The mythic expression transcends the dialec-
tical procedurc of Socrates “‘by the fact that it exposes some-
thing visible which can be contemplated.”® This means that
Eros properly ceases to be the object of the thinker’s activity.
It is presented now through another medium, namely that of
imagination. “The dialectical procedure clears the ground of
all that is irrelevant and now tries to climb to the contemplation
of the idea; since this, however, fails, imagination reacts.
Since imagination has become stiff as a result of the dialectical
work, it now sets itsclf to dream and so produces the mythical.
In this drcaming the idea either flies quickly past, or it comes to
rest and broadens itsclf out infinitely in space. The mythical
springs from the enthusiasm of imagination working in the service
of speculation.”!® “This mythical clement is not the idea, but
since consciousness cannot grasp it in any other ways, it expresses
itself in the form of images and so reflects the splendour of the
idea. Thus it develops into a dialectic, which, “proceeding
from the most abstract ideas, allows them to unfold themselves
in concrete determinations, a dialectic which wishes to recon-
struct reality on the basis of the idea.”1 In spite of this, we
have here not a dialectic of the idea, such as we have in Hegel,
but only an idea of the dialectical. “In Plato, just because it is
not an intrinsically logical dialectic, the dialectical movement
remains aloof from the movement of ideas, however much it is

8 141; 45. % 194; 107. 10 18g; 101-2. 1 207; 122,
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amplified intellectually.””!? What it is in scarch of is somcthing
corresponding to Kant’s “thing in itsclf,”” which is essentially
elusive, and which, if it must be apprchended, has to be ex-
pressed in terms of the mythical.’> Thus there is no speculative
dialectical movement in Plato, but the impulse to speculation
springs from anothcr source: in contrast to the negative
qualifications of Socrates, Eros is here positively qualified by
receiving as its objcct the beautiful. And the beautiful in and
for itself, which cannot be attained by any constructive
dialectical process, can always be ‘‘perceived in vision.’® . . | The
element in which Plato is at home is not thought, but imagina-
tive presentation,”* and the latter begins where the dialectical
process ends. The mythical is then speculatively interpreted
with the help of “a sort of pre-existence of the idea.””15

For Socrates,on the other hand, ““the idca marked the limit,> 16
and he knew nothing of what lay beyond it. “His ignorance
expressed an eternal victory over the phenomenon™17 ang
prevented him from fathoming the positive, which he glimpsed
from afar. Rather, taking the path of the “know thysclf,” },,
endcavours to seek plenitude within. Tor “it is indisputablc
that in the mind of the ironic thinker lics a primal depth, 4
valuta.’’® Thus his personality is constituted “by a ncgative
attitude towards the idca and by a contemplating of his own
navel.’’19

If we have regard to only onc single phasc of the dialectical
process, these two methods possess considcrable resemblance,
whereas at their extremes they cease to have any further point
of contact with each other, as is shown by the difference between
the first and the last of Plato’s dialoguecs. In both cases dialectic
concludes with an abstraction which does not exhaust the idea.
But the difference between them lies in the character and
implications of this abstraction and in the attitude of the
individual thinker towards it. With Socrates, the abstract is
the void, ‘“‘the indeterminate description of pure being,” to
which the ego reacts in irony by withdrawing into itself. For
Plato, the abstract is something positive, which indeed is no
longer attainable by dialectic and which, if we insist on trying

12 142; 46. ¥ 1955 108. M 1grn; rogn. % 193; 206.

8 253; 174. 7 258; 180. 18 148; 31. 19 145; s50.
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to hold it, lecads us into the paths of speculation. The circum-
stance that, employing the same methods, they arrive at
opposite conclusions, results from their contrasted presup-
positions. ““Every philosophy which begins with a presuppo-
sition, naturally ends with the same presupposition, and if the
philosophy of Socrates began with the assumption that he
knew nothing, he naturally reached the conclusion that men
in general know nothing; the Platonic philosophy began with
the assumption of the unity of thought and being and remained
within that assumption.”? On the basis of these assumptions
Plato incvitably understood the abstract ontologically and
Socrates understood it as the pure void.

As regards the relation of the subject to the world, this
difference means that for Plato “the cgo constantly expresses
itsclf in aflirmation of the world” and in so doing ‘“kecps
memory straining forwards as it issues forth to encounter
rcality.” Dialcctic has thercfore a positive liberating cffect on
the idea, wherecas for Socrates this liberating effect operates
ncgatively. The cgo expresses itsclf by its questioning which is
destructive of all answers in denial of the world, and maintains
itsclf at the vantage point of irony by kecping memory ‘“ncga-
tively retrogressive in opposition to the movement of life.”’2!

In this conncxion, it is important to noticc Kierkegaard’s
remark to the effect that in the later constructive dialogues of
Plato there is no longer any genuine question and answer. “In
these dialogucs, the question form really represents something
that is supcrseded; the one who replies appears rather as a
witness to what is known, as an cxponent of common knowledge
with his ‘yes” and ‘amen’; in short, there is no longer any real
conversation.”*® It is mercly accidental that in spite of this
Plato has retained the cxternal form of dialogue and has not
chosen a more strictly suitable form of presentation.

4. LOGIC AND ONTOLOGY

It is immediately apparent to all readers of Kierkegaard’s work
that he does not simply take over either the Socratic or the
Platonic method of dialectic, as in general he is a very original

2 132-3; 34-5. 2 2y10; 126-7. 22 147; 52-3.
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and individual thinker who can never be cxplained merely in
the light of his historical antecedents. The study which he has
undfzrtaken in the Begriff der Ironie did howcver do him the
service of cnabling him to draw out and clarify the problems
1at<-ant in dialogical dialectics. In fact, in this study, in so far
as 1t concerns dialectical method, we find indicated ncearly all
the questions which Kierkcgaard endeavours to answer in the
course 'of his own work. In this matter it is everywhere plain
that Kicrkegaard’s sympathics lic on the side of Socratic irony
rath?r than Platonic dialectic. We shall sce how he later
modifies once more the understanding of Socrates given here.
Th(? realisation which sprang from a considcration of the
opposite conclusions of the Socratic and Platonic dialectic,
?i?)rrrlu\:/\l/?t}:.h\a;{e‘}llcxy philosophy ends with the same p.rcsul_)posi~
ganrds diszulc' it began, bcco-mcs the central point in Kicrke-
Shough e ismn C(;_f»thc Hegclian dialectic.  Hegel, like Plato,
an immcdiatecry' ifferent manner, accepts the assumption of
in those logicalumty bct\\./c_cn tbought and being. .'/\nd‘ here,
logic sudcon] %resulppOS{tlons In conscquc.ncc of which formal
juncture at W}Illic}(ivchops 1r.1t.0 ontology, chrkcgaard sces the
we concede to 1 tlchdcc1s.1vc battle must be Iou_ght out. If
can bring his di(;%e the point of departurce by }Vh'lch alone he
possible £ ovcrthrgctlfl.mto movement, then it is no longer
Kierkegaard Securw 1hm. Sl.l'ICC in the coursc of th1s.dcbatc
dialectio ¢s the logical founflatlons f(.)r his own
; » W€ must first turn our attention to this particular
point.1
anghfhfrizlilgglimion underlying the philosophy of antiquity
reality, was renderc%cs’ namely that thought correspOn.d.s to
of reason that He o SO 1¢1ucst10r}ablc by the Kantian critique
aims at Overcomig cou d not d{srcg-a-rcl thc. latter. Hence l.m
g positively this critique, in that, by the aid

! Apar ;
qUCSlignstiir(;‘Lnr[:z lzlc})lcrclr_ll difficulty of the subject, the answer to t}’.xcse
problems involye - thmp icated by the fa.ct th.at altho.ugh thc logical
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of the concept of “pure thought,” he endeavours to ascribe a
sclf-conscious rcality to thought instead of that which was
uncritically assumed. The questions which Kierkegaard asks
about this pure thought arisc from various sources. But again
and again they merge in the one supreme question, whether the
Hegelian reality is not a mere reality of ideas.

Hegel does not begin by enquiring into the reality of one
specific thing, but enquires in the abstract about reality in
general.  But “to enquire in the abstract about reality (even
if it is a correct procedure to enquire about it in abstract terms,
since the individual and the fortuitous belong to the sphere of
reality, which abstraction certainly does not), and to answer
abstractly, is by no means so difficult as to ask and answer the
question what it means to say that this specific thing is a reality.
For abstraction discounts the uniquencss of the thing. The
difficulty, however, lics precisely in assuming that the specific
thing can be cquated with the ideality of thought by the mere
proccess of thinking it. Abstraction cannot even concern itself
with this contradiction, for abstract thought in fact conceals
it.”’*  When Hegel suggests that it is the very nature of pure
thought to imply an identity of thinking and being, the state-
ment means nothing for Kierkegaard, since as long as we
remain within the medium of idealistic thought the disparity
cannot become apparent. Such idealism can only assert that
thinking and the reality of ideas arc the same. But to say so is
a tautology. “Had Hegecl stated in a preface to the whole of his
logic that he was only making an experiment in thought, in the
coursc of which he had at various points evaded certain issues,
then he would no doubt be the greatest thinker who has ever
lived. But as it is he is simply comical.”3

And what are the points at which Hegel has evaded the
issue? Firstly there is the question of “the dialectic of the begin-
ning.”* The Hegelian system proposes to begin absolutely,
and apart from all presuppositions, with the immediate and
sclf-evident. But such a beginning can only be attained by
means of reflective thought. However, since it is of the essence
of the latter to be infinitely continuous, this infinite process

28V, v, 257; Ges. W., v, 1. 3 8. K. P, v(A),73.
1 Cp. 8. V., viy, go fI.; Ges. W., vi, 193 ff.
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must first be stopped in order to make a beginning'possiblc.
Now this cannot happen without a decision, and decisions have
no place in logic. Nor does Hegel succced any more with his
dialectic of doubt. For even if we accept the assumption that all
doubt rests on a substratum of abstract certitude, the latter
cannot “for one moment be hypostatiscd so long as I am
doubting, for doubt will always frec itsclf from this hypostasis
in order to doubt.”® Hence onc must say that “although the
Hegelian philosophy may be free from all postulates, yet it has
reached this position by means of onc crazy postulate, namely
the beginning of pure thought.”®

Hegel experiences the same difficulty in keeping his dialectic
method in motion. Here the weak point is “‘mediation,” the
link which is intended to bind together two idcas, and Kierke-
gaard asks: “How does this mediation arise? Does it result
from the fact that the two moments strive to unite? Is it
contained in them a priori? Is it added to them as something
new?”” In this matter Kierkegaard refers to Trendelenburg,®
who shows that although Hegel thinks that he is effecting
movement through logic alone, he is actually presupposing it
throughout his whole dialectic. “Wherever we turn, movement
remains the assumed wvehicle of dialectically productive
thought.”®  But Kierkegaard considers that a movement
immanent to logic is an impossibility. *“In logic the becoming
proper to movement can have no place, logic is, and all that is
logical is only, and it is this very limitation of logic which marks
the transition from logic to becoming, where individual exist-
ence and reality emerge.”’1® At the point where movement
begins logic sees merely an interruption of itself, such as can
only be overcome by a leap.2!

There may well be a system of existence which is situated

S. V., v, 290 n.; Ges. W., vi1, 33 n. Cp. §. K. P., 1v(n) 21.
S. V., v, 290; Ges. W, v, 13.
S. V., m, 189; Ges, W., m, 137.
S. V., vi, 89, 258 n.; Ges. W., vi, 194, and vi1, 1 n.
A.. Trendelenburg, Logische Untersuchungen, Berlin 1840, p. 26. On this
question of movement in logic, Kicrkegaard learnt much from Trendelen-
burg that was essential for his own method.
108 V., 1, 285; Ges. W., v.6.
S, V., vi, 296; Ges. W., v, 40.
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only in the rcalm of possibility and does not attain that of
reality. Only by means of such subterfuges in his dialectic of
the beginning and of movement can Hegel falscly present his
system of being as a system of existence, and transform his logic
into ontology. When he later asserts that in this system of pure
thought the jerk of contradiction has been overcome by identity,
then that is not surprising.  IFor contradiction is the hallmark of
the real, and it is precisely the real which Hegel has abstracted.
“Hegel is absolutely right in saying that sub specie aeterni, in
the language of abstraction, in purc thought and pure being,
there i1s no aut . . . awt. Confound it! how could there be,
sccing that abstraction itself has removed all contradiction?’’12

All these objections of Kicrkegaard to Hegel’s technique of
interchanging the real with the reality of idecas appear once
more {rom a different angle when one asks how the cmpirical
subject of thought is to be related to the subject of pure thought.
Hegel asserts that ““the absolute is, because I think it,” and in
order to make this statement irrefragable he turns the matter
round the other way and says that “my thinking of the absolute
is the sclf-thinking of the absolute within me.””13 Between these
two poles, purc thought unfolds itsclf not only as absolute
thought, but as the sclf-thinking of the absolute. Hence in
purc thought the cmpirical subjcct, the thinker, coincides with
the absolute subject.  But again the question is how empirical
thinking can enter into this movement. “The life of a real
man, who is compounded of infinity and finitude, consists in
holding together these two aspects, and he himself is endlessly
intcrested and concerned about cxistence itself. But this ab-
stract thinker is a twofold being: sometimes a fantastic being
who lives on the lofty heights of pure abstraction, and at other
times a sad professorial figure, who is laid aside by that abstract
being as onc would lay aside a stick.”* How, by what act,

2.6 V., v, 261; Ges. W, vi, 5.

13§ V., u; Ges. W, 1, 191.

u.S V., v, 258; Ges. W., vi, 2. Cp. §. V., vii, 287-8; Ges. V., v,
30-1: “If Hegel had published his Logic under the title of ‘Pure Thought,’
without the name of the author or year of publication, without a preface
or any learncd sclf-contradictions, without any disturbing explanations of

what can only explain itself, had he published it as something accessory to
a treatise on the natural phenomena of Ceylon, as the characteristic
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does this sometimes sad professorial figure transform itsclf into
the fantastic subject of purc thought? This is Kicrkegaard’s
ever-recurring question, because he is primarily interested in
the real existence of the thinker himself. But he finds such an
interest absent from Hegel. “Quite a different situation ariscs
when the subject of pure thought trics to explain its rclation to
an cthically existent individual. In fact, however, it never docs
this nor even pretends to do so, for if it did it would have to
enter into quite another sort of dialectic, namely Greck or
existential dialectic,”’15

In attempting to clucidate this other sort of dialcctic which
Kierkegaard calls the “dialectic of existence” we shall con-
stantly come up against the same logical problems which Kicrke-
gaard finds that Hegel fails to answer or answers falscly and
which be himself feels he must try to solve correctly. In this
connexion the demarcation of logic over against ontology will
be a constant concern of the dialectic of existence.

5- THE REALITY OF THE THINKER

Thc, difficulty about Hegel’s system is that he cannot reach
reality by thinking, because as soon as thought begins to control
the real it translates it into the sphere of the possible. “All
knowledge of reality is possibility; the sole reality of which an

mavements of pure thought, then it would have been a Greek work, A
Greek would have acted thus had the ideca occurred to him. The artistic
ClCant consists in the expression of content through form, and onc must
refr_am from all expressions about it which arc inadequate. Now logic, with
all its observations, makes as comic an impression as if a man showed a
littcr purporting to have been sent down from heaven, and yet left in it
;31;1 r&ué’;}& (l;OPY, revealing all too plainly that its origin was on the carth.
e tOc iva) 1\<v0rk,_ to a:ttack in notcs .such-ar'ld-such persons who are
there a’thi;gxkc: n}?ang v.vm%(s, what can it mecan? .It means thflt we havc‘
the movemen s who 15 thmkmg purc thought, \..vho 18 s.pcakmg in tcrms of
another thinkey vlzf:)hpcr to lhoug.ht itself, .and in .fact is cven spca'kxpg' to
thinker who i thi;k_whom he wishes to discuss L}.ungs deeply. Butifitisa
of Greek dialeetios tmg pure t'hought, thcr‘l at th_ls very x:nomc.nt tl.)c wh'olc
will seize hia pCrso;1 ogci:th(_zr w.uh the security I)OIIICC of existential dialectics,
but in order to dy. and grip him by the ﬂ.aps of his coat, yet not as followers,
cover how he behaves in face of pure thought, and at the
same moment the whole magic spell is broken.”
158 V., v, 265; Ges. W., v, q.
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existent individual has not a merely intellectual knowledge is
his own, i.c. the fact of his own existence and this reality is the
subject of his overriding concern.””!  For this recason Kierke-
gaard takes as the starting point of his dialectic, not reality in
general as Hegel docs, but the individual reality of the thinker
himself.

Kicrkegaard shows how this reality becomes a problem for
thought by concerning himself with the further question as to
how far the thinking cgo is interested in the reality of its own
existence.  Here the point is that he cannot simply take
cognisance of his own specific and characteristic existence.  As
soon as the reflecting subject performs this act of self-awarcness,
it automatically differentiates itself as such a subject from its
empirical reality as object. It does not make this differentiation
without keen interest: rather, in making it, it measures the
cmpirical subject against a conceptual ideal subject. By this
act, the cgo becomes conscious of itself as an existing cgo. It
does not thereby become the ideal ego but neither does it
remain the empirical cgo; the position is rather that as the
cgo which is interested in its own existence it is a mediator
between the two. But it is precisely in this middle term that
rcality lics, in this “interesse” as a mediating activity, in the
literal sensc of the Latin “infer-esse.’?

As soon as the immediately existing cgo attains consciousness
of itself this immediacy is suspended by the new awareness of
a contradiction between the ideal and the real. In more
precise terms this happens because consciousness makes clear
its concern about this decisive contradiction, and in so doing
affirms itsclf. Kierkegaard’s whole existential dialectic circles
around this attainment of sclf-consciousness by the cgo, by
which it becomes aware of itself as existent and so wins reality.
This is fundamentally its sole and cver recurrent theme, cvery
implicit aspect of which is unfolded. With relentless persistence
the ego is pinned down to this position with no possibility of
escape into the bypaths of speculation,

At the same time wec should note that in this existential

1§ V., v, 271; Ges. W, 15.

2 Cp. Kierkegaard’s unpublished essay of 1842-3, “John Climacus,” or
“De omnibus dubitandum,” in S. K. P., 1v(B), 1-17, 148.
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definition of the idea as the absolutely negative; but in his
opinion it must not be a definition which as in Socrates con-
cerns thought alone; for both will and fecling as well as thought
participate in the contradiction between the ideal and the real.
Because Socrates first isolates thought and endeavours to
attain by thought alonc an understanding of the ideal, he
arrives at definitions which arc so abstract that they cannot
subscquently be brought into any vital connexion with the
other aspects of the cgo, i.c. will and fecling.  We saw how with
Plato imagination then rcacts against this failure of abstract
dialcctic, in that it clothes the abstract in the forms of myth and
image and thus gives it the plastic features of life. But this
happens as a later reaction to the one-sidedness of the abstract-
ing dialectic of Socrates and hence always in a certain neutralis-
ing opposition to the latter. Quite consistently, therefore, with
Plato, the reacting imagination gives access to a type of specula-
tion which surpasses the Socratic, and in reality destroys it.
In order to avoid this result, Kicrkegaard begins by refusing
to isolate thought; rather, in striving to reach the ideal, thought,
fecling and will must all work together at cvery stage of the
dialcctic process. In this connexion, “imagination’ acquires a
meaning quite different from that which it has in Plato. It is
not a definable mental faculty alongside thought, fecling, and
will, but thec medium through which the latter attempt to
adjust the idcal and the real. “Spcaking generally, imagination
is the mcans by which we move in the dimension of the infinite;
it is not one faculty among others; but it is, if you like, thc
faculty nstar omnium. Imagination rcaches out to the ideal
and thus provides also a medium of operation for the dialectical
erés.” Kierkegaard can cven go so far as to equate imagination
and reflexion, and say: “Imagination is reflexion moving in the
dimension of the infinite; wherefore the older Fichte himself
rightly assumed in 1:el_at10n to phllosqphical knowledge that
imagination is the origin of the categories.”®  Conversely, as a
result of its connexion with reflexion, imagination is prevented
from losing itself in the realm of boundless fantasy. “Instead
it is turned towards the reality of individual existence which is
the proper object of reflexion.”  “The power of a person’s
9 x1, 144; vim, 28.
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tion of the will cffected in every moment of true existence, and
as a result of which the ego chooses itself as existent.

6. MOVEMENT IN DIALECTICS

For Hegel the problem of the beginning of the dialectical
movement was to discover how the empirical ego was to become
the subject of pure thought; and the question of the continua-
tion of this movement implied the problem of “mediation.”
With Kicrkegaard, on the other hand, the question was how the
existent thinker should enter the stream of conscious existence
in which his potentiality is realised in the dynamism of reality.
As we have scen, this is brought about by the act of choice
with which the ego chooses itself into conscious existence.

But this docs not mecan a unique and temporally definable
act. The reality of the cgo existentially realised at any given
moment of time is at the next moment immediately seized upon
by reflective thought and transformed into possibility in order
to be expressed once more existentially.  In this process there is
no beginning and no ending.

If in this connexion we consider the relation of thought and
existence, i.c. of action as conceived and as effected, thought is
no doubt logically prior to cxistence and hence the presup-
position of the latter. Nevertheless, this priority is not temporal.
“We should give to the question about the logical and temporal
priority in thought and cxistence the samec answer as John
Climacus gave to the question about the relation ofimmediacy
and mediacy in De omnibus dubitandum which he set aside by
referring to the reply that Thales is said to have given to
the questioner who asked whether day or night was first:
“H v, épn, pia muépg mporepor.”l  In the life of self-
consciousness the cgo finds itself involved in the circle where
thought and cxistence, knowledge and will, are inseparably
mingled in the thought of the cxistent man.

Thus, for Kierkegaard, the question of the beginning of the
dialectical process coincides with the question of movement in
the dialectical process. It is a question of the impulse which
enables the ego to accept responsibility for its vital existence

VSR P, wv(R) o, gt
8]
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in order that it may, by an act of conscious choice, become
in reality what it is alrcady in possibility. In these specific
terms is posed, for Kicrkegaard, the problem of the transition
from possibility to reality.

It is clear that this transition is not completed in thought
itself.  For an act of will is nceded in order that it should be
carried out. But again the will operates only within the
conditions which are determinable by thought. Hence we
must first enquire what these conditions are, and, further, how
thinking and willing arc related to cach other in this act of
transition. But the specific terms of the problem must always
be carcfully borne in mind: in the process by which the con-
cretely existing ego becomes a self and acquires a history, it is a
question of the transition from possibility to reality, from non-
being to being, from failure to exist to fullness of existence.

In any attempt to define the character of this movement, we
must first keep well in mind the truth that what becomes is
continuously the same being. There can be no question of a
change in the essence of the being which is in the process of
bccoming,othcrwisc the subject of becoming would no longer be
the same; the change lies in its mode of being.* "This consideration
makes it clear—and this emerges in contradistinction to Hegel
—that we are not here faced by any necessary process.  In the
sphere of necessity the mode of being and its essence coincide.
It Is of the essence of a being to be.  Necessity characterises
a bemg, whercas possibility and reality characterise being,

hus the transition with which we are herc conc}:rncd
‘C‘annot take place in nccessity, it must take place in freedom.
Nothing that becomes becomes for a reason, but always for a
cause. Every cause issues in a frecly operating cause.”® Thig
applies also to the becoming of the cgo. In so far as this is a
Purely naturalistic becoming, it is conditioned by specific
T€asons, and hence is necessary.  ‘Nevertheless becoming may
“Ontain a (yal aspect, a potcntiality of becoming within
Nirinsic becoming.””®  This second type of becoming, which
lerkegaard calls “historical” as opposed to “naturalistic”’

2
. On the following, cp. the interlude in Philosophische Brocken, S. V., 1V,
35)‘51; Ges. W., v1, 66-78.

Vv, 23g; Ges. W, w1, 69. 1S V., v, 2405 Ges. W, vi, 70
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becoming, is of course always entangled in the latter. Therefore
its causcs opcrate only with relative frecdom, for they can be
cffective only within the naturalistic becoming produced by
nccessarily operative reasons.  But, conversely, neither can this
nccessity destroy the freedom which operates in the act of choice.

Although that which has historically become is immobilised

in the past and thus is unchangcable, it is not for that reason a
product of nccessity. Its unchangeability only means that its
rcal modc can now no longer be otherwise, but this does not
exclude the possibility that it might have been otherwise. But
this unchangecability of the past is dialectically related not only
“to an carlicr change from which it procceded, but must also be
dialcctically related to a higher change by which it can in effect
be cancelled (as, for cxample, in the matter of repentance,
which opcrates to change the character of actualised reality).””*
Only if this is truc can the individual really assume respon-
sibility for his historical becoming. Further, what is true of the
past is equally true of the future. If nccessity could enter the
strcam of bccoming at any one point, if the past were in any
scnsc neccessary, then the future would be necessary too, and it
would be fundamentally the same thing to prophesy the future
as to understand the past.

Kierkegaard’s principal argument for this freedom of the
dialectical movement is: “In logic the becoming proper to
movement can have no place; logic is, and all that is logical s
only, and it is this very limitation which marks the transition
from logic to becoming, where individual existence and reality
emerge. . . - Every movement (if we admit the term for one
moment) is in logic only an immanent movement, and of this
we arc casily convinced when we consider that the idea of
movement itself is something transcendent which can have no
place in a logical system.”® This means merely, however, that
by logical thought about the limitations of logic, Kierkegaard
has only found the point at which movement can take place,
and he must now define the character of this movement more

1 8. V., v, 240; Ges. W., vi, 70.

6 8. V., 1v, 284-5; Ges. W., v, 6-7. Cp. Kicrkegaard’s observation: “The
cternal expression of logic is the point which, through a misunderstanding,
the Eleatics applied to cxistence: ‘Nothing arises, all is.” ”
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exactly. For this purpose he goes into far-reaching logical
considerations in discussing Hegel, Plato and Aristotle, and in
the course of these surveys Trendelenburg is a great help to
him. But even in the latter he finds only logical connexions, in
which transition is to be noted, but there is no real insight into
the significance of this idea which marks the boundary of logical
immanence as a whole. Kicrkegaard has to solve the problem
of transition not in abstract terms but in concrete terms of the
thinker existing in the moment of choice. From this point of
view his objection to Trendelenburg is casily understandable:
“Trendelenburg recurs far too much to examples drawn from
mathematics and the natural sciences. Hardly cver does he
give an example of the cthical in the logical (so much the worsc)
and according to my ideas this awakens a suspicion against the
logical and serves to confirm me in my thcory of the leap
belonging essentially to the sphere of freedom, though it should
have its prototype and intimation in logic; above all it should
not be lied away, as it is in Hegel.”’®
Kierkegaard finds such a prototype and intimation of tran-
sition in the logic of Aristotle and Plato, and by reference to them
he tries to further clucidate the problematics of the subject. In
Aristotle he finds the idca of xivnows as implying transition
frpm possibility to reality and comments thus: “Kinésis is
difficult to define, for it belongs neither to possibility nor to
reality, it is more than possibility and less than reality.”?
at interests Kicrkegaard in kinésis is chiefly its character as
such.a mediating term. He attempts to define movement more
?f‘Pl{citly by bringing it into rclation with space and time
which Presuppose movement, unless it be that movement
Presupposes them.”®  Since Kierkegaard’s interest is directed
DOt 1o the knowledge of nature, but above all to the

Istorica] becoming of the individual,® unlike Aristotle he

8
S. K. P, v(c), 12. 7 Op. cit., v(C), 47. 8 8.V, v, 296; vu, 40.

9 .
life ,,K;f]rci(cgaard wishes to be (8. K. P., 1v(B) 177, 290) a “‘philosopher of
COn’ncxio » s such, is not concerned with the kno‘\:vlcdgc of nature. In this
philoso }‘11, he rt?fers (op. cit., 116) to Soc’ratcs, thc. only world-historical
/zaedrp er of life there has ever been,” and to his words to Phacdrus

* 230 C-D): “My dear, forgive me, for although I am very cager for

knoy
t viedge the countryside and the trees teach me nothing, but men in
OWns teach me much.”
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is less concerned with the question of space than with that
of time.10

Time, which in the abstract is an “unending stream of
successtvencss,’’!! takes on concrete reality as soon as we wish
to fix a point in this {lux in order to show the transition from the
before to the after. By this means time is brought into con-
nexion with movement, cither because we explain movement
in the light of the original successiveness of time, or because, on
the contrary, we suppose that movement from the before to the
after forms moments which in their succession constitute time.
In contrast to Kant, Kicrkegaard adopts the second approach,
and in so doing he uscs the dialectic of being and non-being as
expounded in Plato’s Parmenides.

If a thing is first at rest and then in motion, a transition
between the two states must have taken place. But this tran-
sition cannot be defined as lying in any given point of time,
for that would imply two contradictory facts about such a
point of time. The point at which the transition took place
cannot, in fact, be derived from the time-strcam at all. Plato
calls it the moment (76 é€aidwns), but can say nothing more
about the character of his idea except that its ¢vows is dromos,
perald Tis Kwijoews T€ Kal gTagEws, €v xpovw ovdert obaa.l2 The
moment in which somcthing comes to be does not itself belong
to time, but alonc makes it possible for somcthing to enter the
time-strcam and so to be. For by definition being is “par-
ticipation in being through present time” (76 8¢ elvar dAo =i
oL W nébebis ovaias pera ypovouv Tob mipovrog;—151 E).13

The moment in which this transition from non-being to
being is cffccted Plato also calls 76 viv. That which is to
become cannot skip this “now’ between non-being and being.
But as soon as it has arrived at this point, it desists from becom-
ing, and is now what previously it was in the process of coming
to be. When that happens, the 76 viv becomes the present
instant of the time strcam (6 xpdvos ¢ mapdiv), ‘it is non-being
from the point of view of time.”’*® Again, strictly speaking, it is

1® On the following, cp. S. V., 1v, 350-60; Ges. W, v, 78-87.

1S V., v, 296; vi, g4o. '? Plato, Parm. 156 »; cp. S. K. P. v(B), 72.

138, V., 1v, 351 n. 2; Ges. W., v, 79 n. 2. All further refs. in this section
are to 8. V., 1v, and Ges. W. as cited.
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not itself a point in time, but merely distinguishes the point at
which that which is coming to be enters the time-strcam,
while itself standing outside the latter as the moment of tran-
sition between non-being and temporal being, as the abstract
moment—uerafoli.

Kierkegaard comments on this: “In all this, Plato acquircs
at least the merit of making the difficulty clear to himsclf; but
this moment remains none the less a mute atomistic abstraction
which is not explained by being ignored. If, now, logic will
grant thatit cannot deal with the question of transition (and if it
has this category, then it must find room for it in its system and
say whether it opcrates therein), then it will become all the
clearer that the historical dimension, and all knowledge which
moves with in it, has this moment of transition. Such a category
1s of the highest importance for discrimination against heathen
PthPSoth and against equally heathen speculation within
Chnstiam'ty.’ua Within the abstractions of Platonic dialectic
thf:re Cannot be a concrcte understanding of this moment.
.Klf:rkegaard points out that the description 7o ééaidvys brings
It Into relation with the invisible and sees here the attempt
tt?rriieeﬁne sorr}ething. alongside time and in contradiginction to
Plat(’) St%m?(ti}ung which he himsclf \_Nould term cternity. _But in
time fo: 1 hcia of the cternal remains as ab_stract as the idea of
gOry’of thw' C_h'reasor} he has to content himself with the cate-
relation 1 e 1}’1v151b1e, w1thc?ut being able to dcﬁr.lc the latterin its
when 1o 0 time and eternity. But what docs I{1c1"kcgaard mean

says that the historical dimension has this moment?
Withien nz\tls St13_en_ that bc.coming can contain_ a .dl.ml aspect:

o ecomj;a 1St}c bccqm1pg and entangled with it is achieved

imself i, fregdo thc‘ ‘ individual whcrcl.)y t.hc l.attcr ch(?oscs
Sense, dialect'e om. Hefc we sce th,c, hlst‘(‘)rlcal in %hc stricter

istorical belc In its re_latlon to time.”!* “The subject of this
eXiSting) . 0C.Ommg, th'c thinking (and, through thoug,ht,
“Where thgcn 1s ;lsyntbems of t’)he tempor.al and .thc cternal”’.1®
Properly 5 Is the third term: If thc're 15 110 third term, ther_l,
Peaking, there is no synthesis cither; for a synthesis

13
S.
v, vV, 351 n. 2; Ges. W., v, 79 n. 2. All further refs. in this section

are t
4 oS, V., v, and Ges. W. as cited.
240; VI, 70. 15
355; v, 8o.
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which contains a contradiction cannot come to be as a synthesis
without a third term; if the synthesis is a contradiction, then
it is not a synthesis.”’1¢ If, on the other hand, time and eternity
arc to meet, then this can only happen in time—and this brings
us to the character of the moment.??

If we isolate a point in the process of historical becoming and
cxamine how it comes to be, we sce that it has already become
and at the same time is in the process of becoming. As some-
thing which had already come to be, it is a part of temporal
succession, but as still in the process of becoming it lies in the
moment of kinésis, and hence 1s outside time as ‘“‘the moment of
transition.”” As somcthing which has alrcady become, it is a
point in time, which has a history; as still cngaged in beccoming
it has no history, but yet is. It derives its being, not from
temporal successiveness, but from the being of the eternal, for
“the perfection of the cternal consists in the fact that it has no
history, and 1s the only thing which is and yet has absolutely
no history.”’8 At the point of becoming, the cternal enters
temporal successivencss, and time and cternity touch cach other
in time. The transitional moment “is that ambiguous some-
thing wherein time and eternity touch each other, and this gives
us the stamp of temporality in which time constantly clashes
with eternity and cternity constantly penetrates time. Only
from this point of view does the division which we have been
discussing receive its full meaning, the division of time into
present, past and future.””1?

7. THE CATEGORIES

Hence, for Kierkegaard, the problem of the relation of thought
and being thus concretely presents itself as follows: How can
something be actualised in temporal successiveness, or, to
express it in another way, how can something come to partici-
pate in its ideally conceived being, and so in reality be what
formerly it was only in possibility? We found that this tran-
sition from thinking to being was completed in the moment of
kinésis. Kierkegaard again and again describes this moment

10 355; v, 81. Y7 357; v.84. '8 239; vi, 6. ' 359; v, 86.
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as a category, even as the decisive category on which all other
categories depend.! What, now, does he mecan by a category?

The question cannot casily be answered, for ncither does
Kierkegaard himself give any dcfinition, nor docs he draw up
a table of categorics. He desiderates such a definition in
modern philosophy, especially in Hegel,? and says that he
would like sometime, in opposition to Hegel, to study the
question “in what sense the category is a summary of cxistence,
and whether the logical is an abstraction from existence, or is
abstract without any relation to existence.”® In any cvent, he
has not done this explicitly and in regard to the idea of the
category. The matter itself however occupied his mind a good
deal. Questions and obscrvations about it arc found constantly
in the diaries, especially in the course of debate with Hegel.
Also it soon becomes clear to him that the single point of view
from which categorics as conceptual abstractions from being
are to be attained can only be the moment of kinésis because
nowhere clse do thinking and being come into contact with
each other. Later he finds a confirmation of his own thoughts
n '_I‘_rcndelenburg, who likewise procceds from the moment of
kznesz.s as the factor which unites thought and being and who
SCes 1n it the original creative deed from which stem funda-
mental concepts. “When thought considers movement and its
prOducti'ons and relationships, then the categorics cmerge.’’?
E:tom t}.llS point of Yicw Trendelenburg prc.)cccds to unfold the

€gories of causality, substance and quality.

For the sake of brevity we will summarise herc thosc of
Trendclenburg’s conclusions which Kicrkegaard considcred
" In his “Lecture on the Greek Sophists, based on the Sources,”” Kierke-
E:?erd says: .“Thc category which I was anxious to makec central, i.c. the

tegory whlc}}, as 1t were, is latent in Greck sophistry, is that of movement
V:‘}i:?:;?),hyrhlch perhaps forms one of thc' most difficult problems in the
e a tr;)nsligz(:lp(l)ly. Ir;l-rnc?dcl:,n ;;hl}?sophy it has been expressed difTerently,

? “What is 4 ¢ rt o 123“10Sn f( as P.,'W(C), ” i
10 definition AZ:. lCgory. o far as one 1s awarc, the moderns }.m\./c given

. cast, Hegel has not done so; by means of his inverted

:l;rtthi('l he always leaves it to the skill of the reader to do the most difficult
thou hl?’ to gzither up the manifold into the concentrated energy of a single
5 BOLY (8. K. P, v(c), 63).
s T V., vi, go; Ges. W., vi, 195.
rendelenburg, Logische Untersuchungen.
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most important, and show in what direction he amplifies them.
Above all, Kicrkegaard is interested in the category of quality,
or, more preciscly, in the transition from quantitative to
qualitative descriptions which he sees Hegel perform so
unconcernedly.  But it 1s “shcer superstition if in logic you
suppose that from the continuation of something specifically
quantitative something qualitatively new will emerge; and it
is a quite intolerable subterfuge, if, while not concealing that in
fact this is not quite the case, you nevertheless conceal the
conscquences of this principle for logical immanence as a
whole, and assimilate it to the logic of dialectic as Hegel docs.”s

The qualitative which is supposed to emerge from this
quantitative category is said to imply a statement about being.
But being as such is not qualitative. We can define it as
qualitative only in so far as we define it through itself, i.c.
as engaged in cxistence. In this qualitative description of
being, being itself is presupposed or expressed; and this
qualitatively defined being—being as existent—can then further
be described in quantitative terms. With Hegel the inference
from quantity to quality can be made within the boundarics of
logic because the being with which he is concerned is only a
product of immanentist thought and is not real being. Onec
might also say, on the other hand, that because he can without
morc ado conclude from quantity to quality, it is impossible
for him with his deductions to break through the circle of
mecrely conceptual being and to penetrate into the sphere of
rcal being. At this juncture Kierkegaard finds that his views
are confirmed by Trendelenburg and Aristotle. The question
is how being itsclf is first engendered before the qualitative
category can be applied to it, or how, in the application of
qualitative terms to being, being itself is at the same time
either expressed or presupposed. This problem can be solved
by mecans of Aristotelian concepts.

Trendelenburg shows how the classification of being itself
according to its various modes must precede all application of
catcgories to being modally defined in a certain way, i.e. as
possible or real. Such classification takes place by means of the

5 8. V., 1v, g02; Ges. W., v, 24-5. On this cp. the note, and, further,
S. K. P, 1v(c), 37 and 68.
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xomois in which being xara 8vvapw passes into being rat’
évredéycwav or kar’ évépyewav. This kinésis interpenctrates all
the categories, or rather it procures the presupposition for all
categories by distinguishing first in being itself what is expressed
according to potency and what is expressed according to act.
The categories as predicates can be applicd to being modally
defined in a certain way. Butin order that being may be
modally defined in a certain ways, it is first nccessary to classify
being itself xard Stvapw kal évredéyewar by means of the rimots
in which a transition takes place éx 7od Suvduer dvros els 76
évepyela 6.8

If for these Aristotelian catcgories we substitute Kierke-
gaard’s ideas, we find here the description of being as possibility
and reality effected by means of the use of kinésis as a category
of transition. Possible being cannot be qualitatively described,
and all statements made about it Kierkegaard would consider
to be quantitative. Only by means of the transition of kinésis is
being to be described in terms of the self-existent, and hence of
the qualitative. The being which is here cngendered is
qQualitatively determined being, because as being it is deter-
Mined only by its quality of having comc to be. This deter-
mln_ation becomes effective at the moment when it ceases to be
Possible being, and also when it ccases to become real, since it
ow 15 what according to possibility it was.

Thus, for Kierkegaard, this transition from the quantitative
to- the qualitative takes place through the ““lcap” of kinésis.

erkegaard of course fails to find this expression in Trendelen-
.urg,7 alt}wugh the latter, too, considers that kinésis is not
Smply an act of thought but points rather to a break in the
Process of immanentist logic. We must now examine more
c osely' the nature of this break.? Aristotle distinguishes between
4N active and a passive moment in kinésis, reflecting its character
a5 mediating between possible and real being. It cffects
:Orﬁlething (kwev), but only that which already is in the
Phere of potentiality and therefore is at the same time effected

8
2 Cp. Trendelenburg’s Geschichte der Kategorienlehre, 1847, 159-63.

V(A)“Tr;ndclcnburg does not scem to be at all aware of the leap™ (§. K. P.,
3 74 .
8

S. K. p, vi2(c), 1. Cp. Trendclenburg, op. cit., gg ff.
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(kweiobar). Where kinésis is manifested in the category of
quality, as kivmats kara 76 wdbos, it is distinguished by aAdoiwas.
“Aristotle says that wdfos is thc quality as a result of which
it is possible for a thing to suffer change (dMowdobar). In
the quality of wdfos it is nccessary to distinguish, following
the distinction between «weiv and xweiofar, between motetv
and wdoyew as active and passive moments in the category of
transition. This is important for Kierkegaard for the reason
that cver since 1844, and hence before he became acquainted
with the doctrine of categories in Trendelenburg, he had made
a distinction between the “dialectic” and ““pathetic” transition.®
Trendelenburg finds in Aristotle no real conceptual definition
for mdfos. ‘““Ncvertheless it is important that here a reference to
the senses, which in their characteristic working operate as forces
rather than as quanta, is made a measure of the qualitative.””0
This is precisely the point on which, for Kicrkegaard, every-
thing depends. If, in the transition from the quantitative to the
qualitative, the sensuous affective element is made the criterion
of the latter, and if, in this matter, it is specifically established
that the senscs operate as forces, not as quanta, then it finally
becomes clear that the transition is cffected by mecans of an
clement which lies outside thought. As the same time Tren-
delenburg’s doctrine of categories shows that this transition,
as Kicrkegaard maintains, ‘“has a prototype and intimation in
logic.”1

It can now, further, be shown how the individual categories
explicated by Trendelenburg come to have importance for
Kicrkegaard. Tirstly, there arises as the relationship between
productive activity and its cnd-result the category of causality,
since movement places products after cach other according as
they arc conditioned by what precedes.!? “The effect is only an
arrcsted movement, a product isolated from the flux of
phenomena and examinced in itself. In secking for the cause

o 8. K. P, v(c), 1; cp.viL 2(c), 1: “Itis incredible what profit I have
derived from Trendclenburg; I now find the technique for what I had
thought on my own scveral years ago.”

" Trendclenburg, op. cit., 100.

n 8§ K. P, v(c), 12.

12 On the following cp. Trendelenburg, op. cit., 282 ff.
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of the phenomenon we are restoring the isolated thing to the
movement which engendered it.”’13 This causality is the sam¢e
thing as the becoming on which Kicrkegaard lays stress, and
since Trendelenburg thinks that implies the deduction “ex 4oc,
€780 post hoc,”” but not the deduction “post hoc, ergo propter hoe,”’
such causality constitutes no objection to Kicrkegaard’s idea
that this becoming happens in freedom. To employ Kicrke-
gaard’s own terminology, the “ex hoc” is only a causc not a
reason for the becoming.

If we isolate a product of movement and regard it as thus
detached, in a statc of rest or persistence, then we arc con-
fronted by substance, in its original scnsc of odole or substaniia
as persistent being in contrast to becoming., ‘“The productive
Movement has come to rest in the thing which it has produced.

he arrested product of the movement of causality is sub-
stance.”14 This substance as being which has come to be through
transition and is now persistent is for Kicrkegaard the existing
€80 of historical becoming, when it comes to sclf-awarencess as
an existing ego and so attains continuity of being. In such a
Moment it acquires being in the scnse of existence.

This detached product of movement, namely substance,

Ccomes now the source of its 0wn movements; causality clings
0 it too, “Such a causality inherent in substances we call
Quality. 15 The existence of the cgo is qualitatively determined
being and as such becomes once more the causc of a process of

€COming; for in this being there can be no persistent state as
OPposed to the process of becoming.  But since causality inheres
" Substance not only as the cause of a forward movement but
?tlsse(;fés the link with a backward movement, since substance

-1 18 the product of a movement, thercfore the cgo as somc-

1€ which has come to be is likewise qualitatively determined.
$ connexion we should note Trendelenburg’s observation
¢ effect that this quality can also be referred to activities
This izs the \A_/ill_which is formcq analogously to substance-
great S_Of Special 1mp_ortance to .Iélcrkcgaard on account of tl}e
existenlgmﬁcar}cc yvhlch he gltltrll utes to the clement of v‘v1ll in
SChemece' This glVCS.thC will also its special place within the

v g Qf the categories. A

b cit., 286, u Op. cit., 290-1. 18 Op. cit., 291.

to th
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We now understand why Kierkegaard docs not speak of the
categorics as abstractions from being, as is usually done, but as
abstractions from exisfence in conceptual form. All the categories
cmerge in that dynamic process where existence and reality are
manifested. This 1s for him the conclusion of all his strenuous
endeavours to define the relation of the quantitative to the
qualitative.  “Everything turns on making absolute the
distinction between quantitative and qualitative dialectic.
Logic as a whole is quantitative or modal dialectic, for all is and
the totality is constantly onc and the same. In cxistence, on
the other hand, qualitative dialectic is at home.”’16 It is this
distinction which Kicrkegaard has in mind when he says:
“Even if T were a better dialectician than I am, I would still
be limited and at bottom it is just this immovable adherence to
the absolute and to absolute distinctions which makes a good
dialectician.”?®  Such adherence however is not mercly a
concern of thinking. Kierkegaard’s categorics are not those
proper to being and logic, but existential categories, i.e.
categorices in which onc not only thinks, certain as it is that one
does that, but within which one moves and exists.  “I compel
myself with all my might to keep my life within the categorics.
Onc may die, I know that; onc may be slowly tortured to death,
I know that too; but at all cvents one can adhere immovably
to the categories. That is what I intend to do, what I require
from cvery onc whom I admire and whom I am to honour: 1
demand that all such should think of the categorics of their life
by day and dream of them by night.””18

8. BEING IN TRUTH

Truth consists in the coincidence of thought and being.
Whether we approach this “more from the empirical angle as
the coincidence of thought with being, or more from the ideal-
%Stic angle as the coincidence of being with thought, we must
In any case pay careful attention to the question as to what

18 8. K. P, vii(a), 84.
17 8. V., 1v, 270; Ges. W., v, gg.
18 8. V., v, 284-5; 1V, 275.
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exactly we understand by ‘being. IFrom the course of our
previous investigation it is clcar that by “bcing” we can now
understand nothing other than the concrete cxistence of the
individual thinker, who as a concrete cgo thinks the universal
abstract ideal and at the same time cxists through his thinking
of it. Hence the point is not to think truth but to live in the
truth. This means that truth is no longer to be conceived as
an objective statement about certain relations of being, but as a
form of existence in which such relations arc actualised. Hence
truth is “not something objective suggesting that the knowledge
of it is concerned with what is to be found in existence as an
object, but implies rather that knowledge is something related
to the knower, who is essentially an existing individual, and
that all real insight is essentially rclated to that which exists
and to existence itsclf.”’? Being in truth thercfore implics a
process which is never complete. Man always remains in the
position of one who strives, and the complete coincidence of
f‘hought and being hovers before the existent individual as a
creaturely longing”® only. This longing finds its most
for_Clble expression in moments of passion when all aspects of
existential subjectivity, raised to their utmost intensity, arc
most f'u.11y exploited. Here lies for man the utmost attainable
;:rlsll;)ej:lotr;l of. truth, and in this way Kicrkegaard .aI'l'iVCS at his
cnous  thesis, formulated in the most polemical fashion.
. Subjectivity is truth,”* the terms of which can cqually well be

Inverted: “Truth is subjectivity.”s
th?:reurtyhaspsc'(:t of the ego I?ar‘t‘if:ipatcs cqually in this being in
. Since however life ““is to be mastered by thought,”*

1 .
. S. Vi, vi, 157; Ges. W., vi, 265. Lxcept as stated, all further refs. in
1S section are to S. V. and Ges. I,

* v, 1655 vi, 273.
VL 1715 vi, 279.
fromw}i,' 157; VI, 265. The greatest possible misunderstanding ariscs when

bj IS inversion the conclusion is drawn that K. “sought truth in the
;:Clgcctl’\,/e (psychologic.al) sphcrc,” and “madec it the object of personal
b ng.” So H. Hoffding, S. Kierkegaard als Philosoph, 1922, pp. 74 ff. TO

¢ able to say any such thing, one must completcly disrcgard all that
Klerkegaard ever said about the problems of logic, the categorics, thoughts
t”:th, etc.—in fact his whole dialectic. ’

VI, 304; v, 48.

3 v, 164: v, 272.
5
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we shall attempt to clarify further the special task of thought
in this connexion.

We have seen that imagination as the power of reflexion
rcaching out to infinity grasps the ideal world and thus becomes
the medium of the dialectical erds, reflecting the contribution of
will, knowledge, and feeling. In this respect Kierkegaard has
widened the dialectic of Socrates, which isolates thought, in
such a way that at every stage of the dialectical process thought,
will and fecling are cqually engaged in reaching the ideal.
But from another angle, too, Kicrkegaard later corrected the
picturce of Socrates given in his Begriff der Ironie . According to
the provisional edition of the Unwissenschaftliche Nachschrift, he
writes:  “Magister Kicrkegaard has certainly attempted to
discover the Socratic in his dissertation, but does not secem to
have understood this, presumably because with the help of
Hegelian philosophy he became over-subtle and objective and
positive, or did not have the courage to understand the force of
ncgation. I'rom a finite point of view, of course, the continued
and constant striving towards a goal without ever reaching it is
something to be rejected, but if we look at it from the point of
view of infinity, lifc itsclf consists precisely in such striving,
which indeed is the very hallmark of the life of man, who is
compounded of the finite and the infinite. The conception of
positive completeness is chimerical. No doubt it is possible
that logic has such completeness, though this should be more
clearly clucidated than has hitherto been done; but subjectivity
is existential, hence consists in contradiction and becoming,
and if it cxists at all exists in striving.”?

Kicrkegaard had at that time still regarded it as a defect that
man should cxist only in striving and that Socrates should have
attained no kind of positiveness. He had explained this
limitation on the part of Socrates by suggesting that, from the
point of view of world history, Socrates represented “a magni-
ficent pause in historical development,”’8 thus clearing the way
for speculation by the succeeding generation. ““The enthusiasm
of his standpoint is encergy making itself felt in the manifestations
of positiveness which succeed him.”® Thus Socrates is essen-

7 8. K. P, 1v(s), 5.

8 xiu, 279; Begriff der Ironie, 205, ° xui, 297; Begriff der Ironie, 225.
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tially an exceptional phenomcenon, an idiosyncratic personality.
This is shown, too, in the special gift of his daiman, which is
linked up with his mission of irony and is not yct what Kierke-
gaard means by conscience: “The mystery of conscience, which
is locked in the secret recesses of the individual life, is that at
one and the same timc it represents the individual and the
universal, even if not immediately so, yet in potentiality.”10
Only when the Socratic daimén broadens out into this conscience
can it be applied to aspects of life from which Socrates kept
himself detached. Kierkegaard had indecd corrcctly under-
stood, even at that date, and in contrast to Hegel, that Socrates
Wwas not concerned about the definition of the good, but that his
whole life consisted in a movement of aspiration towards the
good. “The point of this is not that, let us say, towards the end
of hi_S life he reached the good, but rather that his wholc life
Consisted in a constant aspiration towards it and in persuading
Othe'rs to so aspire. But in this sense also we may say that he
attained the knowledge of the true (i.c. the truth in and for
1tse1f)', of the beautiful, (i.c. of the beautiful in and for itscelf),
and in gencral, of being in and for itsclf, as reflected in the
‘gl?:l;ltiilliice?r.ligh; lsc Ic{o'nslt(zmtly zzlttaincd, without qt.u:stion.”f1
€come absorbed inct.h OC}rla . fahmYCd jrdividual _rcall-ty o
the idea) world as a nce Stp C'rcfo o deal, apd the 1r.1ﬁmty. of
the whole world of Iigeaall'\zc B mltﬁl i rlOth-mgncss, in which
engulfed.”12 The fact thalt éolcn ‘? ol oifoldness became
is however explained b alludinrat CShC'OU.Id oo at th‘lcs sage
missionary_” y g to his significance as a “‘divine
o oo s T i St
the negaty: p ) gives a dlﬁ‘grent cv
§atvity to which he had formerly objected.

t . .
a:t S;veral of Plato’s dialogues achicve no positive conclusion
afard .
inf ceper reason than I had formerly thought. TFor this

Whjact sh(?ws the influence of the Socratic intellectual
ch brings the reader or the hearer into effecti

atcs as
aluation of
“The fact

midwifery,
ve personal
10 11, 229; 11, 21Q.

N xmi, g11; Begriff der Ironie, 242-3.

12 xm, g12; Begriff der Ironie, 243,
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co-operation, as a result of which the dialoguc ends not in a
positive conclusion but in a stinging remark. This is a splendid
satire on our modern mcthods of drawling things out, by which
wc prefer to state everything at once, the sooner the better,
and which awaken no active co-operation in the reader but
merely cause him to imitate our drawl, parrot-like.””13 In its
dialectic this point of view illuminates Kierkegaard’s thesis
about being in truth as consisting in a continucd aspiration.
Kicrkegaard’s own dialectic grew out of the dialectical practice
of Socrates as it is most clearly expressed in the first so-called
dialogical dialogues. It is a dual dialectical movement, as
contrasted with the single ones of Hegel or of the later Plato,
for the firmly maintained dual relation of the enquirer to the
object, on the one hand, and to the conversational partner, on
the other, rcsults in a twofold dialectical movement. For
Kicrkegaard its object is the individual ego, which must be set
free for cffective action based on its own private existence.
This is the dialectical movement which arises between the
conversational partners themselves and in which they bring
into play their own individual existence. The other movement
ariscs between the two partners as they mutually free each other

from all assumed positive knowledge by calling in question
cvery affirmed conclusion.

9. THE DIALECTICIAN’S IRONY AND HUMOUR

Although Kierkegaard does not write in the dialogue form,
everything which he makes his fictitious characters say moves
within the sphere of dualistic Socratic dialectic. In truth he
did not renounce the dialogue form, but made one single
sustained dialogue of the entire work of his pseudonymous
characters. The reader takes the place of the conversational
partner.  Kierkegaard docs not confront this reader as a
teacher demonstrating some particular point of view, but
t}.lroug%l the medium of the pseudonyms he experimentally and
dialectically puts before him points of view towards which the
reader cannot have any definite reaction, because the attitude
of one figure is Ironically cancelled by that of another, so that
138, K. P, vii{a), 74.

D
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the reader can nowhere find any conclusion which Kicerkegaard
himself would guarantece. Morcover Kicrkegaard says about
himself: “I prefer to regard myself as the reader rather than as
the author of the writings,”’! in order to preclude the miscon-
ception that he might have somcthing to tcach. And to prevent
.thc same misconception he makes Climacus say, for example,
in the preface to the Philosophische Brocken: ‘1f, on the other
hand, anybody should be so polite as to attribute to me a point
Of.view, and if he should carry his gallantry so far as to accept
thlS. point of view because it is mine, then I regret politeness,
for it is thrown away on some onc who docs not descrve it, and
I regret his point of view, if he has no other point of view than
my own. I can pledge my own life, I can stake my own life in all
seriousness, but not that of another. 1 can do this, and it is
the only thing that I can do, I who have not any learning to
offer . , 2
In such expressions we may not regard irony as a mcre mode
of speech; it is rather a specific attitude which is an integral
part of this whole dialectic. The aim of the conversation is to
f;el(eetgleaé):lgicipalr_lts to live in 'th-cir own right., But this cannot
0 anothar Y{}h( erCE':ranfS‘m}llssmn Of.thc existence of the onc
can only fu.mish (t:hrca 1 y'b(?l' : CfcxPcrlchC proper o the on¢
all existential comri possi t'l 1ty o C?(IStCnCC for another. chcc
“An exprossion in thl::nflga 1onf mus'tbt'a_kc t.hc form of possibility.
CoOmmunication bctwccr:mm0 POSSil Hity is the Clcz-erSt mpdc of
CXistential basis.”® Ever ilrilrcirz rlna'n compatible with 27
man by Which. the oncymi ht irC ooan thwccr} man and
€Xperience of another withoft its r‘t?medlatdy a551m11at.e the
form of possibility mu,st be revcntecfmgl -ﬁrSt conveyed in (he
Communication ix; the fornf of irony. fx : can.bc pr?vcntcd by
Supplies the general definition “thrzz’ }?r which I(lerkcgaard
reality but the opposite of reality.” ¢ phenomenon is not
EverYthin caIrleb 1 dy. .
Statement; i% fetters ie(;(t)lilecfihee s;:fkeerr the veil of an ironical
nor the hearer to what

LSy

. * Yo XII, 5015 Ges. W., %, 166. Except as st
: . - W . ated, all . ces

in 2thls section are to S, V. and Ges. W. » all further referen
v, 178; v, 6.

3
vii, 310; viI 4 .
’ » 54 XU, 3225 Begriff der Ironie, 253
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is stated. It may provoke the other to reveal himself; it may
entice him on to a false track in order conscquently to trip him
up, and so to awaken his insight. But it will use all these means
only in order to rclease the individual negatively. In this
matter it can direct its destructive activity either simply to one
particular point of view or to the whole of existence as such.
In the latter case it is no longer a question of particular
expressions of irony, but of irony sensu eminentiori, which is used
not in the scrvice of some standpoint or other but becomes
itsclf the standpoint. ““Irony sensu eminentior: is directed not to
this or that particular form of existence; it is directed against
the whole of reality as it presents itself at some particular time
and under certain particular conditions. Hence it contains a
certain a priori clement, and this consists not in destroying one
aspect of reality after another in order to arrive at its own total
point of view, but rather in the strength of the latter it destroys
particular things. It is not this or that phenomenon, but the
whole of existence, that it regards sub specie ironiae.”’s

Behind this activity which gives negative release, there
stands of coursc a certain positive element. “For irony is, like
the law, a challenge; 1t despiscs the actual and demands the
idcal.”¢ But the question is how this positive eclement is
manifested. In the Begriff der Ironie, where, under Hegel’s
influence, Kicrkegaard still regards the Socratic irony as a
“pausc in world-history,” he alludes to Hegel and sees Socrates
exercising his activity as a thinker in the service of “world-
irony.”? But once Kierkegaard has broken, finally and com-
pletely, with the “dialectic of the idea” which realises itself in
the course of world history, he assigns to irony the function of
eliciting idcality in the existence of the conversational partner.

5 xui, 328-9; Begriff der Ironie, 261.

8 xur, 293; Begriff der Ironie, 221.

7 Cp. xun, 336; Begriff der Ironie, 270: *‘But in so far as he destroys
reality itself, he is serving the idca of world irony. In his History of Philosophy
(voL. 1, p. 62), Hegel observes: ‘All dialectic accepts things as they claim
to be, and thus allows their inner destruction to work itself out—which is
the universal irony of life’; and in this respect the idea of world-irony is
correctly thought out. Just because every historical reality is only a moment

in the process by which the Idea is realised, it bears within itself the seed of
its own destruction.”
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Only so can it carry out the part which Kicrkegaard had alrcady
ascribed to itin the Begriff der Ironie: ‘‘Irony limits, scts bounds,
confines, and thus imparts truth, reality, and content; it
disciplines and punishes, and thercby gives stability and
consistency. Irony is a disciplinarian fearcd only by him who
is not familiar with it but beloved by those who know it.”’8
Thus irony becomes the incognito behind which the complete
transformation demanded by the idcal takes place. It is “a
mode of existence, and there is nothing morc absurd than to
suppose that it is a manner of spcech, or for an author to
congratulatec himself on having here and there expressed
hlmselfironically. Whocver essentially possesses irony possesscs
1t as long as the day lasts, and it is fettered to no form because
it is t}:le expression in him, of infinity.”’® This implics that
rony is only justified where therc is latent in it an intensc
Passion for existence, and Kierkegaard counsels us as to how to
iVOld allowing irony to lapse into frivolity and wantonness:
If we want to go through a good school we restrain oursclves
for some time from laughing (for laughing arouscs the passion
of antipathy, whose demonic power can so casily lead us
astray), and we learn to see the comic aspect of things or pecople
;v;gllsvge:ﬁcf be i;ldl;)lgent,fto cXercise §ympathy,,’ concceri,
is e0 ip§0; \Ch are the . c'st sa eglllards against ﬁ?lly: .10 Irony
purious where it is practised not by an individual but
};mt:ri CI;?Wi. In his struggle again§t the satirical jou.rnal
irony, ’at aCr ee.gajrd}:vas((jzoncc;ncd with .spurlou's u.njusuﬁcd
had bCCOmep'rlo' when Lopenhagen, owing to its influence,
cgencraten tronical en masse, with the result that irony had
Presupposcs :.1:0 dn;icr'c ‘_’Ulgﬁrlty de coarseness. “Irony
found in anng;rfer:ti:)l;t-e lanntfl tchcitsura bCkl)lllture such as is seldom
selveg Mmasters of iron ’ Irony is aab le 0 ren Caqu t.hcm-
Wielded by the maio 'ty.' rtzénl StO utcly”llllnsocml; _irony
ad personally to b lnhimself tc:lr'lir-laSk this coarsencss he
through the srr oy b os 5 mor could he carry
¢ struggle directly, but only ironically, not by appear-

8
10 v 392 Begriff der Ironie, 338- ® V1L 438; v, 18g.

VII, 45 .
32 n. S G .
y ViI, 204 n. XII, 550; X, 39.
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ing on the scene armed with moral indignation but by challeng-
ing men to the struggle against themselves. The ironical
personality may not allow his own inner values to be directly
recogniscd in order to persuade men of some truth, but he must
use all his talents in order to prevent any direct relationship
with himself and to arousc the other to exist as an individual.
Even though by this means he were to incur the reproach
of frivolity, lack of scriousness, and so forth, yet he can
do no other if he is “to train himseclf in the truth and
guard himsclf against the most terrible of all untruths—against
a follower.”’12

As regards humour, considered as a means of protecting the
existential thinker’s own individual uniqueness and enabling
him to express himself, the same considerations apply as in the
case of irony. It is distinguished from the latter only by the
fact that it has to maintain a different kind of paradox. The
ironical personality guards himself against attributing to any
action in its external aspect the absolute value of the ethical
idcal in order to remain on the height of an absolute ethic with
passion and inwardness. But the religious man masquerading
in the guise of a humorist must prevent God from being
perceived or apparently disclosed in any purely outward reality,
because God can be truly present only in the inner depths of
existence. ‘“The religious consciousness under the incognito of
humour is, therefore, the unity of a passion for the absolute
(rooted in the inner depths through dialectic) and of intellectual
maturity which rccalls the religious mind from the external to
the internal and thus proves itself as relentless and passionate
religious awareness.”’18

As in the case of the ironical personality it cannot be decided
by outward observation whether a religious mind is latent in
the humorist or not. He uses humour not merely as an incognito
in his relation with others in order to prevent them {rom
fostering any religious relation to what is external, but in the

12 vy, 220-1; vi, 337. A good example of this is when, during press
controversy over the Korsar, K. himsclf talks with Goldschmidyt, its editor,
in the street, thus abandoning pseudonymity, about the ideal right of Frater
Taciturnus., Cp. E. Geismar, Siren Kierkegaard, 1928, 355-

% v, 440; v, 1971,



46 THE DIALECTICIAN’S IRONY AND HUMOUR

first instance he takes up a humorous attitude towards his own
thoughts and ideas in order to protect his incxorable religious
passion. Up to the last he must be able to regard humorously
both himself and his greatest religious exertions, for ““to shorten
onc’s sleep at nights and to make the very most of one’s day and
never to spare oncsclf, and then to realise that all this is a joke
—that is what I call being serious.” 1t

10. THE SOCRATIC PARADOX

Itis also truc of Kicrkegaard’s dialectic of existence “that every
philosophy which begins with a certain presupposition naturally
concludes with the same presupposition.”?  All that is possible
by mecans of this dialectic which is disintegrating to all positive
knowledge, is 1o refer man back to himself] if we assume that
man will find in himsclf that positive clement on the basis of
which this negatively emancipating dialectic works. We can
only release man, in the interest of truth, from all objcctive
knowledge, and refer him back to his own cxistence, if we
assume that by a dialectical searching of the depths of that
existence he will stumble on the truth. We can only bring to
bear the absolute distinction between quantitative and quali-
tative dialectic, if we assume that only by holding fast to this
distinction do truth and recality come to light. The fact that ]
these (fundamentally identical) presuppositions become them-
sclves the object of dialectical investigation makes no difference
to t_h_e truth that the latter runs in a circle where the presup-
position is apparent again as a conclusion.

Th_e que§tion is, however, in what way the existent ego comes
to grlps with the truth presupposcd within it. Both Socrates
i;‘vcpiart;;ts.sume. that the man in searcb of truth must alreat;ly
For both, itlf)nshlp to the truth, othcrw1sc' he could not seqck it.
each applic 1s t.rue 'that “all knowledge is rccpllect1on,”~ bqt

s this principle differently. Plato investigates this

5 Begrz_'ﬂ' der Ironie, 34-5. Echpt as statcd, all further

. are to S, V. and Ges. W.
VIL 172 0.5 v1, 980 q.



THE SOCRATIC PARADOX 47

rccollection, and although by means of dialectic he attains
truth only as an abstraction, yet for him by the help of
the i1magination truth attained by recollection can be con-
templated in the form of myth and represented and interpreted
plastically. This capacity for visual contemplation through
recollection frees Plato positively for the speculative recon-
struction of truth.

Socrates, too, procceds on the assumption that behind his
ncgativity there lurks something positive; but for him this
itself can only be apprchended ncgatively. With him the
abstract result of dialectic is sheer nothingness, “the indefinable
determination of purc being.””® Hce too nceds recollection in
order to discover this, but he does not investigate this recollec-
tion. Instcad, he (as it were) constantly dismisses it, because he
wishes to plumb the depths of existence. It does not occur to
him to cxplore recollection speculatively because he realises
that he can know nothing positive about the cternal truth
conccaled within it.  He knows only that there lies truth at the
foundation of all but what this truth is he does not know. Hence
he renounces all attempt to establish what absolute being is
and rather makes his life a movement oricntated towards
absolute being. As Kierkegaard says, he firmly believes that
recollection “‘is a negative retrograde movement in opposition
to the movement of life.””?

This means that Socrates, “from an intellectual point of view,
was engaged in a movement reaching out to infinity. His
ignorance is infinite resignation.””® This movement also implics
that the Godward relation of mankind culminates in ignorance.
“He had no knowledge of that which lies at the ultimate ground
of all things, he knew that it was, but he did not know what it
was; he was awarc of it, and yet he was not aware of it, inas-
much as the only thing which he could say about it was that he
knew nothing of it.”’® But this ignorance must not be equated
with scepticism, it is rather the beginning of a true relationship
with God. “The heavenly hosts of the gods rose from the
earth and vanished from the sight of mortals, but this very

3 xum, 141; Begriff der Ironie, 45.
4 x, 210; Begriff der Ironie, 174.
¢ m, 18; ut, 66. ¢ xum, 256-7; Begriff der Ironie, 178.
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disappearance became the condition of a deeper relationship.”?
Of course this movement of infinite resignation is not confined
to the intellectual sphere but embraces the wholc of cthical and
religious life. Kierkegaard’s various pscudonymous figures
express this with a wealth of concrete illustration drawn from
life as a whole. We point this out specifically because in our
essay we must limit ourselves as much as possible to the intel-
lectual aspect of the matter and in view of this abstraction
cannot give the faintest idea of the abundance of living concrete
forms in which this attitude is manifested. Any one who has
any conception of the dialectical passion which is here at work
will naturally observe that it is impossible to be content with
the mere reflexion of it in terms of abstract thought.

Thus Socrates attained no objective knowledge of the divine,
but in spite of this clung to the passion which arises from the
negativity and inwardness of dialectical conclusions. Now this
is precisely the way by which Kicrkegaard comes to the
absolute. For Kierkegaard dialectic is “‘a friendly serviceable
power which discloses and helps you to find where lics the
absolute object of faith and adoration-—there in fact where the
difference between knowledge and ignorance is resolved in the
sbeer adoration of the unknown—where the resistance of objec-
tve uncertainty only results in the releasc of the passionate
certitude of faith, where the strife between right and wrong
1s suspended in surrender to unbounded adoration. Dialectic
}tse!f'does not perceive the absolute, but (as it were) it leads the
individual up to it and says ‘It must be here, I guarantee that;
if you V\.IOI‘Ship here, you will be worshipping God. But
WOYShlp itself is not dialectic.’”’® Hence the existent person
must simply dare, in spite of all objective uncertainty, to enter
on the re.lationship with God. “In that moment he posscsses
God not in virtue of any objective consideration, but in virtue
of the boundless passion of inwardness.”’® But on no account

ob;e:lz:’ti;??;];{ Iff‘?griﬂ" der Irom'e,' 178. Here K gr.alcfull)f rcfc.rs to an
philosophische Abh(-m‘”.ul:otschcr, Aristophanes und sem.Zezlaller, eine /{/‘zzlologmc/.zt

. . g zur Altertumsforschung, Berlin 1827, 253: “From his
pqmt of view it becomes clear how the Socratic ignorance is so frequently
misused, and so often serves people both as a good apology for their own

1gr810rance and as an excuse for refusing to recognise true knowledge.”’
VI, 426-9; v, 177. % v, 167: vi, 275.
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must this be taken to mean that one renounces the method of
objective thought and leaves the path of objective reflection, in
order to withdraw into the uncertainties of the world of sub-
jective inwardness. In defining truth as the subjective the
conclusions of objcctive thought must at least be taken into
account. ‘If subjectivity is truth, the definition of truth must
at the same time contain a reflexion of the reaction to mere
objcctivity, a recollection of that parting of the ways, and such
allusions would suggest the tension of truc inwardness. Here
is such a definition of truth: objective wncertitude, clung to and
appropriated with passionate imwardness, is truth, the highest truth
that there can be, for one who exists.”’1°

This definition of truth is subjective only in the sense that it
does not claim to state objectively what truth is, but is content
to cstablish what the character of subjectivity must be if it is to
be anchored in truth. In this connexion—but only in this
conncxion—we may now cnquire what truth is objectively, and
this means what objectively corresponds to that which the
subjective thinker expresses existentially as truth, and this must
be done solcly by, those resources of thought which are at the
disposal of such a thinker, and without any attempt to reach a
standpoint outside such an existence. If “from such a point of
view we cnquire about the truth objectively, then we see that
truth is a paradox.”* ““The eternal essential truth, i.e. truth
which is vitally related to an existent personality, because it
essentially concerns existence (all other knowledge is from a
Socratic point of vicw contingent and its ground and extent a
matter of indifference) is paradoxical. Nevertheless the eternal
cssential truth itsclf is by no means a paradox, but becomes
paradoxical through 1its rclation to existence.”’12
constitutes the real pathos of the intcllectual life.’*18

Kierkegaard, of course, very well knows that this account of
truth as paradox is not without its dangers. As soon as we
neglect the precise dialectical connexion in which alone this
idea is reasonable, it can only too casily be misused as a refugium
ignorantiae; and Kierkegaard foresaw that this would indeed
happen: “Gradually the word ‘paradox’ has gone out of

“Paradox

10 vi, 1705 vi, 278. S K. P., vi(s) 40.26, 127.
2oy, 1715 v, 279. WS R. P, u(a), 755.
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fashion; but pcople will soon begin chattering about it and in
consequence the mapddofov itself will soon become an évdofov.
How absurd this is with people who once for all have freed
themselves from the bother of thinking what they arc talking
about and who are merely eager to get hold of a ncw word in
order to bandy it about.”’* In opposition to this attitude
Kierkegaard stresses with all possible emphasis that paradox is
a category which like all his categorices is an epitome of existence
in conceptual form for the usc of the ecxistential thinker.
“Paradox is a category: everything turns on this point, rcally.
People have been accustomed to talk thus—to say that onc
cannot understand such and such a thing docs not satisfy
science which insists on understanding. But it is this point of
view which is wrong. One should say, rather, just the opposite:
%f human knowledge will not admit that there is something which
1t cannot understand, or, to speak more preciscly, somcthing
about which it clearly realises that understanding is out of the
question, then all is confusion. The problem for human
knowledge is to see that there is somcthing which it cannot
understand, and also to determine what that somecthing is.
Human knowledge is normally in a hurry to understand more
and more, but if it will at last take the trouble to understand
¥tself, then it must frankly confirm the fact of paradox. Paradox
1S not a concession but a category, an ontological description

expressing the relationship between a personally cxistent spirit
and eternal truth.”’16

8. K. P., v(a), 79. 15 8 K. P, vuLi(a), 11.



PRELIMINARY PROVISIONAL ACCOUNT OF THE
DIALECTICAL METHOD

“That subjectivity, inwardness, truth, existence, is the decisive
factor, that we should steer our course in life towards Christ-
ianity, which mecans precisely interiority (though not, let it
be noted, every sort of interiority, wherefore the previous stages
must be firmly kept in view)—such was my idea.” These
words Kierkegaard puts into the mouth of John Climacus
in the Unwissenschaftliche Nachschrift where he makes the latter
comment ironically on the underlying purposc of pscudonymity
in the continuity of the author’s work, and with special reference
to a similar cffort in contemporary Danish litecrature. In this
connexion, he also assigns to the Philosophische Brocken their
correct place in this context, and says of them that “they
decisively approximatc to Christianity without ever explicitly
referring to it or to the name of Christ.”’1

At this point we must ask a few questions about Kierkegaard’s
dialectical method. In the Brocken the Christian revelation
becomes for the first time the dialectic’s central theme. This
does not mean that in the carlier writings—even if we leave
out of account the Erbauliche Reden—the Christian theme had
played no part and that Kierkegaard’s interest in it had been
concealed. What possible or personal reason could Kierke-
gaard have had for concecalment and for speaking unambig-
uously as a pagan philosopher? Not only did he live in a
“Christian”> world, but even when he was speaking as a
philosophcr, he was not concerncd with those philosophers
who—as was still the case with Kant—endeavoured to delimit
philosophystrictly as againstrevealedreligion. Hisphilosophical
colleagues of the school of Hegel were, on the contrary, much
more concerned to assimilate revelation to their own systems
and so to prove themselves to be Christian philosophers.

When Kierkegaard wishes to speak as a Christian also, he

1§, V., vi, 241-2; Ges. W., VI, 354. Unless otherwise stated, all further
refs. in this Interlude are to S. V. and Ges. W.
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feels embarrassed at sight of so much Christianity in the world.
For this reason he does not writc a dissertation about the rela-
tion of philosophy and Christianity in order to make the two
quantities systematically cohere with cach other, but simply
treats the problem which the Christian revclation sets for
philosophical thought, and which is formulated as follows on
the title page of the Brocken: “‘Can there be a historical point
of departure for an eternal consciousncss? How can such a
thing be of more than historical interest? Can cternal felicity
be built on historical knowledge?” He does so in the main
without placing the problem in its rcal historical sctting and
without specifically mentioning the Christian revelation, but he
discusses his problem rather as an cxperiment in thought. But
when Climacus says that the pscudonyms arc steering towards
the Christian, this might be taken to mcan that cxistence as
understood by the pscudonyms postulates the Christian revela-
tion as its fulfilment and completion. The further obscrvation
“that the previous stages must be firmly kept in view” might
be supposed to point in the same direction. And then retro-
Spt_tctivcly we might consider and clucidate the whole Socratic
exxst_ential dialectic as being, from the point of view of the
Christian revelation, the neccessary ordo salutis constituting the
pat}'x of Christian cxistence, just as theologians have again and
again been accustomed to construct a particular philosophy
to underpin their theology, and form an approach to it.

In point of fact, this has constantly been attempted. Kicrke-
gaard’s splendid consistency of thought, which means that not
the smallest fancy can remain outside the comprchcnSiVC
conception of his dialectical method, greatly tempts every
systematic thinker to do so. The preference which certain
theologians show for Kierkegaard—theologians who are, above
all, concerned to seek out the natural man in his own sphere
and to demonstrate to him from his own point of view the
necessity of taking the step towards faith—obviously is con-
n'ected with the fact that they have succumbed to this tempta-
tion. But in adopting this approach they have prematurely
eluded Kierkegaard’s dialectic and have overlooked certain
essential aspects of it.

Kierkegaard does indeed say: “If the meaning of religious
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existence had been forgotten, then no doubt also the meaning
of human cxistence had been forgotten; the latter had therefore
to be cmphasised afresh.”?  And thercfore by mecans of his
pscudonymous characters he “‘wished to rcad afresh the
original documents concerning individual human relations in
their existential bearing and to reinterpret, if possible in a more
inward way, what is old, well known, and handed down by our
forefathers.”®  Thus he did, without a doubt, secck out the
natural man on the ground of his own characteristic type of
existence. But he did not do so in order to point out to him
that you cannot remain on this ground and to urge that you
must advancc to the higher level of Christian living, but simply
in order to help him in the task of existence.  Of course he does
so with a constant consideration of Christianity, but not in
order to prove the truth of the latter, or to prepare the way for
an advancc towards faith, or to invite his partner to make such
an advance. On the contrary, his purpose is to free from all
materialistic sclf-deception those who are already convinced
of Christian truth and think they have madec the decision for
faith, and this he does by instilling into them a passionate
concern about existence itself as the unavoidable preliminary
condition for Christian living. Tor “to exist subjectively and
passionatcly (and objectively one can exist only in distraction)
is in general an absolute prercquisite for having any sort of
opinion or understanding of Christianity.’* In this respect
Kicrkegaard can cven fecl free to find at times the children of
darkness wiscr than the children of light and to make Climacus
say: “That onc can exist with interiority outside the sphere
of Christianity has sufficiently been shown by, for example,
Greck civilisation; but in our day it is typical that while we
arc all Christians and know a lot about Christianity, very rarely
do we find a person cxisting with such passionate concern as a
heathen philosopher possessed. It is no wonder that the
question of Christianity is so casily settled when we begin by
putting ourselves in a condition in which there can be absolutely
no question of our cver acquiring the faintest idea what
Christianity truly is.”®

2

2 v, 210; VI, 321. ¥ v, 548-9; vi, 304.
1 v, 238; v, 351. 5 vi, 237-8; vi, 350.
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But in this dialectic of existence by which Kicrkegaard wishes
to help man in the business of living is therc not latent an
anthropology, which can be established as a general anthropology
from a Christian point of view, or, on the other hand, may
need or be capable of broadening or modification in a Christian
sense? Of course such an anthropology of onc sort or another
could be extracted from Kierkegaard’s dialectic, and both
theologians and philosophers have donc this. But if this is
done, one has only an excerpt from Kicrkegaard’s work—
an excerpt which, moreover, lecaves out the decisive thing,
namely the dialectic, and which can for this rcason be dircctly
imparted, the very thing which Kierkegaard forbadc himsclf
to do.® If this is done, then the conscicntious exactness of the
scholar must prevent him from appecaling to thec name and
work of Kierkegaard.

Climacus says, for example, about the Stadien auf dem
Lebensweg: The meaning of the writing, “if it has onc, will be
found to lic in the existential interiority of the various stages,
manifested in diverse ways as passion, irony, pathos, humour,
and dialectic. This sort of thing does not, of course, intcrest
the lecturer. Perhaps it is not inconccivable that, in the last
resort, a lecturer would carry his politeness so far as to say,
én passant and subordinately in a note to some paragraph, that
this author represents the quality of interiority. By this sug-

¢ J. Climacus says somcthing about a reviewer of the Philosophische
Brocken that would, even in the more favourable circumstances, be applic-
able tolan anthropology so abstracted from K.’s existential dialectic: “The
Teport is exact and on the whole dialectically reliable, but now comes the
dl_fﬁculty; although the review is so accurate, cvery one who reads it alone
will 8ct a completely wrong impression of the book . . . the review is aca-
demic, utterly so. And this is why it gives (in my opinion) the most utterly
Wrong impression. The reader of such a review gets not the slightest idea
of the_ antithesis in the form of the writing, of the mystifying contrast of the
‘é‘PC'rl.mcnt to the content, of the brazen inventivencss (such as even
Sp};::‘iila{lity invents) .in the singl.c attempt that i§ madec to go further than
NS ative constructions, of the. md.cfangablc? activity of the ironic faculty,
¢ whole parody on speculation in the design of the work, of the satirical
sg;zﬁzyhich is shown in that cfforts are made as though somecthing quite
Inary and ncw is to be brought forth, whereas constantly cveryday
orthOdO?ﬁ/ appears in fitting respectability: of all this indeed the reader
8ets no idea” (yy, 233 n.; Vi, 346 n.).
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gestion the author and an ignorant circle of readers have come
to know cverything about it.  Passion, pathos, irony, dialectic,
humour, inspiration, and so on, arc regarded by the lecturer
as somcthing of subordinate importance, something which
everyone has at his disposal. Thus when it is declared that
the author represents interiority, with this brief word which
any onc can say, cverything is said and much more than the
author has said.”” The latter, in fact, does not represent the
quality of interiority neither by allusion to his own interior
existence nor by spcaking about interiority as an attitude, but
his purpose is through the avoidance of any direct communica-
tion to provoke his interlocutor to explore the inner depths of
existence.

But did not Kierkegaard utter that famous expression about
his intention being to “cheat men into a knowledge of the
truth”?®  And if the truth lics (as in his case we must pre-
suppose) in Christianity, must that not mean that, though
provisionally conccaling his real intention, he wishes to urge
upon them the Christian way of life by decpening their own
natural sclf-understanding? This is for example how Emil
Brunncr understands the matter when, thinking of Kierke-
gaard, he makes a plea for an “cristic” theology to take the
place of classical apologetics, and says about such an eristic
theologian: ‘“He must know the language of the world and of
his own time, he must even talk in terms of it and only indirectly
and furtively express Christian truth. In fact as a rule he
should not express it but have it constantly in the background
only, as a sccret accompaniment of knowledge, while driving
the ‘enemy’ into a tight corner.”®  And speaking of the eristic
activity of the theologian as a preacher, he says that the latter
should seck “to press the considering mind of the hearer until he
finds himself in a narrow pass where there are only two possi-
bilities: thc ecmpty, despairingly defiant negative of reason,
pressed against the wall, or entrance through the narrow
gateway of faith.”1® We shall see later that Brunner is here

" vi, 256-7; V1, 369. ® XII, 541; X, 28.

9 tr. Brunner, “‘Die andere Aufgabe der Theologie,” in £. D. Z., 1929,
272.

10 Brunner, op. cit., p. 259.
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rcquiring of prcaching the very thing which Kicrkegaard
absolutely forbids it. Our immediate concern is to consider
whether this whole programme of an cristic theology is con-
sonant with the spirit of Kicrkegaard.

In any cevent we shall look in vain in Kicrkegaard’s work for
anything akin to this driving into the “narrow pass” or the
bringing of rcason to bay and “pressing it against the wall.”
Kicrkegaard would certainly have mocked at such cnterprises
and their “dreadful solemnity,”! for the simple reason that
they arc undertaken in such an utterly humourless spirit; and
he would strongly have fclt that this would have been a sufficient
material argument against them. Perhaps he would have
concerned himself with that “considering mind” and, in the
interest of clear ideas and distinct categorics, enquired what
really is in despair, whether a process of thinking or the thinker’s
weariness of mind and hcart, and how these two arce related to
cach other. In any casc, he would have taken fo task the
eristic theologian himself, and would have asked him how he
himself felt when driving his hcarer into the narrow pass,
whether he himself had alrcady come through it, and whether,
1e had left the pass once for all behind him, he
ged the scandal of faith for a simplc sacrificium
intellectus, and for this rcason was now cxcreising ljls_ preaching
so undialcctically, so utterly without irony and
was thus finding 1t possible to arguc against the
s forthrightness, without feeling the
And Kicrkegaard would assuredly
y casc understand how the eristic
n undertaking had any-

assuming that 1
had not cxchan

activity
humour, and )
natural man with a lecturcr
sting of his own remarks.

have said that he did not1n an
theologian could suppos¢ that such a

thi ith his own WOI'k- . . . .
18%1 ttohzloor}/llér hand Brunaer could say, in justification of his

eristic idea: “Classical apologetics did not err by engaging in
this debate” between naturalistic and. Clms_tlan self-under-
standing, “but rather by the fact that it carr}cd through.the
debate on false ground, namely that of th<.:o'rct1cal _specula.mor'l.
It did not err in making the conflict explicit, 'but In cutting it
adrift from the spirit of faith and its creative decisions, 1n

11y, 240; VI, 352.
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watering it down to a mere confrontation of opposing world-
vicws,”’12

Kierkegaard would no doubt have scen the error in the
fact that classical apologetics not only conducted the debate
on false ground, but that it conducted the debate at all and
that the new cristic method goes on conducting it, and, despite
all assertions to the contrary, on cssentially the same ground.
And, further, for the clarification of idcas, he would perhaps
have asked what exactly was this “spirit of faith and its creative
decisions’ and how it could be grasped in terms of categories,
because he would have feared that in this argument all cate-
gorics and all distinctions between thought and being were
becoming hopclessly confused. This is just the sort of
confused thinking that Kicrkegaard allowed nobody to get
away with.

But what did Kierkegaard himself mean by his expression
about his intention to cheat men into the knowledge of the
truth? In the posthumous work Der Gesichtspunkt fiir meine
Wirksambkeit als Schriftsteller, Kierkegaard explains this point in
connexion with acsthetic authorship. His point of departure is
that he is speaking in a situation where all are entangled in
the illusion that they are Christians, and which makes it
difficult, therefore, to convey a direct impression of what it
means to be a Christian. In such a situation Kierkegaard’s
object is to make men alert to what is characteristically
Christian. For this purpose he needs quite a new technique
of persuasion, a technique which must wholly depend on
arousing men’s powers of reflexion. ‘“The whole matter can
be cxpressed in a single word, namely that the method must be
indircct. To carry through this programme, work is needed,
day by day and year by year: an unbroken attention at every
hour of the day; unremitting daily ﬁnger exercises in dialectical
method; and a ‘fear and trembling’ which know no rest.
Hence the method must be indirect.””?3 Thus this new technique
of persuasion is exactly the opposit_e of .classical apologetics,
which sought to justify or cxtol Christianity before a circle of
non-Christians. “The entire classical technique of persuasion,

12 T, Brunner, Das Gebot und die Ordnungnen, 1932, p. 569.
13 xur, 539-40; X, 28.
E
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the whole paraphernalia of apologetics, serve only, to put the
matter bluntly, to betray the essence of Christianity. Our
tactics at every moment and every juncturc must be to insist
that we have to struggle against a conccit, against an illusion.””14
Such an illusion can only be unmasked by deception. “Yes,
in reality there is only one way of bringing a man who is
involved in such conceits to the knowledge of the truth, namely
by deceiving him. If any onc thinks othcrwisc he is only
betraying the fact that he is not a remarkable dialcctician,
which for this business it is essential that you should be.”’13

This conceit or illusion consists in the fact that a man thinks
he is a Christian and yet lives on an acsthetic level, thercby
making interchangeable the aesthetic and the Christian.
“What then in this connexion is the meaning of cheating? It
means that you do not begin directly with what you proposc to
Impart, but rather you begin by assuming that the idcas of your
interlocutor are the genuine goods. Hence you do not begin
(to.conﬁne ourselves to the cssential theme of this work) by
saying, ‘I am a Christian, you are not,” but rather by suggesting,
You are a Christian, I am not.” Or, again, you do not begin
thus: “What I preach is Christianity, whercas you arc living on
a purely aesthetic level.” No, you begin thus: ‘Let us talk
about aesthetics.” The deception consists in the fact that you
employ these subterfuges in order to come to the essential
religious point.’’16

Using this new technique of persuasion, Kicrkcgaard writes
his Philosophische Brocken. The fancy which is here in question
1s the synthesis achieved by speculative thought between
philosophy and the Christian revelation. But he does not
directly attack this synthesis; he shows that he is alluding to
1ts dubiety merely by the motto of the book: “Better well
hanged than badly married.” Then he begins simply with the
question as to how far truth can be taught and asks what it
would mean to suggest that God himsclf has appeared as
teacher. He describes this experiment in thought as a “poetic
essay” and the “absolute paradox” at which he arrives as a
“metaphysical whim” and the offensiveness of this paradox as
an “acoustic illusion.” Like the preface, which has already

1 :
XIII, 540; X, 28. 1% xurn, 5415 X, 28-9. 10 xm, 5415 X, 29.
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been mentioned,!? all thesc expressions are by no means to be
regarded as witticisms of no material significance. They are
intended to suggest that Kicrkegaard for his part is not attempt-
ing such a systematic synthesis, but wishes mercly to make an
experiment which of course he carries out with complete
systematic thoroughness and consistency.

17 Sce above, p. 42, n. 2.



II. THE ABSOLUTE PARADOX

In the Socratic paradox, eternal truth itself was not paradoxical
but only became so by the fact that it entered into rclation
with a mind existing in time. But the position is otherwise
when God Himself appears as a teacher in history by becoming
a particular man. This means that cternal truth itself becomes
paradoxical. It then repels the one who wishes to assimilate it,
no longer, as in the case of the Socratic paradox, by its objective
tl‘ncertainty, but by its absurdity and self-contradictory naturc.

What then is the meaning of the absurd? The absurd is the
fact that eternal truth has come to be in time, that God has
appeared on the plane of history, has been born and grown
up, etc., that He has become utterly like any other individual
man 'fmd indistinguishable from any other.”’?

T}.us absolute paradox shows the greatest possible intensi-
ﬁcatl_on of the Socratic paradox. If man attempts to cnter into
relation with the absolute paradox, he cannot go back behind
the Socratic dialectic in order to gain an immediate relation
to eternal truth. Man must be expressly warned against any
such attempt, for “there is in man a tendency anxiously desiring
satisfaction to acquire something really firm, such as will
gﬁilude ]?‘,H dialectic; but this is a cowardly betrayal of the
e Z.;;' di;’lent’zhelﬁrmest truth of all, that of rc.vclat.lon, becomes
firmest thjec C? when I have to appropriate it; even ?hc
expresses t}? g, Oﬁ .all, the cnd'lc_SSIY' negative (}CClSlon which
immediatele iln mtc. and the divine 1n the 1nd1v1dual,_ beco-mes
T become SK 1a1f:c.t1cal. So soon as I remove the dlaICCtIC.al,
at every moierstltl(})lus and cheat God of t}.lc effort to acquire
cannot spell t}fnt what hgs once bcen va_ulrcd,”2 Revelation
truth bepc ¢ e.nd O.f dialectics bC.Causc it means that eternal

omes historical and reccives the predicates of the

18V . o
S. V. and’ Zfel; 11:17/(.5, Ges. W., v1, 284. All further refs. in this scction are to

2
VIL 24 . v, 130 n,
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historical. In this matter it is not a question of whether God
is—*“‘the supposition that God is defines God as He is in His
cternal being, not as He is in His historical manifestation”—
but of “whether we will agree that God has become, which
mcans that the cternal being of God is disclosed through the
dialectical determinations of the world of becoming.””®  What
arc these determinations?

We have scen above (Sect. 7) that Kierkegaard distinguishes
historical becoming from merely natural becoming, as a
doubling of the latter and taking place within it.  But whereas
natural bccoming is dialectical only in relation to space,
historical becoming is dialectical in relation to time also. If]
then, God becomes a specific historical man, He becomes a
fact of history; and if any one wishes to enter into relation with
this fact he nceds in the first place the gencral organ for the
apprchension of thce historical which Kicrkegaard calls “faith.”
By this is not to be understood anything specifically Christian.

Every happening can be directly perceived either by the
direct perception of the eyewitness or on the basis of the report
of contemporarics which can be directly apprchended. But
what can thus be directly known is not the historical, for “the
historical in rclation to present being is characterised by the
fact that it has become, and in relation to the past that it was
present being by its bccoming.”™ In order to know the histori-
cal in this its essence, there is neceded an “organ for its percep-
tion appropriate to its nature,” and one which can grasp “the
uncertainty of all beccoming.”*? This means that he who wishes
to appreciatc corrcctly what has.bccome cannot be content to
appreciate the certainty and reliability of facts, but must also
at the same time reflect on the possibilities of the “how.”

“The sphere of potentiality from which there emerged the
possible which became the actual always forms the background
to what has become and remains with the past, cven though we
are removed from it by millennia; as soon as one of later times
repeats that a certain thing has become, he is reaffirming its
background of potentiality without taking into account whether
a more particular description of this potentiality can be given

8 v, 251; VI, 8o. 4 1v, 248; vi, 78. 5 1v, 245; VI, 74.
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or not.’® Thus the historian, who sces the past in its frec
process of becoming, must realisc, from a subjective point of
view, the uncertainty which lics behind the certainty.  He
must have, not merely by direct perception, a means of grasping
the certainty of its real happening, but also a means of under-
standing the uncertainty implicd by its potentiality and modec.
For there is no means of knowing directly that the historical
has come to be as the effect of a causc. It can be immediately
realised how doubtful it must always be whether it has become
thus by necessity or by a frecly operating causc. This question
cannot be decided by knowledge and the accompanying doubt
g;‘;lgéi‘t:e?rgUCd away. If the historian supposcs that what he
fore minht Kapcrlcgewcs ls.thc 'effcct of a certain causc and there-
againstgwhic}‘:cd C(i)n quite different, he is drawing a conclusm'n
doubt. therefor ou ht must protest. In order to preclude this
COUC[L’ISion bt Cf:\ tdC statement must t.akc the form not _of a
is faith. By hisoda decision. And for Kicrkegaard this dcmsiqn
onder not 10 £ull ecision the dc‘)‘ubtcr reserves 'all conclusions 1n
takes the risk of elrrrlito crgor,. When he decides to believe he
In no other way car?g’o u}; 11r.1 SPl‘tC.Of this l}c wishes to believe.
then you want to bez u CthVC, if you W.lSh to avoid all risk,
the water”””  “He bulr‘e that you can swim before you enter
suspends within himc 1?’@5 in what .has bc§qmc and thus
background of nothin sclf the uncertainty arising from the
thing h gness and non-being; he belicves that the
g has happened thus, and so h 1 ARG
any doubt arising from th as resolved within himsclf
become and without d : potential n_lofl'ahty of wl}at has
mode; for faith th enying thc. possxb_xhty of a different
e mode of the thing as it has come to be 18

th(‘, most .

C 3 39 .

the appr hertfﬂim point.”’® Faith therefore is the means for
PPrenension of the historical.

What T
ask Whyallliti};i;mphgs concretely only becomes clear when we
grasping the histg:;_ir 113 50 COr_lccrfled about this mecans of
which the individual raust Ll oA alieh reality to
may be aesthetic &l must take up an attitude. His attitude
the question of itor mt_euef:ttl‘al, and if so, he is indifferent to
in proportion s reality.  “If T understand a thinker, then
as I understand him his actuality (that he exists

8 1v, 240;
49; V1, 78, ? 1v, 246 n.; vi, 76 n. 8 1v, 247; VI, 76-
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as an individual man, that he himsclf has really understood the
matter thus, ctc., that he himsclf has realised its truth) becomes
a matter of indifference. In this philosophy and aesthetics
arc absolutcly correct and we must above all note this poine.”?
But it is a different matter if we approach an alien reality from
an cthical standpoint. We then enquire into it in order to
grasp itin its inmost rcality. But man has no means of grasping
dircctly an alien reality as reality. He must first sce it in the
rcality of its becoming in order to apprchend and realise its
background potential and the decisive steps by which it has
comc to be. In thus interpreting an alien reality in terms of
its potentiality he is dissolving it in ideality. This latter cannot
be directly perceived, for “idcality as the animating principle
docs not simply cnter into history. What can be conveyed to
mec is not idcality, but a number of facts.””1® We must think out
ideality for oursclves, otherwisc we can know nothing of it.
“If I know that Cacsar was great, then I know what greatness
is and scec it exemplified in him, otherwisc I do not know that
Cacsar was great.”’*!  Even the most precise reporting cannot
convey what is idcal; on thc contrary, the latter must be
brought to the task of interpreting the report. “Whether the
event really happened in the way it is said to have done is
somcthing that can only be checked by idecalistic thought; it
cannot be bottled and sealed historically.””1® “The historical is
always only so much raw material which only he who truly
apprechends it knows how to dissolve into a posse in order to
assimilate it as an esse.”’1* Thus ethically all mere contemplation
of the historical is excluded. If from an cthical standpoint we
cnquire into an alicn reality, then just as in the case of aesthetic
and intellectual questioning it appears first only as possibility,
“only this possibility no longer leaves us cold as it does on an
aesthetic and intellectual level, but becomes a thought-out
reality related to the reality of my own life in so far as I inti-
mately realise it.”’*

The question of the factuality of an event is on the other
hand of minor importance, for it contributes nothing to the
understanding of the historical. It may cven hinder such an

9 v, 280; viI, 23. 10 vi1, 409; 1v, 406.
11 vy, 408; 1v, 405. 12 v, 2785 v, 21.
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understanding by concealing the essential benecath inessentials,
and Kierkegaard can sce in the mere cffort to reconstruct
historical facts a training in stupidity. “The sensible thing is
to ask two questions: (1) ‘Is what is said possible?’ and (2) ‘Can
I do it?” But it is senscless to ask: (1) “Isit actual?”’ and (2) ‘Has
my neighbour Christophersen really done this?’.”’3  When
God reveals Himself as man, wec have in the first place to do
with a historical fact like any other historical fact: namely,
the God-man as man. On this level belongs everything that
can be dircctly known about Him and conveved as so much
h1§todcal information, susceptible of ideal interpretation.  In
th'1s sphere all the traditional detail about the “historical Jesus,”
1:115 teaching and His dceds, has its place and brings Him into
hr_lc with all other historical phenomena, as a man among men,
Wlt}'{ln the comparative classification of historical factors. And
the instrument by which man becomes related to Him on this
le.vcl s faith considered as the means of apprchending the
historical in general. Hence both contemporaries and posterity
are related to the God-man as man in a merely Socratic way.
From this revelation of the God-man as man which yiclds
US a general historical fact, or, as Kicrkegaard says, the
h.IStoncal in elcmcntary potency, is to be distinguished rcvela-
tion as an cternal fact, the God-man as God or the historical in
;vzgs?;?er;sions- _Wh(.:n faith as t-hc instrurpcnt f(.)r thc_apprc-
imensioo ltl}l:': hls‘:torlcal enters into rclathn w1th. this two-
we are célaf lstorlcal“fac_t, it undcrgocs an m.volutlon. Hcrc
unique scn ronted by “faith in a quitc I?rc-crflmcnt scnsc, in a
lies in thenseba'nd a unique r.clatlo.nshlp.’ 1 . The rcason for this
Simple histo ject of this faith, viz. rchlatlon, which i1s not a
entered inton}clal fact. Inasmuc}} as it states that God has
diction foro't ¢ process of.bCC(.)mmg, it c<.)nta1ns a sclf-contra-
the Ver’y natlt Perlcatcs. historical .bccommg of Qod althol.lgh
to becominurc of God is that He is ct(.:rn.al and is not Slllb:]CCt
absolute argé By this self-contradiction, thc Chrlstlz.m,
of its Objfctia OX, as we have scen, repels us no.t merely by dint
ity. And fa;/t(;unccrtau}ty l'aut also b(.:cause of its sheer absurd-
» addressing itsclf to this absolute paradox, must

VI . ) .
s 4105 1v, 407. 1 1y, 2505 I, 79.
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not only overcome the objective uncertainty, but also this very
absurdity. How can this be?

The fact of revelation has ““no immediate contemporaries in
so far as it is historical in clementary potency (faith in the
general sense).  But ncither has it any immediate contempo-
raries in its two-dimensional aspect, where it is based on a
contradiction (faith in the pre-eminent sense).”® In this
connexion contemporary ncarness to the event is a matter of
complete indifference.  In such a matter there can be no
immediate knowledge or perception, which the eyewitness
might transmit to posterity, for that this fact is what it declares
itsclf to be is something which cannot be directly perceived but
even by cyewitnesses only belicved. The eyewitness can only
report: “‘I believe and have believed that this has happened,
although it is folly in the cycs of reason, and a cause of stumbling
to the human heart.”®  Thus the eycwitness has no advantage
over his successor nor has the latter any advantage over the
cycwitncess. The results of the fact which he has before him
arc the results of a paradox and hence arc just as paradoxical as
the fact itself. They can only arouse his attention as happened
with the eyewitness and do not bring him any nearer to under-
standing itsclf. Thus revelation is equally near to every epoch.
Faith in the Christian sensc is only possible in the situation of
contemporancity. For Kierkegaard this solves the whole
question of historical factuality in rclation to revelation. “Had
the contemporary generation left behind them nothing but
these words: “We have believed that in such and such a year
God manifested Himself in humility as a servant of mankind,
taught and lived among us and then died’—it would have
been more than enough.”’t?

No doubt this argument shows how man faced by revelation
deals with the question of historical factuality. But another
and more diflicult question remains to be answered, namely
how man is to come to terms with this absolute paradox. The
cternal has disclosed itself in the particular and has appeared
at a specific point in the time series. Following the New
Testament, Kicerkegaard calls this special moment of history
“the fullness of time.” Now such a moment, as is the case with

15 pv, 2513 Vi, 8o. 16 v, 264; VI, 93. 17 1v, 266; vi, 94.
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any other historical phenomenon, becomes for man an occasion
and cause of self-recollection if he is to assimilate the fact in its
idecal bearing. But here he comes upon a twofold difficulty.
Firstly, it is impossible for him to concceive the self-contradictory
idea that God has become subject to the process of becoming;
and, secondly, he cannot imaginc that cternal truth confronts
him as a fact of history, since he thinks that he alrcady possesses
it in recollection. Hence he must re-cxamine his presupposi-
tions according to which he belicved himself to be in possession
of the truth, if he is to do justice to the claim which this fact
makes. If such a fact is the truth, then the only conclusion
must be that man himself lives in untruth. If God becomes a
teacher in this manner, then prior to this man’s being was
rooted in untruth, but only now, when stung by revclation,
does he become conscious of this. “What the teacher can
arouse the learner to realise through rccollection is thus merely
this, that he dwells in untruth. But in proportion as he
reflects on this, the learner is completely cxcluded from the
truth more than in fact he was when he did not know that he
dwelt in untruth.”’18

Now this means that the whole Socratic dialectic, as up to
now we have found Kierkegaard cxpounding it, is called in
Question at the decisive point. In its two aspects, the dialectical
Plumbing of the inner depths of one’s own cxistence as also
the dialectic of debate with an interlocutor, it depended
essentially on the supposition that man can find the truth in
himself and therefore by the exploration of his inncr depths
can dwell in the truth. Thus the introduction of the absolute

Paradox means that this wholc notion of dialectic must be
revised,

I12. BEING IN UNTRUTH

Kierkcgaard finds in Socrates himself an ultimate intensification
of his search for the truth which brings him to the very edge of
the recognition that in spite of everything he is not in possession
of the truth. The fact that he is not capable of thinking about
the divine being introduces confusion into Socrates’s sclf-

18 1v, 184; i, 12,
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knowledge.  “Thus the suspected paradox of reason has its
repercussions on man and his self-knowledge, so that he now
no longer knows for certain whether he may be perhaps a still
more curiously compounded animal than the typhon or whether
he has a gentler and divine side to his being.””!  Socrates did
not take further this final point which threw doubt upon the
wholc of his sclf-knowledge, but he always adhered steadfastly
to the idea that man can know himself and in that self-know-
ledge has the criterion of the truth. Since Kierkegaard
obscrves this and yet does not himself remain at this limit, we
must consider in detail how he deals with this borderline
problem, because this is of fundamental significance for certain
essential questions which we have yet to posc in reference to
his dialectical method.

In the first place, it is to be noted that he does not use the
doubt thrown upon the Socratic method by this last confine
of knowledge in order to show man how natural knowledge
itself postulates the nced to overstep this border. The position
is rather that cternal truth spells for man a limit which he has
no means of rccognising becausc it significs the absolutely
other. But reason cannot cven say this {from its own resources,
“‘for reason cannot cven conceive the absolutely other, since it
cannot negate itself absolutely; in attempting to do so, it
uscs itself and conceives of the wholly other from within its
own scheme of thought; it cannot absolutely transcend itself
and thercfore thinks only of that which is superior to itself
according to its own ideas.””® Reason cannot.dare -to make any
sortic beyond this limit. It cannot s'uccc.ed in doing 0 either
by the via negationiy or by the via emz{zenlme. In fact it cannot
even establish this limit as such, without surrendering itself
completely. Any attempt to do so lcads to the “self-mockery
of reason.””®

This confusion can only be ended when we realise that
through the fact of revelation and inasmuch as God becomes
our tcacher, this limit is fixed and at the same time we can
rccognisc its significance. If this fact is the truth—and let us

L8, V., v, 2065 Ges. 1V, Vi, 36.  All further refs. in this section are to
S. V. and Ges. W.
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remember that up to now it has becn introduced only in an
experimental dialectic—then man dwells in untruth. No other
possibility remains. The cternal truth which man thought he
possessed in the depths of self-recollection has become historical
at a specific point in the time series. This means that man does
not now learn something which he might have known had he
only thought sufficiently deeply about it, but that he had not
searched for the truth in this dircction, that rather by his
seeking in the wrong place, namely in rccollection, he had
moved ever further and further away from it.

Now let us supposc further that man was crcated by God—
and the fact of revelation does indecd imply this—then the
being of man must have had the primal capacity to know the
truth. If now he no longer posscsses it, then he must have lost
it, and that by his own fault. ‘“Thus our tcacher is God, who
operates upon us in such a way as to bring us to the rcalisation
that we dwell in untruth, and that through our own fault. But
this condition of being which causes us to dwell in untruth, and
that through our own fault, how shall we describe it?  Let us
call it sin.’’4

It is no part of our purposc herc to expound fully and in
detail, as Kierkegaard does, the qualification of human existence
by sin and the overcoming of sin through faith. This must be
studied in Kierkegaard’s own writings. Wec can only do so in
so far as it ig necessary for an understanding of Kierkegaard’s
dialectical method. As previously, we shall have to bring out
the specifically intellectual aspect of this existential dialectic and
into the bargain be content with giving a rather colourless
Summary of the sequence of his thought. The central question
stll remains how the dialectical thinker, whose personal
existence receives a totally new meaning as a result of this
Paradox, can come to terms with the latter. The mcans by
Which this is done is still faith, the organ by which we apprehend
the historical, exactly as it is within the Socratic framework,
But in this instance faith has to contend with the opposition of
r¢ason quite otherwise than on the simple level of history where
1t had to resolye doubt by decision. For the absolute paradox

signifies the submergence and defeat of reason. “Thus reason
1 1v, 185; vi, 13.
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has many objections to raise in this matter of the absolutc
paradox, and yct on the other hand in its paradoxical passion
and concern it wills its own destruction. This destruction is
of course the very thing that the paradox requires and in this
way they come after all to an agreement; but this agreement
comes to pass only in the moment of passion.””® This passionate
affirmation of faith has always to contend with the resistance
of reason, which is scandalised by the paradox. And this shock
of scandal must always first be experienced if man is to attain
faith. ““The possibility of being scandalised is the parting of the
ways or is like standing at the parting of the ways. Irom the
possibility of this crux we turn off either to scandalisation or to
faith; but we never reach faith except through the possibility
of scandalisation.”’

I13. SCANDAL AND FAITH

In regard to the Socratic paradox we emphasised the point that
the crucial issuc where the subjective thinker abandons the
path of objcctification may not b.e simply left behind once for
all, but must always be kept in view as a constant reminder of
objective incertitude. Exactly so must it be with regard to the
triumph of faith in the paradox; such faith must always contain
an ccho of the scandal that has been traversed. The believer
cannot once for all have dccided fo.r faith and against scandali-
sation, but at every moment in which he believes he must still
overcome the possibility of scan_dal.

This distinguishes the experience of scandalisation from a
mere sacrificiim intellectus whl§h is made once for all, and as a
result of which the diﬂ'icult_les are decisively overcome. In
the latter casc one is moving throughout in the sphere of
objective thought. The ObJCCtl\/-C contFadlctlon 1s rcmoved.on
an objective plane in that the antinomy 1s accepted as somethmg
objectively insoluble; and the thinker w}}o }}as once made. this
sacrifice of his understanding goes on thinking and exercising
his reason within the arca which hasbeen cleared by this SaCI'lﬁ.CC,
as though nothing had happened. There can be no question
that his existence has been utterly reorientated by this crucial

5 1v, 215; VI, 43-4. 8 xu, 78; 1x, 68.
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decision, however much he may asscrt this and thus make
himself out to be an “existential’” thinker. This misunder-
standing, to which the work of Kierkegaard has not scldom been
subject, must be avoided.

For the offensivencss docs not consist merely in the fact that
man is to believe a self-contradiction and thus hold somecthing
senseless to be true, but in the fact that all the presuppositions
of his being as an existence anchored in truth arc called in
question. Were he to make the sacrificium intellectus on an
intellectual level and thus consent to thc ncgation of his
understanding, it would not heclp him in the least. By the
aid of this understanding he has of course ordered his lifc up
to now and “has mastered it by thinking.” And it is this very
thing which has now become impossible, since it has proved
to be the case—or rather has once becn accepted as truc—that
man does not already possess truth in the depths of his recol-
lection, but, on the contrary, that truth confronts him in the
divine self-revelation at a particular point in the historical
process.

Further, in the description of this scandalisation and its
overcoming by faith, thought must not be isolated in contrast
to the other aspects of existence, as we have repeatedly insisted
In our study so far. It is the whole of human cxistence from
every angle which in its confrontation by the absolute paradox
1s revolted and shocked by the latter and resists the consequent
new orientation of life which this paradox brings. Let us
enquire first how the change in existence brought about by
revelation works itself out in concrete detail.

Through revelation the eternal becomes historical and enters
the time series at a specific point. But did not this already
happen in that moment of the dynamic process of historical
becoming when existence became meaningful through time
with the result that “time constantly clashes with eternity and
eternity penetrates time?’! This is no doubt true, but there is
needed a more exact consideration of the eternal such as will
take us beyond the Greek conception. The Greeks understood
the character of temporality “naively” and since they “had

‘1 S. V., v, 359; Ges. W., v, 86. Except as stated, all further refs. in
this section are to S. V. and Ges. W.
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no idca of cternity in any deeper sense, ncither had they any
conception of the meaning of the future.””® For them cternity
lics bchind man; it belongs to the past and appears retro-
spectively, as in Platonic recollection.  Time has no direction,
it 1s merely a passing away of all things, and life in time is not
a question of the rclation of the present to the past and future.
“It is as though I should allow a man to travel a certain road
without giving him any dircctions, in which case the road
behind him will appear as ground already covered.”® The
mistake in all this is that cternity is conceived too abstractly for
it to be manifested concretely in time and to impart to tem-
porality the stamp of dircction from the past to the future. It
touches time everywhere and therefore nowhere and the life
of personal existence is still subject to the “metaphysical
authority of the idea of cternal recollection.”*

Through revelation, on the other hand, eternity is particu-
larised at a spccial point of the time series, and relationship to
the cternal, thus localised, becomes of dccisive significance for
existence. This effect of the absolute paradox is as paradoxical
as the latter itself, and thus from the point of view of Socratic
thinking can only be understood as a scandal. But it is just
so and not otherwisc that the paradox itself insists on being
understood. Recason has discovered the ground of scandal just
as little as it has discovered the paradox itsclf. Rather the
position is the reverse: the paradox does not allow reason to
entertain any opinion of it, but as truth it-is its.clfin.dex et judex sui
et falsi. What offended reason asscrts is quite right, what is
wrong Is its supposition that t_hls is an 0_]339ct10n to the paradox
discovered by itsclf, whercas in fcahty it is the paradox which
has provoked that very objcct19n. “All that the offended
reason says about the paradox it has lgarnt from_ the latter,
even though it maintains that it has discovered it for itself,
because it is under an acoustic illusion.”® If the claim of the
absolute paradox, as we have su'ggcstf:d, is correct, the question
can only be what such a relationship to the eternal (as thus
appearing in time) significs for the character_of temporality.

The eternal thus appearing through revelation is described in

2 Thid. 3 1v, 360; v, 87.
4 vi1, 230 n.; VI, 343 n. 5 1v, 219; VI, 49.
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Christian terms as “the fullness of time.”” And accox:di_ng.to
Kierkegaard, “the idea on which everything in Chrlstla-mty
turns, and which madec all things new, is the fullness of time;
but this idea implies the moment as the cternal, and this_ ctcr_nal
is both the future and the past. If we do not heed this point,
we cannot rescue a single idea from herctical and pcrﬁdiogs
appendices which destroy the idea itself.”® What does this
rather abstract and cven speculatively sounding idea really
mean in the concrete? “The cternal is the future’”’—thus at
times our common speech identifies the cternal and the future,
and it is right, inasmuch as the futurc is in a certain sense the
whole of which the past is only a part. Furthermore, the
cternal as the future means the endlessly frec and open possi-
bilitics of the future as contrasted with the fixity of the past
which has complcted its becoming. “The future is the incog-
nito under the mask of which the cternal—incommensurable
with time—nevertheless wills to maintain its connexion with
time.”? But the allusion to common speech cannot be adcquate
in this matter, and morc precisc conceptual definitions are
needed.

In the present in which man encounters the revelation of the
cternal, the past, as a result of that present experience, becomes
distinct from the future. As contrasted with the fixity and
finality of the past, the eternal contains the seeds of all creative
development in the future, for it seals off the past and so
Prevents it from hindering by its deadness the free vital possi-
bilities of the future. But at the same time the creative present
moment establishes a continuity between the future and the
Past, for, as we have been told, ““the cternal is both the future
and the past.” What comcs to be in the future is not an utterly
different story from that which has been in the past. “Once
the. Creative present is realised, we have with us the
which is at the same time the future, reverberating too in the
Past.”’® In this way the past lives again, and yet it is no longer
the same, since as it passcs through the creative present it
becomes transmuted by eternity. We must describe more
closely this qualitative transmutation,

Kierkcgaard regards man as a synthesis of body and soul,

®1v, 360; v, 87. 7 v, 359; v, 86.
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held together by the spirit as the third factor. But the same
point can be cxpressed as follows: man is a synthesis of the
temporal and thc cternal held together by the creative present.
In both thesc syntheses it is a question of one and the same
thing. ‘“The synthesis of body and soul must be established
by the spirit; but the spirit is the cternal and operates therefore
only when it cstablishes the first synthesis as identical with the
sccond, that of the temporal and the cternal.”® This happens
through the moment in which revelation comes putting an
end to the naiveté of the Greek outlook on the body and time
and qualifying both as sinfulness.

We should note at this point that Kierkegaard does not
deduce this description of sin from the naturc of the body and
time, but argucs rather [rom thestandpoint of faith in revelation.
The condition in which the sclf stands on the heights of faith
and has overcome its scandalisation, is described thus in the
Krankheit zum Tode: “‘In that it becomes related to itself and
wills to be itself, it is clearly rooted in that Power which
ordained its being.”’® And sin stands out in contrast to this
faith: “It is of the very essence of Christianity to affirm that
the opposite of sin is not virtuc but faith.”*1  For “whatever
does not proceed from faith is sin” (Rom. x1v.23). Hence sin
can only be understood as a stage on the way to faith which
hinders the attainment of that goal. How sin is to be expounded
from this point of view, so that its pearing on dogmatics, ethics
and psychology is brought out, chrkega_ard has shown above
all in his Begriff der Angst and his Krankheit zum Tode, which we
can merely mention at this point without going into detailed
references. But two points in particular must be noted.

We have repeatedly insisted on one, namely, that the natural
man cannot know himself to be a sinner by the light of his own
reason, but needs revelation in orde.r.to realise this. “The
idea by which Christianity most decisively and qualitatively
differentiates itself from heathendom is precisely the idea and
doctrine of sin; and accordingly Christianity quite consistently
assumes that neither heathendom nor the natural man is aware
of the nature of sin, it assumes in fact that the self-revelation of
God is necessary in order to disclose what sin is. It is indeed

o Ibid. 10 xy1, 128; v, 11. 1 x1, 194; v, 77.
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not the casc, as a superficial understanding assumcs, that the
doctrine of the Atonement constitutes the esscntial distinction
between heathendom and Christianity. No, we must go far
deeper, with sin and the doctrine of sin, as Christianity indced
does. What a dangerous objection it would be against Ghris-
tianity if heathendom had a definition of sin which Christianity
had to recognise as true.”’12

The other point is that whercas for Socrates sin is merely
{lcgative, Christianity decclares it to be somcthing positive.
“That this is so, is a tenet for which orthodox dogmatics and
ortho_d_oxy in general has constantly contended, and cvery
deﬁm.tlon of sin which has made it out to be somcething mecrely
negative, such as weakness, sensuality, finitude, ignorance, and
50 on, has been rejected as pantheistic.  Orthodoxy very truly
realised that the decisive struggle must be fought out here.”13
_If: h(?wever, sin is not simply the imperfect, is not that which,
In existential dialectic, has not yet ripened into being, the non-
existent only in the sensc of the not yet existent, if, on the
contrary, sin is something positive, then the whole movement
of existential dialectic is decisively changed: “the sphere of
non-being is everywhere present as nothingness from which
there arose deceptive appearance, sin, sensuality divorced from
the Spirit, time divorced from ecternity; the point is now to
cle.ar this away and to call forth the sphere of truc being and
€xistence.”’14
7en§2;,ki%1a;l SFSS th}f ;ol}iltion to 'this prOblcm_ in his idea of
new bat sometrkllsiln crv:hl:atht e future is not somcthing completely
only in the futurchvithgutr}TStqres the past. 'If the chrnal oy
Past, this would result, as Ka}w?{g any cosenial .relatlon FO‘ the
Judaistic apocalyptic.” And for (hr paeOWs, i the spinit of
life, the saos m}i’sﬁ)mcier tn d.or the history of the 1nd1\{1du.al
revelation he could sim 5131; e };’VOl_lld hire 1 _that by_falth o
order to become som(:thIi)ny eeat‘\ife \ Cgi'g‘d fim bis past h1.story o
not be that man should gseélk I;C y different. Bu't the aim must
and finitude, but that he sh 1?1 escipe frOm_ his temporallt'y
Plenitude of’ meanin Fini(z:;de Srenc ' negain these J their
rather saved and red%(-:med for ‘it 1:Sﬁt ot e left aside, b'Ut

) nitude and temporality
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which are essentially at stake.””'® Here lies the task of renewal,
the dialectic of which is accordingly: “What is renewed has
alrcady been, otherwise it could not be renewed, but renewal
changes the very fact that it has once been into something
quite new and other.  When the Greeks said that all knowledge
is remembrance, they were saying that the whole of life which
now is has also been before; when we say that life is rencwal
we arc saying that the life which once has been now enters
ancw into fullness of life.””16

This rencwal takes place in the moment of faith when revela-
tion brings simultancity, and for the Christian the passage into
historical becoming is cffected. This passage contains two
acts: firstly, from a negative standpoint, the life of the body
and temporality, which previously were not redeemed by the
spirit and cternity, stand out as sinfulness. Thus sin is seen
positively as non-being. In this it is not simply a question of
the continuing consequences of particular sins, but of sin as a
condition of life, of a “position which unfolds into an ever-
increasing, positing continuum,” and which therefore increases
“with cvery moment in which the individual does not yet
emerge from it.”’!" This condition of sinfulness is the deepest
essence of sin, and particular sins are not the continuation of sin
but the expression of that continuation; in any particular sins
the active presence of sin mercly becomes clearly perceptible.!8
Thus what is negatively revealed in the moment of faith is
sinfulness as a condition of life. At the same time, from a
positive standpoint, the irruption of the eternal cancels the
positive non-being of sin, not, however, by bringing to birth a
new kind of being which did not previously exist, but by the
fact that the temporality which previously was sinful now
appears as the historical in which the presence of the eternal
creates being and life—by the fact that the same life of the
senses appcars, but now as a synthesis held together by the
operation of the spirit. It is clear that this event of renewal is
concerned with the very problem which occupied Kierkegaard
from the time of his first discussion of thc Hegelian idea of
mediation. The dual Socratic movement towards infinity, in

15 111, 9Q; 11, 45. 18 qm1, 189; 11, 137. 17 x1, 216; v, 100.
18 x1, 2165 v, 100 (very freely translated).
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which the ego resigned its finitude in order to win the cternal
by the act of choosing its true life, could be accepted as a
solution only if the cgo alrcady possessed the eternal in the
depths of recollection.  But this presupposition is destroyed by
revelation and all the difficultics of any transformation of being
recur to find their solution only in the act of rencwal. From a
purely logical problem there stems an cthical onc which finds
its solution in dogmatics. The question of this vital trans-
formation thus cxtends to all spheres and hence Kierkegaard
says: “Rencwal is the concern of metaphysics and at the same
time the concern in which metaphysics is wrecked; rencwal
is the solution in every cthical approach, rencwal is the conditio
sine qua non in every dogmatic problem.”’19

But everything depends on the point that renewal should not
itself remain a merely metaphysical cxpression of an idea.
Even in its dogmatic form it would be nothing other than this
if it contained only an abstract statement about conditions of
being in man without being defined by relation to some con-
cretely existent “I.”> In this case the dialectical moment of the
transformation would still remain a metaphysical or dogmatic
abstraction. Hence it is essential to realise that this movement
f)f transformation has to do with the cxistence of a concrete
mdividual who finds himself on the way from sin to faith. And
the dialectical moment in this transition lies in the experience
of scandalisation.

Objectively, of course, the dialectical moment in this two-
edged movement of renewal lies in the absolute paradox,
working itself out both negatively and positively; but from the
point of view of the concretely existing man it lics in the experi-
cnce of scandalisation. The qualitative distinction between the
divine and the human does not disappear for reason as a result
of revelation. Rather it is for the first time truly brought out
and man cannot remove it but only belicve that God has
removed it. But for this purpose he must first be able to
realise his sin in order then to believe that his sins are forgiven.
Every single step on the way towards the awareness of sin
through the deepening of personal existence contains in itself
the possibility of revolt against the paradox of the divinely

19 111, 189; 11, 138,
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human, i.c. the possibility of scandalisation. If man wishes to
realisc the fact of sinfulness and to belicve in the forgiveness of
sins, he must always do so in tension with the resistance
called forth by the paradox itself, i.c. he must overcome through
faith the possibility of scandal. If the ever-present possibility
of scandal is sct aside, then sin is no longer a positive and the
qualitative distinction between the divine and the human is
obliterated by man himself. Unless it is safeguarded by this
possibility of scandal the doctrine of the divincly human merges
into heathen pantheism and necessarily leads to blasphemy.
“The fundamental misfortunc of Christianity really lies in what
the Churches have made of it: in the fact, namely, that the
doctrine of the God-man (which, let it be noted, is to be
understood in a Christian sensc in the light of the paradox and
safcguarded by the possibility of scandalisation) as it is con-
tinually preached is evacuated of its truec meaning; with the
conscquence that the qualitative distinction between the divine
and the human is pantheistically removed, first by the way of
distinguished speculation, and then in the strects and lancs of
the populace. Never has any religious doctrine on this earth
brought God and man so closely togcther as Christianity has
donc; nor could any onc do this but God himsclf; every human
discovery of such a truth remains but a drecam, an uncertain
fancy. But necver has any doctrine so cautiously guarded itself
against the most horrible of all blasphemies, that of supposing
that this step, after it has been taken by God, should come to
mean no more than that the divine and the human in the last
resort merge together—ncever has any doctrine been so pro-
tected against this as Christianity is by its insistcnce on the
moment of scandal. Woe to feeble orators, woce to the frivolous
thinkers who have explained away the moment of scandalisa-
tion! And woc to the whole tribe who have learned to think
likewise and have praised these men!”20

In Krankheit zum Tode Kicrkegaard has shown the progressive
movement of man’s sclf-understanding and the various stages
in the growing awarencss of sin with their corresponding forms
of scandalisation. Onc of the ultimate and most intense
expressions of sin is the sin of not believing in the forgiveness of

20 X1, 227; VII, III.
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sins. “TFirst it was weakness, in despair not to will to be onesclf.
Now this is an act of defiance, for it is defiance not to will to .bc
the person whom one is, a sinner, and in conscquence to wish
to dispense with the idea of the forgiveness of sins. Formerly
it was an act of defiance, in despair to will to be onesclf. Now
it is weakness that one wills to be oncsclf thus (a sinner).
Formerly it was defiance to will to be onesclf thus despairingly.
Now it is weakness that in despair one wills to be a sinner for
whom there is no forgiveness.””?! This despairing refusal to
believe in the forgiveness of sins is accordingly sin as disobe-
dience against God, because bchind the offer of forgiveness
stands the divine “Thou shalt”: “Thou shalt believe in the
forgiveness of sins,”22

In this sin all earlicr states of sin are raiscd to their maximum
degree of potency. And likewise in the revolt against the
possibility of the forgiveness of sins all other possibilitics of
resistance and revolt are summed up. If we wish to overcome
this final scandal, then also all other possibilitics of scandal
must be dissolved in faith. But if we fail to deal with this final
state of scandal then scandal itsclf becomes sin.  But just here,
}Nhere sin reaches its climax and thus has come closest to faith,
1t becomes especially clear that on the road from sin to faith
there cannot he 5 simple dialectical complete change, but that
scandal as the dialectical moment must form the last security
of God against the intrusivencss of man. “In the life of the

spiritall is dialectical. Thus scandal as a cancelled possibility is a

;nf)me_nt in the life of faith; but scandal which moves away from
aith is sin, We can accusc a man of not being able to be
ShOCkcd by

Christianity. Then we arc spcaking as though it
were good to be capable of being scandalised. And on the other

_anSWC must also say that to be scandalised and rebel is
sin.
; _It\;ow, as regards this scandalisation which moves away {rom
al

>

> there is still a final degree of intensification. This
consists 1

o §$ In neither believing nor taking offence, but in simply
eny1

d ying the right of Christianity to confront one with the
€C1s10n between being scandalised and believing. ““This is the

XL, 223; v, 107. 22

23
XL 226 n.; vur, 110 n.

X1, 226; v, 1171,
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sin against the Holy Ghost. Here the rebellion of the self
becomes most desperate. Not only does it repudiate Chris-
tianity as a whole, but makes it a lic and an untruth.”** The
intention of revelation is to throw a ring around man in order
to bring him to the consciousness of his sin and so to faith. But
man can simply step outside the ring. Then sin becomes an
offensive war against God in His self-revelation.  Since
Kierkegaard argues from the standpoint of the claim of God,
he must sce in this too a scandalised revolt, and that in its
strongest possible form. “The sin against the Holy Ghost is
the positive expression of scandalisation.””®® Here man not
only turns against Christianity but gives it up completely
modo ponendo. The fact that Kierkegaard thus judges this
attitude, which is usually left out of the discussion, is extremely
significant for his whole dialectic, in which all existential
manifestations can appear only from the standpoint of the
opposition between sin and faith. Thus he says: “This type
of revolt forms the maximum intensification of sin and the one
which is most frequently overlooked, since people do not argue
in a Christian sensc from thce opposition between sin and
faith.”26
If, on the other hand, at the parting of the ways man rejects

the possibility of scandal, and believes, then his faith will not
only have to contain the ccho of this possibility as a phase which
has been overcome, but in every new act of faith as long as he is
an existing person, he will have to turn back again ever afresh
to that crux. This does not mean that lifc in faith is led only
by fits and starts and possesses no cvenness and continuity.
He who grows in faith becomes ever more himsclf and remains
bound to that concrete personal identity. This confers upon
his existence its continuity. This continuity may be that of sin,
which, as we have scen, at every moment when it is not over-
come by faith, develops as a mere condition into “an ever-
increasing, positing continuum.”?? But it may also be the
continuity conferred by faith—the continuous shattering of the
statc of sinfulness—by the fact that man through the forgiveness

2 X1, 234; wvir, 118, %5 X1, 235; v, 119,

26 xi1, 241; lacking in Ges. W., vir, 124 (conclusion).

27 xi1, 216; wviI, 100.
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of sins lives his life in creative renewal. This latter kind of
existence Kierkegaard describes as a movement on the spot.
“To become is to move away from the spot, but to become
oneself is to move on the spot.”’2® This mcans that the sclf in
the frec development of its possibilitics is bound to the nccessity
of becoming what it is. Only under this condition is it true
that “ideality breaks forth in a dialectical lcap, accompanied
by the positive note—‘sec, all things arc made new’—and by
the negative passionate awarencss of the absurd, to which the
idea of renewal corresponds.””?® Within the concrete context
of his own existence the believer fights for the possibility of
freely deciding within the bonds of his nccessity. ““This is the
very struggle of faith—if you will, a mad struggle for the frcedom
of possibility. For possibility is the solc saving factor.”’?® And
he believes that with God all things arc possiblc.

In spite of all the intermediate psychological stages of anxicty
and repentance which Kierkegaard has shown to lie on the
path from sin to faith, the emergence of faith itsclf cannot be
tracked to its source and clearly cstablished. In this matter we
can only say what Kicrkegaard in his Taten der Liebe has
expounded with reference to the centurion of Capernaum: “If
we imagine some one asking the Christian Church: ‘Is it
certain that I have faith?’ the Christian Church would answer:
Be it unto you according to your faith.” Or what would Christ
have thought of the centurion if, instead of coming to Him full
of faith, he had come in order privately to discover whether
he had faith or not? ‘Be it unto you according to your faith’
—this means to say: it is cternally certain that things will
h_appen to you according to the measure of your faith; Chris-
tianity guarantees you this; but whether you, just you, have
faith, is a matter which is no part of the doctrine and message

of Christianity, for it is not its function to tell you that you
have fajth, a1
is X1, 149; v, g3 (very frecly translated).

:u v, 289 n.; v, 11 n. 0 X1, 151; v, 35.

" 1V, 358; Leben und Walten der Liebe (cited below as Walten der Liebe), tr.
A. Dorner and C. Schrempf, Jena 1924, 388.



SECOND PROVISIONAL ACCOUNT OF THE DIALECTICAL
METHOD

(t) The dialectician derives the datum of revelation from the Christian

tradition, and for this purpose makes use of the siructure of Church

doctrine, while realising that his own special task does not lie in
dogmatic work.

We have seen how Kierkegaard in the Philosophische Brocken has
made the datum of revelation the central theme of his dialectic
of existence. But he introduced this datum merely as “an
experiment in thought,” apart from its historical setting, which
he added later in the Unwissenschaftliche Nachschrift. In this
way he worked out the decisively Christian existential categorics
as distinct from cxistential understanding proper to philosophies
of ethical and religious immanence.

But how docs he arrive at this datum? Naturally he takes
it from the Christian tradition, and in elucidating the problems
to which it gives rise, he uses to a large extent the dogmatic
definitions produced by Christian doctrine, partly in critical
reaction to the theology of his time. Thus he by no means
rejects dogmatic work, but himself makes use of the Church’s
elaboration of doctrine. In the introduction to his Begriff der
Angst he even gives a short sketch of a Christian philosophy of
knowlcdge in order to show how sin is to be treated from the
point of view of the categories, and in that connexion defines
the relation of dogmatics to metaphysics, ethics and psychology.
But his primary concern in this is to insist on the correct
preaching about sin, and he shows how such preaching is ruined
if sin is expounded from a falsely scicentific point of view, and
adds that ‘“dogmatics is seldom handled centrally and
essentially.””? However, he himself realiscs that his own special
task does not consist in dogmatic work and can even say some-
what surprisingly: “Doctrine, as normally expounded, is on
the whole correct. Hence I am not quarrelling about that.””2

1 8. V., v, 292; Ges. W., v, 13. 2 S K. P, x.3,635.
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(¢2) The direct communication of the datum of revelation must be
worked inty the oblique communication characteristic of the dialectic
of existence.

Thus Kierkegaard takes the datum of revelation from Church
doctrine. But the question is how such a datum is to be
communicated in order that it may impingc on the hearer’s
existence. Socratic dialectic, in which the interlocutors help
each other towards a decper personal self-understanding, docs
not suffice here, because the decisive truth about life is a fact
t}}at Is external to man and that must be conveyed directly as a
piece of information. Nevertheless, such dircct communication
must be worked into the oblique communication of truth
Ch_aracteristic of Socratic dialectic if it is to prove a challenge to
existence. The dialectic of a discussion aimed at a deeper
personal self-understanding remains also a task for Christian
cOmmunication. Kierkegaard discussed the problems arising
In this connexion in the sketch of a lecturc dating from 1847,
an_d e{ltitled “Die Dialektik der ethischen und cthisch-religiésen
edtltz?tl}mg-'”a There he says: “The difference between
mere] 12;11.111 cthics apd eduf:atlon in rcligiously bascd cthl_cs is
sally i’lu 15, that ethics str.al.ghtforwardl)'r concerns lhf: univer-
5t im man., whcrczts religious or Chngian cducation must
aWarenpart fmformatlon. Man as such is moral through _hls
t TOUg}fs}sﬁ: tl}_le_ moral law,. but man as such is not Christian
of CommUnizgtliilr?u;fslig(sje’l 1:11 th(? l?ttcr casc a ccrtaclln;:mou}nt
SitUation iy owledge is first _rcqulrcd and t gn t.lc
of the ins ¢ same as in regard to cthics. The ultimate aim
educate 5 !;iUCthn Is not simply to convey knowl'cdgc but to
of m nd train as in the sphe're .of art. Hecre lies t}}e ‘merit
v use (.)f the pscudonyms: within the sphere of Christianity
enac:,e }illSC.OVCred' the u‘sefulness. of Socratic midwifery_.”4
PTOVisio; i ”lsmpart.mg of information is “merely somcth'mg
tion of in? . _Q_uxte apart from the fflct that this communica-
point. “T%rmatlon must take place directly, there is a further
the in‘for € one who communicates has authority as regards
Mmation communicated, an authority which is primary,*
: 8[). ¢it., vu.2(s), 79-89. 1 Op. cit., B2y,
p. cit., 85, ¢ Op. cit., 83, p. 160.
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whercas in cthical communication the teacher and the pupil
arc on the same level.

(zit) Ior the direct communication of knowledge the teacher requires
authorily.

The theme of the authority of the one who instructs—or his
“competence,”’ as we may translate the Danish “myndighed”—
excercises quite a decisive influence in Kierkegaard’s considera-
tion of the method he should adopt. According to the above
argument, it would appcar that the differcnce between the
communicator and the recipient of the information is merely
that the onc alrcady knows what must still be learnt by the
other. This in itsclf offers no special difficulty. The com-
municator ncceds only to state directly what is to be objectively
known whether in the form of a hypothesis as in the experiment
of the Brocken, whether as a dogmatic formula as in the case of
original sin, discusscd in the Begriff der Angst, so that he may then
concern himself with the recipient’s subjective appropriation of
what is now for the first time known to the cnd that the
provisional imparting of knowledge may become a communica-
tion of power. In thus far the matter offered no special
difficulty for Kicrkegaard, especially as he was speaking within
the Christian spherc where the information was already known
and therefore it could only be a question of turning mere
knowledge into something which vitally impinged on the
cxistence of the knower.  This is the crux of the difficulty.

() Authority lies in the power to make effective the demand which
revelation makes on personal existence. The difficulty therefore lies
not in the mere objective communication of the datum of
revelation and its dogmatic consequences and detailed des-
cription, but in making effcctive the claim which this datum
raises as regards the subjcctive existence of the recipient. The
authority of thc communicator lies in his ability to make this
claim felt. In the last analysis the claim inheres in the fact
itself, since this is the truth and as such is itself index et fudex sui
et falsi. But within what sphere of reference is it to prove itself
the truth? Obviously reason, active in man’s self-knowledge,
cannot be the arbiter, since man, who by the light of this
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reason thinks himself to dwell in the truth, must now recognisc
by the light of revelation that he exists in untruth. Human
reason cannot by its own unaided powers lead itsclf ad absurdum.
At the most it can understand theoretically the implications
that would follow if revelation consisted in the paradox of
asserting that God becomes a particular man, and by arguing
e concessis it can deal with the possible consequences for human
existence of this hypothetical datum. Thus it can explicate
the human situation on the basis of this presupposition, it can
analyse its categories in contradistinction to those of Socratic
existence and from a catcgorical point of vicw can cstablish the
implications that would follow if this revelational datum
exercised its effect and confronted the intcllect incvitably as a
paradox. It may even, from an anthropological and psycho-
logical point of view, investigate the modifications of human
existence which would flow from the impact of this datum;
it may equally well examine and categorically cstablish the
subjective resistance which, in the form of scandalisation, would
be offered to this paradoxical fact; and it may also do all this
In regard to the condition of faith which triumphs over the
scandal and brings man into happy acceptance of the paradox.
All these matters can be communicated partly by dircct and
partly by indirect means. But any such communication would
not convey the claim of the revelational fact on the total existence
of the recipicnt, since the operative truth and reality of the fact
remains in suspenso so long as the state of glad surrender is not
attained in which the phasc of scandal is overcome by the
assured faith of the believer and therewith revelation has proved
1tself to be true.

(6) As the author of the pseudonymous writings Kierkegaard speaks
without authority and wishes only to draw attention lo the fact of
Christianity. 'What we have been discussing in the previous
section is the form of communication which Kicrkegaard adopts
as far as his pscudonymous writings are concerned. He lays
the greatest stress on his repcated asscertion that he speaks
“without authority.” At the close of his review “Uber meine
Wirksamkeit als Schriftsteller” dating from 1851 he says:
“Without authority, to draw attention to the phenomenon of
religion and of Christianity—that is the description which
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applics to the whole of my literary activity, considered in its
entircty. Irom the start I stated with the utmost clarity and
consistently repeated that I had no authority; I prefer to
consider mysclf as the reader of my writings rather than as the
author of them.”” With this last sentence Kicrkegaard, the
author and tcacher who communicates truth, plainly puts
himsclf on a level with the pupil and recipient and renounces
any usc of authority.

Of coursce in this attitude he does not lcave the truth of the
revelational fact in suspenso, in so far as he leaves us in no doubt
that he assumes its implied authority over human existence to
be essentially right.  In order to preclude the possibility of any
such doubt he publishes concurrently with the pscudonymous
writings the talks of a religious and, later, Christian nature
which appear under his own name, and in which he addresses
himself directly to “the individual,” in order to urge upon him
with all the force at his command the acceptance of Christian
existence.

{c) Kierkegaard presents the truth of revelation only dialectically and
resigns any attempt to prove it. That Kierkegaard in all this
spcaks “‘without authority” is a fact which has a twofold
significance. Firstly, he gives up any attempt to prove the
truth of revclation and of the dogmatic affirmations which
flow from it. He unfolds this truth in a dialectical aspect only,
i.e. in such a way as to discuss the pros and cons of it, and then
to lcave the reader to decide for himsclf. For example, as a
criterion for the truth of the doctrine he can adduce the fact
that two such diffcrent men as Pascal and Feucrbach, setting
out from oppositc presuppositions, the one a believer, the other
a rcbel, say the same thing: “That this is the true religious
outlook on suffering I know from the fact that I can compare
two writers who say the same thing. Ieuerbach, who worships
the principle of health, says that the religious life (especially the
life of the Christian) is constantly a story of suffering; we need
only look at the life of Pascal and we shall know enough about
that. Pascal himself says precisely the same thing: suffering
is the natural condition of the Christian (as health is that of the

7 8. V., xu, 501; Ges. W., X, 166. Except as stated, all further refs. in
this section are to S. V. and Ges. W.
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natural man), and he became a Christian and spoke out of the
heart of his Christian experience.”®

When Kierkegaard refers to and argues from dogmatic
assertions, he does not use them as principles from which the
truth is to be inferred, but as presuppositions in the dialectic
process, which recur later as conclusions, as for cxample, in
the Begriff der Angst, where he says: “Hence original sin is not
to be explained on any dogmatic basis; its explanation can
only be that we presuppose it as the Greeks presupposed that
perpetual flux of which their nature speculation had much to
say, and which lay beyond the grasp of all knowledge.””?

Even in the Reden he claims no authority for himsclf; they
are only a necessary part of his plan, which is to reduce the
mass to its individual units: “In cach of the pscudonymous
writings this appears in onc way or anothcr in relation to the
Individual; but it is predominantly a question of the acstheti-
cally inclined individual, the individual in a pre-eminent
sense, the outstanding man, etc. In cach of the cdificatory
WIitings this appears and as officially as possible, again in
relation to the individual, but it is the individual who is or can

¢ any man. The starting-point of the pscudonymous writings
lies in fact in the differences between men as regards intellect,
C,ult‘_lre, and so on; the starting-point for the edificatory writings
des In what is edifying, i.c. the universally human. But in this
irf(;lihsén consists preciscly the dialectic of the individual. “The
eac}:n ual’ can mean the unique and ‘the mdn{ldual" can mecan
ther Mman. If, now, we wish to arousc attention dlal.cctlcally,
senseWC’%IWays use 1.;he category of the 1n.dl\f1dual in this twofold
hurni-lit _he pride in the onec th.ought irritates some and the
Confusiy In thfz oth.er thoyght frightens othcr's away; bl_lt the
and aHgness In th}s dua}hsm a.wak.cns attcntion dla'lec':tlcal.ly,
in tfl $ we have szfld,.t%ns dualism is preciscly what is implied

¢ ld.ca of ‘the individual.’ 10

Kierkegaard also renounces any attempt to vouch jfor the truth of
On on personal grounds. We sec therefore that Kierkegaard
110 authority, in the sense that he presupposes the truth
on 1 é‘l;tlapity as a system of doctrine, or argues, for example,
asis of the dogmas of the Church conceived as authori-

Vi 4285 1v, 406. ° 1v, 292; Vv, I3.

Tevelay;

claims
of Ch

10 xm, 6o1; X%, 89g.
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tative. Sccondly, however, he equally renounces the now more
penctrating way of vouching for the truth of Christianity by
the power of his own cxistence as a believer, and so acquiring
authority as a tcacher. On the contrary, he is constantly
assuring us that while he knows indeed what Christianity is, he
cannot consider himself a Christian and instcad enquires of
the recader whether he is one. In this connexion we should
always be carcful to note that Kierkegaard is speaking from
within Christianity and aims at disintegrating the mass of
Christians into individual units, because only as such have they
any chance of truly becoming Christians. ““The category of
the individual has only once for the first time been used with
decisive effect dialectically, and that was by Socrates for the
purposc of breaking up the religion of paganism. Conversely,
in Christianity it will be used for the second time for the purpose
of making (Christian) men rcal Christians. It is not a question
of a principle which the missionary has to use in preaching
Christianity to the heathen, but of that principle which the
missionary who has to introduce Christianity into Christendom
must use within the framework of Christendom itself.”’11

Thus Kicrkegaard is very well aware that there are other
possiblec means of conveying the truth of Christianity, even if in
consideration of his own special task he makes no use of them.
The Christian preacher, for cxample, does not speak about
suffering by simply confronting Pascal and Feuerbach
dialectically, but says that Pascal is right and Feuerbach wrong.
And he does not discuss dogmas as hypothctical assumptions
in a dialectical argument, but appeals directly to their truth.
Kicrkegaard knows, too, of course, that Christianity was
introduced into the world not by way of oblique dialectical
communication but by direct proclamation claiming authority.
This applies especially to the central fact of revelation, the
God-man Himself, with which we must start in any enquiry
into the correct use of authority.

() The authoritative aspect of the self-attestation of Fesus. As we
have seen, revelation is not a simple historical fact, but contains
a contradiction, inasmuch as it predicates of God historical
becoming, although it is of the very essence of the divine to be

11 xu1, 60g; x, 97-
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eternal. Thus it is manifested as absolutec paradox, which
repels by its very absurdity and can be bclicved only _by_a
constant overcoming of its offensivencss.  Since it cannot in 1ts
essence be directly apprehended, it has ‘“no immediate con-
temporaries” but is equally near to all times. Here belief 1s
only possible in a situation of contemporancity and on the
testimony of one who alrcady belicves, though the latter can
never do more than arousc the attention of the other to the
decision for faith which this revelation requires, he can never
relieve the other of the necessity for that decision.

But in this account one point is still lacking: Christ did not
merely arouse the attention of men to the need for a dccision
for or against Himsclf, He also said, “Blessed is he who shall
not be offended in me.”” He did not thus rclieve them of the
need for decision, but without such a dircct statement the
demand for a decision between faith and scandalisation would
not have been clear. Here is something more than an arousing of
the attention of men. The sclf-attestation of Jesus as the Christ
Is thus not 2 mere communication of information, but rather the
truth which Jesus incarnates makes by its very cxistence the
claim to the obedience of faith which must assert itself to
overcome all offence. To this extent, the sclf-attestation of

Csus in the first place draws the attention of mankind to the
fact and Presence of revelation; secondly, it imparts the neces-
Sary knowledge for the understanding of it; and, thirdly, at
the same time, it claims to be able to demand authoritatively
the decision against scandalisation. In the sclf-attestation of

esus these three aspects of His sclf-communication are not
Separable, since He is the way, the truth and the life. Likewise
for the recipient they merge together in the triumphant self-
affirmation of faith.

(f) The aspect of authorily in the witness of posterity. Whatis
there in the witness of posterity which corresponds to the self-
attestation of the revelation? Kierkegaard says in the Brocken

with regard to the relation of the hearers at first and second
hand: “Had the contemporary gencration left behind them
nOthing but the words ‘We have believed that in such and such
& year God manifested Himself in humility as a servant of
Mankind, lived and taught among us, and then died,’ it would
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have been more than enough. The contemporary generation
did what was nccessary; for its slight avertissement, its ‘‘nota
bene’’ to world history, was sufficient to become, for posterity,
a challenge to attention; and the most extensive and detailed
report could not have done more.” Or, to sum it up; “The
belief of posterity is occasioned by the report of contemporaries
but becomes eftective in virtue of a condition which it receives
directly from God.”*? This point about the “more than enough”
is directed in the context of this passage against all attempts
to attain a more direct access to the datum of revelation through
a morc cxact knowledge of the historical facts. Furthermore,
it should in this connexion be emphasised that the believer of a
later day cannot believe in virtue of and for the sake of the
belief of contemporarics, but that this testimony of contempo-
rary belief can become for him only the occasion for the decision
between faith and scandalisation. It is not even legitimate for
him to enquire about the reliability of the faith of the first
witnesses. Even the latter cannot guarantce for him the truth
of what is to be belicved. This can only be done by God
Himseclf, whose action is manifested in thc emergence of the
believer’s assured faith. “The historical fact that God has
lived in human form is the main point.”!3 But the problem is

Just this, namecly how this historical fact in its factuality is
attested for posterity.

(iv) Reve{ation considered as an historical fact, and, through
aut/z?7'ztatzve communication, the securing of its historicily against
possible attempls to transform it philosophically into an eternal truth.

After what has just been said, it might appear that the
belicver of later times, who must believe neither because of the
faith of original witnesses nor on the strength of an historical
report of facts, but must rather take both these only as an
occasion for his own original decision to believe, comes to
believe not only in the meaning and truth of the fact, but also
in the factuality of the event itself, purely as a result of his own
creative pcrsonal decision. But this would mean in effect that
the believer simply postulates the fact of revelation as an

12 1v, 266; vi, 94-5. 13 v, 265-6; vI, 94.
G
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historical fact through his believing insight into its cternal
truth. In the self-attestation of Jesus, however, the converse is
the case, namely that the question of belief first arises through
confrontation by the historical fact, and only then, as the
believer by his personal assurance comes to appreciate the
significance of the fact, does the transformation of his personal
existence as believer take place. How is this reversal of the
situation to be prevented, and how are we to avoid changing
the Gospel proclamation which flows from the sclf-attestation
of Jesus into the communication of a luminous, albcit para-
doxical, truth of existential philosophy?

This question plays an important part in present-day
theological discussion. Itisa common criticism of the theology
of Rl_ldOIf Bultmann, for example, who at decisive points refers
to Klerkegaard, that as a result of the influence of the existential
philosophy of Martin Heidegger he has succumbed to this
very danger of reversing the order of fact and faith. In this
work, naturally, we are not concerned with Bultmann and the
correctness or otherwise of his understanding of Kierkegaard,
but- Wlth. Kierkegaard himself. For the latter the inferences
which might be drawn from such a reversal were not so vividly
‘f{rigent as they are for us today. But we must ask whether
hir‘:;l;igzaﬁ;;ltmtsglf V(xllas at all fawa_re of this problem or sccured
actual f gainst the danger of this reversal of mcaning. In
oy al fact this means that we must ask whether, in the pub-
itsefr(lipﬁozk ?}f Kle.rkegiard and in the dialectical m?thod which
o Comm};" ere is to be found any attempt to scc in the _mode
the faot ril}catlo.n by 1ate.r witnesses any note corresponding to
Factualic of the incarnation of God in Jesus in its historical

y.
ass\t/lvrgz.tiio?}?e ti«;gc;l;e; th'e ‘t‘ ‘nota bene’ to _world hisf‘ory”
absolute fact is an histori‘ézr:lmgé?n Cg‘ .latCI‘ witnesses? i e
faith, Henee the Listoion] ia:n is as such the ob_]ec.:t of

f course the Lie 'rlcla' aSPcc;:fo it must be duly emphasised.

ecisive for indlii/i(zlm;alls 1(Iihltsc mE{Y on. become absolutely
Plain fact of hist:oru althosshri‘;xcisat'lonl'confronts S
contradictory; for ar{’historicfl fact i implies something sell

08 1ot posséss " 1s not an absolute faf:t. and

e power to call forth an absolute decision);
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but ncither may the historical element be removed, for then
wc should have mercly an cternal fact.””* This seems to be a
precisc allusion to our problem.

If, then, we scriously take revelation as an historical fact, we
must also reckon with its historical consequences. Kierkegaard
would by no mcans dispute this, but would urge the following
consideration: “If this fact appecared in the world as the
absolute paradox, then this cannot be changed by anything
which follows later; for to all ecternity the later development
remains a conscquence of this paradox, and hence is, in the last
resort, just as improbable as the paradox itself, unless we were
to assume that the consequences had retrospective power to
change the paradox itself, which would be about as easy as to
suppose that a son had retrospective power to change the
nature of his father. ... Hence to be faced by the consequences
is just as doubtful an advantage as that of having direct certainty;
he who naively interprets the consequences is just as deceived
as he who mistakes direct certainty for faith.””13

(a) The justification and the dubiely of the allempt to secure the
revelational fact by means of the Bible. In the historical sctting
given to this problem in the Nachschrift, this question is discussed
with reference to the Bible. For posterity the testimony of
Holy Scripture takes the place of the self-attestation of Jesus,
and it finds in that testimony the historical fact whose purpose
it is to challenge it to the decision between scandalisation and
faith. Once again the difficulty is as follows: *“Christianity is
somcthing historical (in relation to which the maximum degree
of knowledge constitutes only a rough guide and the most
masterly historical study yields only the most masterly approxi-
mate results), and yet as so much history it claims to have
decisive significance for my eternal felicity.””1¢ If I attempt to
prove the Bible to contain historical facts and hence on a
historico-critical basis to establish that (1) Christ did in fact
live on this earth, and (2) was such as He is reported to have
been by the testimony of Scripture, I can still only arrive at
approximative conclusions which cannot be decisive for or
against the issue which is here in question. “What a piece of

14 v, 262-3; vI, gI1. 15 1v, 257-8; vi, 86-7.
18 vi, 13 n.; VI, 120 n.
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good fortune it is that this so desirable hypothesis, the supreme
desire of critical theology, turns out to bc an impossibility
because even the fullest realisation of its aim can only yicld
approximate results! And again how fortunate for the scholars
that the fault is in no sensc theirs! If all the angels united their
efforts, they could still only afford us approximative conclusions,
because in this matter we have only historical knowledge, that
is, an approximation as our sole certitude—but it is far too
slender a basis on which to build cternal felicity.”’!?

If, however, in this embarrassment we take refuge in a doctrine
of inspiration as the dogmatic guarantee for the conclusions
of historical science, the difficulty still remains. “The lack of
agreement between inspiration and critical research is parallel
to that between eternal salvation and critical considerations,
because inspiration itself is only an object of faith. Or are
people so eager to criticise because the books are inspired?
Thus the carnest believer knows that the books are inspired,
but he does not know which books it is of which he believes
that they are inspired. Or does the doctrine of inspiration
result from criticism, so that the latter in doing its work at the
same time proves that the books are inspired? In this case we
s}.lould never arrive at the hypothesis of inspiration, even in its
highest form, for critical work is only approximative.’’18
of%ﬁzr}é ca).étc;irzpt tf(? guarantee the results of criticism by means
doctrine I .e. 0 1nsp1rat.10n, pr conversely to suppOI:t .thlS
d y critical conclusions, is an absurd self-contradiction.
HZZ;ZZ failth bc(fgin; to ;:leasc k:ol_bc faith, then proof becomes
estoon: ryTrlllor her that the unbeliever may §t111 cnjoy bourgcois
b . e rhetorical s_tupldltles which in this respect have

een perpetrated by clerical speakers as a result of an inter-
change of categories does not bear speaking of.”’12
facItn r1rtlsa canonicity Hgly Scri}')turc.t, as a paradoxical-h.istorical
‘act, may well emphasise the historical aspect of revelation, but
In doing so it shows clearly that it is itself the outcome of a
paradox and therefore is paradoxical. For neither can it
zlalﬁrgcgieuinto immediate ce'rtitude the doubtfulness gf faith

pon to decide against the moment of offensivencss.

17 )
VIL, 19; VI, 125 ¥ vi, 14 0.5 vi, 120 n.
¥ yi, 1g9; vi, 126.
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Just as the fact of revelation becomes dialectical as soon as 1
am personally to appropriate it,*% so it is too with the witness
which the Bible bears to this fact. And in this connexion it is
impossible to bring in some authority in order to tecrminate
dialectical questioning. If this were attempted and the
credibility of the Bible were for instance based on the authority
of the Church or of the preaching office, this again would not
spell the end of dialectics.  “For in that case dialectics would
mcrely turn round and ask what then constitutes authority,
and why this particular thing should be regarded as authori-
tative. Thus it would not question the faith which the inter-
locutor had on the basis of a certain authority but the faith
which he had in that particular authority,””!

(b) Security through the ordination of the preacher. Let us take
a step further this dialectical questioning of the ccclesiastical
preaching office in order to clarify the character of this type of
authority. Here we must take into account what Kierkegaard
says about the cssence of a sermon in contradistinction to a
religious discoursc. He says with rcference to his own dis-
courses: “They arc not sermons: the sermon implies the
Christian and belongs to the office of a clergyman; and a
clergyman is what he is essentially through ordination; and
ordination implics a paradoxical change in a human teacher,
whereby he becomes in time something other than he would be
through the immanent unfolding of genius, talents, gifts, and
soon. But no man is ctcrnally ordained, or, as soon as he is
born, able to remember himself as ordained. On the other
hand, ordination confers a character indelebilis. What can this
nican but that, here again, time is decisive for cternity, and
consequently that an immanentist back-reference to eternal
rcality is precluded? In regard to ordination again we are
confronted by the Christian “nofa bene.’?* This paradoxical
change in the clergyman as a result of ordination is something
which flows from the fact of revelation and which accentuates
the historical aspect of that fact thus attested. Itimparts to the
clergyman an authority over against the hearer.  “Authority
is a specific quality; conferred upon the Apostle through his

20 Cp. above, p. 60, n. 2. 2oy, 14 n. 13 VI, 120 n. 2.
%2 v, 232; VI, 345.
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calling, conferred upon the clergyman through his ordination.
By the mere fact that it is uttcred with authority, the discourse
becomes a sermon; and in our day it is wholly forgotten that
preaching is of this character.”?® Thus the clergyman has this
authority not as an objectively valid quality (in spite of the
character indelebilis), but in virtue of his activity as preacher.
His authority is seen in the fact that he does not depend for the
validity of what he says on the insight and understanding of
the hearer or on his own faith, but on the commission which he
has received through ordination, in virtuc of his office to
challenge the hearer to decision cxactly as Christ docs. TFor
this reason the preacher may not cnter into a discussion with
the hearer about the truth of his preaching. “To a certain
extent it is legitimate for the Christian spcaker to discuss doubts
—b_ut preaching opcrates solcly through thc authority of
SC“P_ture and of Christ’s Apostles. It is thercfore absolutely
he_retlcal to arguc with doubt in a sermon, however well onc
“_ught be able to do so.’21 <A preacher, if he is to precach in the
right spirit, after announcing a word of Christ, should go on to
speak as follows: “This word is the voice of Him to whom
according to His own statcment all authority is given in hcaven
?vl\i?r?ir?;rthil You have now, my friend, to co.nsidcr in.your
not Whet};w ether you are vallmg to bow to tl_us authority or
But if you :r you will to believe and accept thls, word or not.
the moss ere unwilling to do. 50, do not, for God’s sake, accept
or finely egx mercly' b.ecausc it is decply thought-out or f:levcr
criticise Gocl;l;esifd’ in that casc you \v?uld be presuming to
author nd mocking d1v1r{c things. _Thus as soon as f;he
ty, the specific paradoxical authority of the Christian
Pf‘eaCher supervenes, th he si . Y
different; (he " » then the situation bccomc.s fundamentally
hearer V’Vhichn that l_und_ of affectionate adjustment to the
becomes ol otherwise is Eo—th desirable and permissible
prove that he Kafiistumptlon.. 25 And'how can the prc.acher
gaard says of g is authorlty?_ In th1§ respect, what Kierke-
- ¢ Apostle applies to him also: “If he could
materially demongtrate his Apostleship, h din £ b
an Apostle at o e postleship, he would in act not be
5 w1 tor . ¢ has no other proof than his own state-

> X, » .
2 x1, 106; x, 15?:.48 - 1 8. K. P, viiLi(a), 6.
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ment. And it must be thus, otherwise the believer would enter
into a direct rclationship with him, rather than into a para-
doxical one.” Thus he proves his authority only by the fact
that he employs it, in that he preaches and in so doing under
no circumstances appeals for confirmation to any worldly
power or recognition.

Docs then the authority which the clergyman wields spell an
end to dialectics? Innosense. It merely directs the dialectical
questioning to the cssential point. Inasmuch as preaching with
authority draws attention to the fact of revelation and requires
its appropriation, it plainly invites a dialectical approach. In
so doing the preacher refers the hearer back from his own
authority vie the authority of Scripture and the Apostles to
the authority of Christ Himself, and thus, both in virtue of his
own ordination and by mecans of these other references, em-
phasises the historicity of revelation. The authority of the
ordaincd clergyman, of Scripture, and of the Apostles constitutes
that “nota bene” to world history which suflices, for men of later
times, as an occasion of faith—no more but also no less. This
makes clear the distinction between a faith which the believer
has through confidence in those authorities and a faith which
he has in them. In no event must he believe in them.

(¢) Security through the historical fact of the Church. These
paradoxical-historical facts—the canon of Holy Scripture, and
the ordination of the clergyman as well as the authority which
they exercise—would not cxist apart from the Church which
confers on them this authority. The matter might also be
expressed by saying that in the authority claimed by them the
authority of the Church finds expression. But this may not be
taken to mean that the Church (which of course is itself only a
paradoxical-historical fact) could by its peculiar authority
guarantec thesc other authorities. Kierkegaard explains this
in the Nachschrift in reference to the attempt, which in the main
goes back to Grundtvig, to replace the collapsing authority of
Scripture by that of the Church. In this connexion he does
not go into the most undialectical conception of the Church
which Roman Catholicism represents, since he considers it
altogether too misguided: “The armour of the Catholic
Church against the intrusion of dialectics, which it believes it
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has in the visible prescnce of the Pope, we will here lcave out
of account.””2¢

“As formerly the Bible was supposed to decide objectively
what is Christian and what is not, so now the Church is mcant
to constitute the secure objective criterion. To describe it in
more detail, this means the living Word in the Church, the
credal confessions, and the Word operative in the sacraments.”’27
Let us take first of all the credal confessions.  If these are taken
to be the guarantec of objective truth, then the problem
immediately arises as to how the subjcct is to be related to
them. “‘If the truth is the spirit, then the truth is interiority,
and not the naive and, as it were, unembarrassed attitude of
direct mental assent to a sum of doctrines, even though this
attitude, to introduce new confusion, is described by the most
decisively subjective term ‘faith.” ”’2? Thus here again we would
have only a new form of that attitude of “belicving in some-
thing”’—this time in the objective truth of doctrine—an attitude
which the dialectic of interiorisation prevents.  But, in any
case, what can be the mecaning of “objective truth” in this
connexion? The difficulty which, with regard to Scripture, it is
desired to avoid consisted in the fact that Scripture was some-
thing past, a series of historical documents, and thus permitted
no relationship to itself based on dircct certainty. In the reality
of the Church, as scen in its credal confessions, 1 am, on the
contrary, confronted by something alive and present. It needs
to adduce no other proof of itsclf than just the very fact that it
is there. But it goes on to assert, of course, that the Apostolic
Church is present in it, and that therefore it is identical with the
Church of the Apostles commissioned by Jesus Christ. This
implies that it is an historical factor, and it must conscquently
produce the proof of its identity. If it is attcmpted to prove
this identity by demonstrating its historically continuous life,
and the Apostolic origin of the credal confessions, then we are
landed in exactly the same situation as we were in when the
Bible theory was in question. For now a certain amount of
introductory scientific instruction is necessary, and this can
only lead to approximative results. Hence with regard to the
credal confessions no other attitude is possible but that of

26 v, 23-4; VI, 120-30. 27 yi, 27; VI, 132.
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rcnouncing a falsc authority claiming to be objective, and such
as would exclude dialectics, and contenting oncself with that
authority which, as Dbeing itself a paradoxical-historical fact,
calls attention to the decisive significance of the paradoxical-
historical fact of revelation in order to overcome the gulf of
history through the contemporancity which marks the assured
faith of the believer.

(d) Security through the Sacrament. Ifwe wish to basc objective
certainty on the sacrament of baptism, the question again
ariscs whether faith can legitimately cling to baptism as an
cmpirical fact such as would preclude dialectics. Quite apart
from the almost incvitable demand for a repeatability of
baptism in order that the baptised might be morc strongly
assurcd of the actual performance of the sacrament, everything
again dcpends on personal appropriation.  “If it is said that
the security of baptism against all doubt lies in the fact that
thereby God does something for us, that is of course merely an
illusion intended to exclude the dialectical approach; for at
once dialectics demands the inner personal appropriation of
this idea. Every genius, cven the greatest that has ever lived,
must usc cxclusively all his strength for the purpose of such
inner personal appropriation. But pcople want to be free
from doubt once for all, and when doubt assails them, their
faith turns not to God but to the cxternal fact of having been
once truly baptised. If there were not concealed here much
sham and pretence, long since there would have been seen
psychologically remarkable cases of distressed souls yearning
for this certainty of knowing that they had been truly baptised.
If only it were a question of ten thousand dollars, people would
hardly leave undecided the question of the certainty attaching
to ‘our’ baptism.””?8 In this connexion we have to think not only
of the relatively casily producible certification of our baptism as
having actually been performed, but of the whole problematics
of its rightfulness and cffectivencss both as regards the baptiser
and the one who is baptised. But even if we were to cut the
Gordian knot with a purcly magical theory of baptism as
effective ex opere operato, we should still be getting no further
than the forbidden attitude of believing “in something’””—*“in

%8 w1, 33 n.; VI, 139 n. 2.
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this case, believing that one has becn truly baptised”—hence
“relieving our uncertainties by the support of a purcly super-
stitious point of vicw; for, as has been said above, cvery fixed
limit intended to exclude the dialectical approach is co ipso
superstitious.’’2

(v) The relation of Kierkegaard’s dialectic of exislence to the exercise
of authority by the being, the pronouncements, and the action of the
Church.

We have now seen what significance attaches to the exercisc
of authority by the being, the pronouncements, and the action
of the Church, namely, the significance not of excluding the
dialectics of subjective appropriation, but of cmphasising the
historical factuality of revelation in order thercby to sct in
motion the dialectics of inner personal appropriation. We now
proceed to ask why Kierkcgaard for his part spcaks without
authority and lays such decisive stress on the fact that it is his
special task to arouse attention to the fact of Christianity in a
non-authoritative way, whereas the Church does the same thing
with authority.

(@) The dialectic of Kierkegaard does not stand in opposition to the
authoritative proclamation of the Church, but is dialectically related to the
latter. 1In the light of our discussion so far there can be no
question that Kierkegaard would consider the authoritative
action of the Church through Scripture, doctrine, preaching,
and the sacraments, as false and unjustified only in so far as the
intention of such authority might bc to facilitatc for the
b'ehever a direct, externalised certainty such as would exclude
dialectics. To this extent, the work of Kicrkegaard is even a
contribution of fundamental importance to the philosophical
clarification of the true basis and right usc of such authority.
None of the theological insights which Kierkegaard cxpressed
through his pseudonymous writings could basically have pre-
vented him from accepting an office in thc church and exercis-
Ing the authority it gave. Everything which he does without
authority depends even on the presupposition that others do
the same thing at the same time with authority. This is true

2 v, 32; vi, 138.
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not only in the sense that his activity as a writer presupposes the
background of organised Christianity—in order to be able to
comc forward as a corrective to it—and hence presupposes
also the authoritative action of the Church which is necessary
to 1ts continuance. Besides this, he must desire the use of
authority by the Church, becausc otherwise he could not
fulfil his own mission rightly and dialectically. The fulfilment
of that mission is only possible through a dialectical relation
to the activity of the Church, and would have no meaning
otherwise.

Let us recall the question as to whether Kierkegaard’s
dialcctic of existence is secure against the possibility that the
fact of rcvelation might become a mere philosophical, albeit
paradoxical, truth, and that belief in its actuality might
become dependent on insight into its true mcaning. As a
result, the fact of revelation might degenerate into a postulate
of existential dialectics, and finally, in consequence, might
altogether be lost.3® In answering this question we found that
Kierkegaard was very well awarc of the danger of this reversal
of mcaning and in order to combat it rcpeatedly emphasised
that the absolute fact of revelation is not an eternal fact but an
historical fact. But the whole question is how this historical
clement can be cffectively conveyed in the dialectics of com-
munication. This happens by mcans of those paradoxical
facts in which the authority of Church proclamation inheres:
the Apostolate, Scripture, the credal confessions, and the
sacraments. Thesc constitute the < ‘nofa bene’ to world history”

30 On this question cp. my work Kritischer Idealismus in theologischer Sicht,
Munich 1934, note 12, pp. 104 {I. There I brought forward this point in a
discussion with Heinrich Barth and said: *“It might be shown that with
Kicrkegaard, in spite of his more correct ideas, the subordination of reality
to truth is just as little excluded as it is jn the work of H. Barth, and for the
same rcason: because he too argues without taking into account the fact of
proclamation.” Put in this way, this is not tenable. It would only be
corrcct if we considered Kierkegaard’s cxistential dialectic in itself apart
from the contemporancous event of pmclamation, as philosophers and
theologians have constantly attempted to do. But that is just what we
must not do. Kicrkegaard docs not himself argue with open reference to
the fact of proclamation but assumes that the latter is at the same time
taking place through the ministry of the church.
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in the testimony of posterity, by mcans of which the historicity
of revelation is emphasiscd. ' S

Since Kicrkegaard in the exercisc of his own dialcctic in 1ts
twofold aspect—that of subjective interior appropriation and
that of communication of truth—does not himsclf make usc of
this kind of authority, but ncverthcless needs it if familiarity
with the fact of revelation is not to degencrate into an existential
dialectic of human self-understanding, thercfore the dialectics
which he practises stands in an indissoluble dialcctical relation
to the authoritative proclamation of the Church.

() For the purpose of his own dialectics Kierkegaard makes no use
of Church authority because only so can he make clear the misuse of that
authority by organised Christianity. We arc now in a position to
consider the question why Kierkegaard made no usc of Church
authority in the fulfilment of his own special task. That he did
not become a clergyman was based on personal grounds which
do not concern us here. Esscntially, at all events, he might have
become one. But if the oblique form of communication prac-
tised by Kierkegaard stands in a dialcctically intcgral relation
to the direct authoritative communication proper to Church
proclamation, then the question arises whether the converse
is not also true, namely that such proclamation dialectically
requires for its completion an oblique modc of communication
as its counterpart. ‘

This converse is not so casily to be inferred, for the two sides
are not faced with the same exigency. The direct communica-
tion of proclamation is a conditio sine qua non for Christianity.
But the same necessity cannot be postulated for the oblique
communication of cxistential dialectics, which scrves the pur-
pose of inner personal appropriation. The extent to which this
rpode of communication is necessary depends on the spiritual
situation in which proclamation takes placc; and here it is a
question of judgment. In any event, Kierkcgaard was of the
opinion that in his time it was scarcely possible any longer to
receive a direct impression of what Christianity was. The
reason for this, he considered, was that the epoch was so decply
Involved in sophisticated thought that one must compel it to
think things through to the end in ord@¥ that it might once more
reach the starting-point of the simple believer. On the other
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hand, 1t appcared to him cver more doubtful whether Chris-
tianity was surc cnough of itsclf to cnter into the necessary
discussion with its intellectual environment. It had alrcady
madc far too many concessions to the latter, with the con-
scquence that its own authority had become discredited and
could no longer make itself felt in the right way. This was
true not only of its rclation to sccular knowledge, particularly
philosophy and historical science. It was equally and perhaps
cven morce truc of the Church as a sociological factor within
socicty. Just as the proclamation of the Church had been
over-adjusted to sccular knowledge, so the Church as a com-
munity and its idcas of Christian living had been levelled down
to the state and sccular socicty and their characteristic ideals
of life.

(c) Whether Kierkegaard’s work signifies an aitack on the Church

or a defence of the Church s for the Church itself to decide. The
dialectical inward personal appropriation of Christianity with
which Kierkegaard’s work was concerncd had inevitably to
rcveal the condition of existing Christianity, i.e. cspecially the
state of the Church, with whosc lifc and proclamation his own
task was indissolubly bound up. The Church might conceive
this as an attack on itsclf. But just because of this integral
dialectical relation to the Church, there could be no question,
for Kierkegaard, of making such an attack dircctly and undialec-
tically. His intention was rather to defend the Church by
\putting into its hand points of view which were calculated to
make it unassailable in controversy. But whether the Church
looked at the matter from the one or the other standpoint was
its own Dbusiness, which it must decide for itself, “for from a
dialectical point of view defence and attack are within a hair’s
breadth the same thing.”3!

Thus matters stood when the pseudonymous writings had
reached a certain conclusion with the Nachschrift. In the light
of the categories which Kierkegaard employed in this work it
was of no conscquence whether the Church saw in his work an
attack or a defence. His dialectic remained the same in
significance whichever way it was regarded. But he had now
completed other writings in which he exposed the state of

31 8. K. P, x.2, 163.
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organised Christianity still more aggressively and sharply than
heretofore and thus pressed upon the Church the urgency of
deciding whether it was prepared to sce in his work an attack
or a defence. His realisation of the possible conscquences
caused him, before the publication of these writings, carcfully
to review once more his whole position and the method he was
adopting. We must now cnquire what fresh points of view as
regards his dialectical method result from this new survey,
though we shall take account of Kicrkegaard’s own purely
personal motives in this final phasc of his work only as far as
seems necessary for the clarification of the cssential problem.



I4. ATTACK OR DEFENCE?

It is mainly a qucstion of the two writings Die Krankheit zum
Tode and Liniibung im Christentum. The attacks on the present
state of Christianity which they contain is nowhere made an
independent theme.  Just as in the carlier writings the criticism
is implied in this, namecly that the interiorisation of Christianity
through the dialectic of existence which is always its necessary
counterpart must question direct forms of communication in
the doctrine and precaching of the Church as to the categories
cmployed, and must show where these fail of their purpose.
This Kicrkcgaard does continually and with much severity,
constantly reproaching the clergy for their confused use of the
categorics. But at the same time there is no attempt to call in
question the authorities of the Church as such. When, for
cxample, in Krankheit zum Tode Kierkegaard brings forward as
the dcecisive point that sin is something positive, he stresses his
agreement with orthodox dogmatics: “Orthodoxy has correctly
understood that Christianity as a whole loses its firmness and
consistency if sin is described in negative terms. For this
reason orthodoxy makes it quite clear that a divinc revelation
must teach fallen man what sin is. And it goes without saying
that the paradox, faith, and dogma, these three points, form
an alliance which is the surest stay and the firmest bulwark
against all hcathen wisdom.”* Hence it is not dogma as such,
but the misuse of it made by speculative dogmatics which is
the object of attack.

It is just the same with regard to the clergyman. Kierkegaard
does not attack ordination in itself, but will not admit it as
valid that a means of livelihood should be made out of the
calling of the clergyman as out of all other callings. If the
clergy are lacking in the inspiration of faith, then it is no
wonder that they suppose it is their job to justify or defend

1 8. V., x1, 207; Ges. W. viii, g1.  Except as stated, all further refs. in this
section arc to §. V. and Ges. W.
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Christianity. “But just thc samc attitude is adopted by
‘believing’ parsons; cither they defend Christianity or they
make themsclves important by ‘understanding’ it spcculatively.
This is called preaching; and it is gencrally considered a fine
thing that the clergy should preach in this way and that such
lectures should be listened to. And this is the very reason—
and the proof—that Christianity is so far from being what it
claims to be that the life of the majority of men, from the
Christian point of view, is even too mindless and unspiritual
to be described in the stricter sense as sinful.”®

The point at which the preaching of the clergy is most at
fault is that they do not confront men with the scandal of the
Gospel because they do not proceed from the Christian
imperative “Thou shalt belicve,” and they are no longer awarc
of the decisive idea that the opposite of sin is not virtuc but
faith. If from a Christian point of view it must be right to say
that the very indifference to Christ is a form of rcvolt against
the Gospel, yet “in times when Christianity is so badly and
scantily proclaimed, that must bc understood in a limited
sense. Certainly many thousands arc living who have heard
‘Christianity preached but have never hecard anything of this
Thou shalt.”® Hence the fault of the clergy is not that they
use too much authority in their preaching, but that they use
too little. “Hence they preach Christianity. But they ncver
speak of authority, and arc unable to exercise it; the ‘Thou
shalt’ is never used by them for fear that they should make
themselves ridiculous.”’® Instead they cntrench themselves
falsely behind the atithority of their office, when they are being
questioned about their own existence.

When the consequences of such preaching are that Christian
truth becomes an object of intellectual understanding, instead
of the attempt being made to embody it in existence, it is
hardly possible to ask the parson any more if his life expresses
what he talks about. But “it is his task to be himself. And in
the house of God! In an environment, therefore, which
requires of him (in the eyes and cars of all) this alone—that he
should be himself, true and sincere. That he should be true

? x1, 214; v, g8 (shortened). 3 X1, 239; v, 123.
1 xi1, 211; 1%, 202.
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means that he himself should be what he preaches; or else
should strive to be that; or clse should be honest enough to
admit that his own life does not accord with his preaching.
Ah, of those who ascend into the holy place to preach Chris-
tianity, how many there arc only perceptive enough to discover
the indignation and mockery which they arouse in the sanctuary
because they proclaim in an inspired and moving fashion, and
with tears, that of which their life is the direct opposite.””® This
criticism of Kierkegaard’s concerning the clergyman’s personal
existence, or rather lack of existence, has nothing to do with
the usual requirement of exemplary morals or sincere faith in
the pictistic scnsc. The point is rather that the parson is no
longer an integral human being and so does not notice that no
real man can exist integrally through the nonsense which he
preaches. Of course, in so far as this is not merely comic, it
falls under moral categories, for the apparent laziness and
thoughtlessness which prevent the preacher from realising that
the total personality of the preacher must make itself felt in his
preaching spell sheer dishonesty.

But neither does Kierkegaard suggest that the preacher is
required to prove the authority of his preaching through his
personal existence. But he does attack the opposite case in
which ““the speaker to a certain extent ceased to be an ‘I’ and
(if this is possible) became a thing.”® For if the parson has to
expound something which has nothing to do with his personal
existence, then he can no longer address his hearer as an existent
personality cither. ““Thus the personality of the speaker has
faded: he is no longer ‘I,” but is identified with the theme of
his consideration. And since the ‘I’ of the speaker faded, of
course the hearer’s ‘thou’ similarly disappeared, the ‘thou’ of
him who sits in the congregation, and to whom the discourse
is addressed. Yes, matters have now come to such a pass that
it is considered being personal to address the congregation thus
directly. . . . I, the speaker, am not the man about whom I am
speaking (hardly am I the one who am speaking)—it is just a
series of reflexions. Whether I do what I preach is no business
of yours—as long as my reflexions are true; hardly is it any
business of mine, for I owe to myself the same respect as I owe

5 X1, 215; IX, 205-6. ¢ x1, 215; 1X, 206.

H
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to any one else, and this forbids mc to be personal even 'with
regard to myself. Whether you do what I am exhorting, 1s no
concern of mine, hardly is it your own conccern, this is simply
a series of reflexions; and at most the point is whether they have
given you satisfaction.”?

In sermons of this kind, which arc no sermons at all, Kierke-
gaard sees the root evil of modern organiscd Christianity,
where all without further question are assumed to be Christians.
One’s concern is no longer with Christ Himself, but pcople are
content to accept the net result of his life as it lics before us in
the 1800 years of Christian history. “In the most illegitimate
way people have become those who know about Christ, whercas
the only legitimate rclation to Him is to belicve in Him.
People have helped each other to know by the net result of his
life and the 1800 years of Christian history and the conscquences
of the original facts, those facts themselves. And as this attitude
has gradually come to be considered as the part of wisdom, all
the vitality and power have been distilled out of Christianity;
the tension of the paradox has been slackened; people become
Christians without noticing that they no longer know not the
slightest thing about the possibility of scandalisation. . . . Pecople
do not know what it mecans to be shocked and offended by
Christianity, still less do they know what it means to worship.
And they extol in Christ the very thing in particular about
which they would have been most incensed had they lived
through the events as contemporarics. . . . Christcndom has,
yvithout being aware of it, got rid of Christianity. If anything
Is to be done about this situation, it can only be one thing:
that we should attempt to reintroduce Christianity into
Christendom.”® But how can this happen?

This 1800 years of Christian history must be swept aside!
But we must carefully consider in what sense Kierkegaard
Mmeans this. He docs not wish to put the clock back in Christian
history, and hence his demand has nothing to do with all those
att_eﬂ_lpts to go back to an earlicr stage of Christian development,
Primitive Christianity for example, in order to set over against
Modern Christianity as an ideal or critical criterion a type of

7
X1, 216; 1x, 206-7. ® xi1, 33-4; 1%, 29-30.



ATTACK OR DEFENCE? 107

Christianity which has not yet become involved in the complica-
tions of history and has developed no dogmatic positions.
Kicrkegaard is by no mcans such an unhistorical thinker.
His concern is not to replace a later stage of history by an
carlicr onc, but to insist on the presuppositions underlying the
situation of contemporancity with Christ, in which these
historical differences—that cannot and ought not be to
removed—Iosc their relevance for faith.

Hence Kierkegaard’s intention—and this is important for our
qucstion—is not to set aside Church authoritics, but to enable
them cffectively to exercise their true authority. He wishes to
prevent them {rom basing their claim on the “proof of cen-
turies,” such as would exclude the shock and scandal inseparable
from truc Christianity, but rather wishes so to confront
individuals with the Christian witness that they cannot avoid
the recurring nccessity to decide for faith against the moment
of scandal, and cannot be in a position simply “to inherit”
Christ. ‘“Recalising my responsibility beforc the highest seat
of judgment, I thercfore am so bold as to say that the words
‘Blessed is he who shall not be offended in me’ belong essen-
tially to the message of Christ; if not in the same way as the
words of the Last Supper, yet in the same way as the words
‘Let every one examine himself.” They arc Christ’s own words;
and, cspecially in the sphere of the Christian Church, they must
be repcatedly emphasised and declared explicitly to all.
Wherever these words do not sound their note along with other
themes, wherever the account given of the Christian Gospel is
not at cvery point penetrated by this thought, there so-called
Christianity is blasphemy.”?

Christian doctrine, too, dogmatics, must not come to mean
that, instead of confronting us with the shock of the Gospel and
with the offensive event which demands of us a decision, it
gives us an understanding of the meaning of that event and its
offensiveness.  ““Christianity is not a matter of doctrines; all
talk of its scandal from the doctrinal point of view rests on a
misunderstanding. When people talk of the offensive aspect
of the doctrine of the God-man, the doctrine of the Atonement,

? x1, 297-8; v, 121-2,
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it means that they are weakening the shock of the offensiveness.
No, the moment of scandalisation is connected cither with
Christ or with the fact that onc is onesclf a Christian.”*

To become a Christian, to be offended or to bclieve, is only
possible to the individual. “Yet organised Christianity refuses
to realise that it consists of anything so loose as a collection of
millions of individuals. It wishes to be a totality, subject to no
higher authority, but subjecting every individual to itsclf, and
with the power to judge every individual who has been incor-
porated into this collective whole.”1?

But what significance has the Church for the individual
Christian? We have alrcady seen that the prcaching of the
Gospel must in various ways be clothed with an authority in
which the authority of the Church is expressed. To this extent,
even for Kierkegaard, there can be no individual faith apart
from the Church. But we have noted at the same time that the
Church cannot guarantee these authorities or remove them
from dialectics, but that it is itself still only an object of faith.
Thus the Church is not simply the organisational form of
current Christianity, for as such it would no longer be the
object of faith, but in its essential character immediately and
updialectically knowable. It would be what Kierkegaard, in
view of modern Christianity calls the ‘““Church Triumphant,”
that is, the net result of an 1800-years process of historical
development; for “what to a large extent has occasioned the
fancy of a Church Triumphant is just this: that Christianity
has been regarded as the truth in the sense of achieved result,
Wherc.:as it is the truth in the sense of ‘the way of life.” 2 No
one 1s delivered from the necessity of travelling this way
be-cause of a historical predecessor, nor can he be relieved of
this obligation by his incorporation into a community or society.
EaC.h one can travel the way of discipleship to Christ only as
an individual. Christ did not bequeath His victory to the

Church as a depositum in such wise that the individual merely
through his incorporation into the Church can without more
ado Sl_larc in this victory. He says, in criticism of this misunder-
standing, quite sharply and emphatically: ‘“An idea such as
19 xn, 101-2; X, 93.

W oxn, 87; 1x, 77.
12 xu, 191; 1%, 179.
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that of the Christian community (with which people have been
so largely concerned in these days) is really, in its application to
this life, an impaticnt attempt to forestall the eternal. If we
view the struggle of the Christian life in a spiritual sense, then
itis always individuals who struggle in this way; for the spiritual
is just the individual as an individual before God, and implies
also that the idca of the community is of lesser value than the
idca of the individual which each can and must be. And even
if therc were thousands of such individuals uniting their efforts
in the fight, still from a Christian point of view each individual
strives within himself as well as in union with others, and it is as
an individual that he must render account of himself on the
Day of Judgment, when his life as an individual will be tested.
For this reason the idca of community is proper only to eternity;
the community is at rest, whereas the individual is engaged in
struggle. But the truth is that this earthly life is the time of
struggle and trial; hence the community has no home in time
but only in eternity, where in peace it is the congregation of
all thosc individuals who have stood the test in earthly
strife.”’13

“The illusion of a Church Triumphant has a second cause in
addition to the crror that truth is an achieved result. This
sccond cause lics in the illusory supposition which has arisen
in the course of time that we are all Christians. ... For then a
Militant Church would be an impossibility. Wherever it

¥ xu, 204; 1x, 1g4. On this passage Kierkegaard notes in his diary of
1849: “It is a shock which arouses attention to note that in the Church
Militant there are only individuals and that thus one cannot recognise
Church community” (S. K. P., x.2, 366). In a notice of the same diary,
under the heading: “The Difference between the ‘Crowd’ or the ‘Public’
and a ‘Community’,” we find: “. .. Each individual in the community
guarantces that community; but the public is a chimera. The individual
in the community is a microcosm reflecting qualitatively the macrocosm;
in this respect it is very true, ‘wnum noris omnes.” 1In regard to the public,
there is no individual, the whole is nothing; here it is impossible to say,
‘unum noris omnes,’ for here there is no ‘one.” The community is no doubt
more than a sum of individuals but it is in truth a sum of individuals: the
idca of the public is nonsense: it is a sum of negative individuals, of indivi-
duals who are not such, they become so only through the collective whole,
whereas the community is a community through the individuals which
compose it’’ (op. cit., 390).
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appears that Christianity already exists as a visible entity we
see the attempt to form a Triumphant Church (although this
expression may not be used); for the Militant Church is in the
process of becoming, and an existing visible Church does not
become but already 1s.”’14

The purpose of the Eindbung im Christentum is to cnable this
compact, organised, current Christianity to cnter once again
into the process of becoming. Our question was whether in
this work, which criticises the present condition of Christianity
more aggressively than previous works, Kicrkegaard has
introduced new categories which must incvitably have pro-
duced a change in his dialectical method. Our considered
conclusion is that this is not the case. Here, too, hc remains
faithful to his method of oblique dialectical communication,
which itself claims no authority, but stands in a dialectical
relationship to the Church and the authority it exercises in
proclamation. His method, even in the Krankheit zum Tode,
remains as described in the Eindbung the art of oblique com-
munication: “To bring defence and attack so closcly together
that no one can directly assert whether onc is attacking or
defending, and so that the most zealous champion of the matter
in hand and its most bitter opponent both think that they have
found an ally—and thus to be onesclf nobody, absent from the
work, an objective something rather than a personality.  When
at any given time faith has disappcared from the world and
has to be declared missing, then this method may perhaps be
useful to arouse faith once more (but I am not deciding that
this is so, I am simply giving this as an cxample of obliquc or
two-edged communication), then one should expound and
present faith in its unique essence and in such a way that the
Or_thoclox sces in this exposition a defence of faith and the free-
thinker an attack on faith, while the communicator himself
remains neutral, not a man, but an objective something—yet
after all he may be a clever spy, who by his methods of address
gets to know how matters stand and who is the believer, who
jthe freethinker; for this becomes plain when the result, which
1s neither an attack nor a defence, is judged.”’15

M X, 194; IX, 183.
16 x11, 124-5; IX, 118,
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Nevertheless, Kierkegaard did not once more simply publish
these two works pscudonymously in order ‘“himself to be
nobody, to bc absent, an objective something rather than a
personality.” They appear indeed under a new pseudonym,
“Anticlimacus’’—Dbut Kierkegaard publishes his own name as
cditor. “So, the Krankheit zum Tode is now published, but
pscudonymously with my name as that of the editor. It is
described as being ‘for edification’ which is more than my own
category, the poctic category: cdifying.”? The emphasis lies
on the phrase “for edification,” which later is expanded on the
title page to “Ior cdification and awakening.”? “As the River
Guadalquivir once plunges under the carth, so the edifying
part which bears my name covers a certain distance. There is
something that is lower (the aesthetic), which is pseudonymous,
and somecthing which is higher, which is also pseudonymous,
because my personality does not correspond to it. This
pscudonym is ‘Johannes Anticlimacus,” by contrast with
‘Climacus,” who declared that he was no Christian; Anti-
climacus is the cxact opposite; he is a Christian in quite an
extraordinary degrec—but what I myself profess to be is just a
simple Christian . . . . In this way the Endbung im Christentum
can be published.”? Kierkegaard inserts in it a “Publisher’s
Foreword,” solemnly repcated before each of the three main
sections, and in this he says: “In this writing, which dates from
the year 1848, the pseudonymous writer’s demand for Christian
cxistence has been screwed up to the highest degree of idealism.
Butsuch a demand must be stated, urged, and listened to; from
the Christian point of view one must not cheapen it at all, nor
pass over it; onc must not attempt to make concessions and
special terms for oneself. The demand must be heard: and I
understand what is said as though it were said to me alone—
I understand that I must not only take refuge in grace, but take
refuge in grace in such a way that I use grace.”

1§ K. P, x.1(A), 510.

2 Op. cit., X.1, 52g9. ‘“This phrasc ‘for awakening’ is really the additional
point, and it is also an addition which so far surpasses my own personality

that I need a new psecudonym for it. I use merely the poetic predicate
‘edifying,’ not even ‘for edification.” ”
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What Kierkegaard did in this respect was the fruit of long
and deep reflexion. Not only would it have scemed to him
personally dishonest to publish such aggressive writings under
a pseudonym and thus to evade the responsibility for them, but
he feared that as a result the categorics might have bcen
muddled. The publication of these works might have led to a
conflict with the organised Church, in which casc it would
have had to be made clear what attitude he himself adopted
with regard to the claim which the discourses make. TFor this
reason he wondered whether he should not undertake some
ecclesiastical officc before publication. There was some
question of his taking an appointment as teacher in a theological
seminary. If this had happened, his own involvement in the
Church would have shown that he could not personally identify
himself with the claim of his writings. No one could then have
supposed that he was a prophet, and hence the effect of the
whole of his previous work would have been ruined. “The
f:ffect of this whole monumentum aere perennius is to hc a purcly
ideal one! Itis as if a judgment were passed, but I am not the
JUdge, I submit myself to the judgment.”’® This was onc
possibility which was complicated by the difficulty that such
an appointment in his economic circumstances must appear
desirable for financial reasons, and this caused him serious
scruples with regard to the purity of his motives. The opposite
possibility was “to speak directly in the character of the
€xtraordinary Christian”* and to accept personally all the
consequences. There was still a third possibility—*“to withdraw
with al] my poetry into an ivory tower and seck the aloofness of
the poet in order to avoid all occasion of being misconceived,
as though I were expressing poetically my own existence.”’*

II} t.he event, Kierkegaard decided for none of these three
P05§1b11_itics, but chose the way we have mentioned above,
Indicating that he was himself responsible for the publication,
and stating directly in the foreword in what way alone he could
bersonally vouch for what was said: as onc who in conscquence
of the idealism expounded here must take refuge in grace.
“,Whﬁlt does Kierkegaard mean by this? The expression
idealism* might easily be misleading here, because it is

8 0p. cit., x.1, 56. & Op. cit., X.1, 94.
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associated with Christian perfectionism of a pietistic nature,
from which Kierkegaard was far removed. In his review of
1850 he says: “Never have I thought for one moment of
introducing the note of pietistic severity which is quite alien to
my whole being and would dull my mind.””s What Kierke-
gaard means by this demand for Christian living in its maximum
degrec of ideality can be seen by considering the relation of
Christ as pattern to His requirement of discipleship. “Christ
is in truth our example, and also is externally exacting to man,
because he merely said that He was a man like other men.
He makes the divine commensurable to the living of human
life in its universality.”® Thus Kierkegaard quite simply
cquates Christ as cxample with the ideal of the universally
human: “As far as the history of Christ is concerned, what is
always true is this, that He s the ideal, not like the historical
in other connexions which is not the ideal, for which reason the
interpreter must add the ideal clement. Here the ideal is the
historical—the greatest contradiction that can be conceived,
and again implying that Christianity in its pure ideality bursts
the framework of existence as a whole.”?

But this shattering does not mean a playing-off of the absolute
telos against the relative ends of actual human existence. Man
must not be lifted out of his actual circumstances, but must, on
the contrary, be held to them, so that as such a concretely
existing individual he may at the same time express the univer-
sally human. This shattering means simply the act of renewal
in thc moment of the “fullness of time,” where man breaks the
confinement of his natural being in order to win back his life
through faith in forgivencss—it is a question of that movement
on thc spot which Kierkegaard can dialectically describe as
follows: “By becoming contemporaneous with Christ your
pattern, you discover that you never equal Him, not even in
what you term your best moment; for in such a moment you
are not in the tensions of actuality, but reflective. Hence it
follows that you learn to flee with profit to faith and grace.
The pattern is that which requires that it should be mirrored in
you, and you feel with fear the gulf between you and it; then

5 S, V., xui, 506; Ges. W., x, 168, 8 8. K. P, 1x(a), 101.
7 0p. cit., X.4, 208,
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you flee to the pattern and it will have mercy on you. Thus
Christ as our example is He who most scverely and C“fuCSSlY
judges—and at the same time is thc Onc who has pity on
you.”’8

The journals of Kierkegaard dating from thesc years arc full
of reflexions about the right rclation between cxample and
discipleship, effort and grace. Kicrkegaard is concerned about
the two points cqually, namely, that on the onc hand the
exigency of discipleship should not make the atonng work of
Christ illusory and empty, and, on the other hand, that grace
should not be misused in such a way that cflort is ncglected.
“But in spite of the fact that it is wise to stress the need for
discipleship, even though—instructed by the crror of the
Middle Ages—in a new and different sensc, yet above all the
matter must not be so viewed that Christ appcars mercly as our
cxample and not as our saviour, as though thc spiritually
mature, at any rate, did not nced the atonement. No, no, no—
ar}d for this reason: the more mature onc is, so much the more
will one discover that onc needs the divinc atonement and
grace. No, atonement and grace is and remains the decisive
thing, E:very effort towards discipleship, at the moment of
d;ath which terminates it, will be wretched in the sight of God:
Zverefore grace and atonement are necessary. Further, during
th;’:ry second of the struggle, the atoncment is nceded so that
weiesg:iigle does not become a torturing am_:iety which as it
2blo 1o & tgrj man near to coll;?.psc and makes him less than ever
short, e fazlle. Fl.nally, during the phase of struggle we fall
- unconditic; r:zcl:lsm, cvery other moment: g0, the atoqcment
accompanicd & Y necessary. Discipleship should—although

! 1cd by every effort—be only an amusement, some-
thlflg childish, lest it should be taken to mecan somcthing
}Jlt_lmatcly serious, in the eyes of God and to signify our merits—
1t 1s atonement which is the serious thing. But it is terrible to
th1r‘1k that some one, ‘because there is the fact of grace,” should
desire to use t_he latter in order to neglect all effort.”’”®

Hence this ideal demand can no longer be understood as the

8 Op. cit., 1x(A), 153.

o QP- ‘C‘it-,. X:4, 49'1; cp. the passages from the diarics translated under
the title “Discipleship and Grace,” in Z.D.Z, 1931, pp. 4 ff.
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maximum requirement of a characteristic Christian ethic. This
is impossible, if only becausce the Christian life in faith has to
fulfil nothing spccial but only the universally human, which
cvery man has to express, and so the Christianisnotdistinguished
from other men by the observable results of his struggle. Hence
Kicrkegaard cannot make clear the condition of Christianity
by a heightened preaching of the law although he has been
persistently misunderstood in this way not only by his con-
temporarics but up to the present. The power and pathos of
onc who precaches the law might easily be countcracted. In
answer onc could point to the success of one’s efforts in the
moral struggle, or parry his attack by a counter-question
concerning the preacher’s own existence. But if the attacker
not only makes no sort of claim for himself, but from the outset
credibly confesses that he himself lives by “‘grace,” then the
ground is withdrawn from any false self-assertion. By this
we do not of course imply that Kierkegaard made a concession
of this kind in thc forcword to the Einiibung for tactical reasons
only—just as in 1855 hc will retract it for tactical reasons—but
rather such a concession is the sincere expression of his personal
faith. It is true, in point of fact, that he lives by drawing on
the resources of grace, and because in this respect he expresses
himself also in the correct dialectical categories, the strategy
he must adopt is implied: ‘“And, further, the whole account,
although the points bear the sting of truth, is conceived as
kindly as possible, for the talk is only of concessions and admis-
sions and indeed conccssions and admissions which each one
has to make to God only on his own account. Yet this very
gentleness 1s perhaps inconvenient to some people; the whole
thing could morc casily be got rid of with a clear conscience, if
the author were a confused thinker who exaggerated every
item of the indictment and demand. And since this is in fact
not the casc, some one or other might no doubt be tempted to
spread the report that it is so. But with the help of God this
attempt will, for sure, come to nought.”’10

By the publication of the Einiéibung together with this foreword
Kierkegaard did not dialectically go beyond the point that it
is for the reader himself to decide whether he proposes to see

10 8. V., xu1, 507; Ges. W., x, 168.
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here an attack or defence, but, in—from a catcgorical point of
view—the only possible way, he was emphasising through a
personal testimony thc urgency of making such a distinction.
Now organiscd Christianity is asked whether it is prepared to
make the same concession. Now Kierkegaard has done
everything possible. Contemporary Christianity has the word.
But Kierkegaard is not mcrely concerned whether this or that
reader of his work is going to make such an admission for
himself: he expects an answer to his question from the official
Church as the responsible representative of “current Christian-
ity,” in other words from its leader, Bishop Mynster of Sccland.
That Kicrkegaard makes Mynster rather than any one clse
his opponent has not only personal grounds. He needs a
representative of cxisting Christianity who shows the slightest
Possible symptoms of decline and decay, in order to challenge
the Church at its strongest point.  Above all, he was concerned
to avoid the misconception that he had at heart certain reforms
of the Church as rcgards its external organisation, and such as
were sought after at that time by, on the one har_ld, the followers
of Grundtvig and, on the other, by the alliancc, in the aftcrmath
of 1848, of theological and political libcralism. In face of all
such attempts Kicrkegaard’s attitude was as conservative as
possible, and in resisting them he was constantly on the side of
Mynster, and cven reproachcd the latter for his too great
indulgence in the matter. With regard to the significance of
ynster for his own work, hc himsclf says: “My ta_Sk has been
0 supply a corrective to what exists rather than to bring forward
anything new, intended to rcvolutionise OT %-cplace what is
established. Had I had from the start a clear VieW of my whole
Purpose, and had Mynster not existed, I must first have created
Some figure or other to represent established Christianity, and
for this purpose must have touched it up well. But as T did
U0t 50 clearly understand my task from the start, I would
Probably have failed in this and the whole thing would have
€en something different and perhaps ruined. But Mynster
Was there g my symbol of the established order: This I had
8ratis; it was quite a matter of course for me, since I greatly
Tespected Mynster and did everything to cxpress my respect.
Us T got a right appreciation. See, here is again my good
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fortunc! TFor purely personal reasons my veneration for Myn-
ster was a matter of necessity, and it was thus only gradually
that I realised how important this was for me and that in
consequence I might be correctly viewed.”!

Now Kierkegaard expected Mynster in the name of the
Church to make such an admission in the name of established
Christianity and his fear simply is that the Bishop might confuse
the attack implied in the Einébung with a popular revolt against
the Church: “Itis pathetic that organised Christianity (at least
for the most part) so little understands how to rule that with-
out more ado the Einibung im Christentum is confused with an
opposition movement from which it is as different as possible
and of which in fact it is the exact opposite. The opposition
party wants to do away with the Church hkierarchy—what does
Anticlimacus want? He is a solitary individual (by no means
the rcpresentative of any party, indeed he is a hater of every
party, an opponent of the crowd, the populace, etc., and is
aware of the sort of danger of which every true leader ought
nowadays to be aware). On the contrary, he criticises the
leaders in these terms: ‘For heaven’s sake, how is it that you
sit there and rule and do not know what real government is,
and yet you are the governors?” Is that opposition against the
government? But those who govern have lost sight of the high
notion of what government means and so cling to the shreds
of power and suppose Anticlimacus to be their opponent. The
matter is quite simple. The leaders of the Church have lost
authority, have bargained and enslaved themselves to the fear
of men, in proportion as they have lost the reins of government.
In order to regain the power of government concessions must
be made. ‘Another concession,’ I can hear them say—and so
they think that it is the opposition to which they must make a
new concession because they have not even yet made enough
concessions. Oh no, no, you rulers are called upon to make a
concession to God and Christianity, to do a kind of penance—
and see, if you do so, the reins of government will once more be
firmly within your grasp. In this way you could well steer
existing Christianity once more. Yet at the same time the
matter had to be handled with such God-fearing artifice as to

1§ K. P, x.3, 565.
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challenge the Church to consider whether it was going to
classify Anticlimacus officially as an opponent and so compel me
to express myself still more scvercly. God knows, with fear and
trembling I considered, even for my own sake, whether the
task would not be too hard for me. But, ek bien, I have darcd
it."12

In order to anticipate: it is well known that Mynster never
made the admission for which Kicrkcgaard had waited with
unbearable tension year after year; and in the polemic against
Martensen after Mynster’s death Kicerkegaard said that for
him the essential point was that the Church, through Mynster,
“‘should concede as solemnly as possible that it did not represent
New Testament Christianity.”?¥ In the context of our work we
have ncither to consider whether Kierkegaard’s requircment
was one which Mpynster could regard as rcasonable, nor
whether Kierkegaard might have hoped, and did hope, his
Procedure to be successful. We arc merely concerned with the
question what such an admission, had it taken place, would
have signified from Kierkegaard’s own point of view.

_This question has very much occupicd the attention of
Kierkegaard researchers, and the judgment of Eduard Geismar

as been very largely accepted. He says: “It has always
Seemed to me that in this sequence of thought there is some-
thing dishonest. And after the clarification of Kicrkegaard’s
thoughts about the relation between discipleship and grace it
appears to me as if Kierkegaard was offering Mynster a proposal
On conditions whose impossibility he himself rcalised, the
conditions of a spiritual moratorium, allowing the admission to
take the place of action. One cannot be strict with oneself and
ndulgent towards others in such a way as to accept in others
Something whose dishonesty onc has perccived as regards
oneself. In the causes of the storm which shook the Church
there is something here which has not been cleared up.””4

Ur next concern is to ask to what cxtent Kicrkegaard, as

ar as he personally was concerned, can be said “to have per-
e Obcit, x.3, 500.
Y Faedrelandet,” No. 304 (30 Dec. 1854); Angriff auf die Christenheit,
fted below ag Angriff, tr. A. Dorner and C. Schrempf, Stuttgart 1896, p. 112.
eismar, Siren Kierkegaard, Géttingen 1927, 449.
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ccived the dishonesty” of such an admission. Geismar says that
as regards the rclation of discipleship and grace Kierkegaard
hesitated between two conceptions of the Godward relationship,
and that they stand side by side in the diary of 1851. In the
one, the Godward relationship implies rather the fact of suffer-
ing in the world. Those who live thus “do not experience grace
primarily; their life expresses an intensity of spiritual effort;
and while they rccognise that they are saved by grace, we must
deeply respect their position. Then there is the second relation-
ship; man recognises how terrible a thing it is to approach
God (which however 1s God’s requirement) but confesses the
weakness in consequence of which he does not dare to do so,
at any rate not yet—and so he puts grace first, and grace
permits him to sparc himself the maximum of spiritual effort.”
Before going into the inferences that Geismar draws, let us note
at oncec that Kicrkegaard continues in this passage thus: “In
His infinite love God can and will tolerate even this attitude—
but He wills that it should be adopted in all honesty and truth
and that man should confess it sincerely. Man must quite
humbly recognise that the fault is in him, that he is afraid to be
spiritual in the strictest sense and thus is evading something.
The mistake in the usual kind of preaching is the drivelling
talk about ‘I would so much like to.” Twaddle! The fact of
the matter is that T am the kind of person who would not so
much like to—and yet God in His grace wills to forgive me.
Since He is infinite love, He is willing, in spite of everything,
to enter into relation with a person even under this condition.”’15

Geismar thinks that, at the time when he still expected an
admission from Mynster, Kierkegaard was already clear in his
own mind that he at all events must adopt the first of these two
attitudes. In practice this meant that he must not accept any
office in the Church, in order to escape the suffering of poverty,
after his means were almost completely used up, but must dare
all in order to expericnce spirituality in the strictest sense. It
must be noted that for Kierkegaard the question whether grace
permitted one to spare oneself the maximum of spiritual effort
was complicated by the fact that it was difficult for him to
decide whether he wanted to accept an ecclesiastical office as

1 8. K. P, x.4, 446.
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a sign that the grace of God offercd a time for repentance even
to current Christianity, or whether he wanted to do so merely
out of fear of the poverty which threatened. And that when
once involved in such thoughts, this dcjected, scrupulous
thinker spared himself nothing, and that nothing cscaped him
that might have been said against him, is sufficiently clear from
the journals. But there can be no question that it would not
be right to affirm he had alrcady found a decided answer to the
question at the time we are thinking of. Tt constantly engages
his attention, as also we find that he continues to excrt himself
with regard to an ecclesiastical appointment, however hesitantly,
until he notices in a conversation with Mynster on August gth
1851 that the latter is no longer willing to give him the post in
the theological seminary which he had originally proposed.®
And in recollecting this, Kierkegaard later expressly makes
Mynster responsible for the consequences.’?

The question of the right relationship of discipleship and grace
was further complicated for Kierkegaard by the fact that he
was personally concerned about whether he ought not himself
to achieve an unusual degree of spirituality as a corrective to
Christianity as currently practised, and such as could not be
expected of any other. How could he escape the danger either
of shirking his own special obligations through his alleged
kindness towards the man in the street or of doing violence to
the latter by demanding an exceptional degree of spirituality
from all? Nor was he able to convince himself of the plain
solution that from him with his special call to spirituality more
was expected than from any one else.

For all these reasons we consider it wrong of Geismar to say
that Kierkegaard was demanding of Mynster something ““the
dishonesty of which he had perceived as regards himself,”” or
that “he was offering the Church and Mynster a proposal on
conditions beyond which he personally had progressed.”!® No,
he had by no means advanced beyond them, but was unceas-
ingly pondering the problems involved, which for him were
still open questions. We should be extremely cautious about

16 Op. cit., X.4, 373
17 Op. cit., X.4, 604, p. 422.
18 Geismar, Soren Kierkegaard, 444.
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making such judgments on Kicrkegaard’s character, and, above
all, in so complicated a question as that of the relation of
discipleship and gracc, where the emphasis in the tenseness of
the dialectical situation is being constantly shifted.

In addition, the question arises whether Geismar docs in fact
do justice to what Kicrkegaard means by the “admission”
when he regards it as something “taking the place of action”
and calls it a “spiritual moratorium.”!® Hecre there can be no
question cither of a “moratorium” or of a substitute for action.
It may have been fantastic of Kierkegaard to have expected
such an admission at all. But if it had been made it would
have constituted action in a quite pre-eminent sense, though
not, of course, in the sense of an outward change in the life
of the Church. In thc most positive way Kierkegaard had
issued a warning preciscly against such a thing as a mere
subterfuge.

But just let us suppose that the Church had made such an
admission and that every onec who had understood it to have
becen made for himsclf personally had asked himself what
difference it must have made to have regarded his life as a
timc given for rcpentance. In the Danish State Church as
such, with all its organisations, perhaps nothing at all would
have been changed from an external point of view, and this in
fact would have been quite as Kierkegaard intended. Perhaps
also many or even most of its members, perhaps even its pastors,
would have regarded the whole thing merely as a piece of
rhetoric by which they did not feel that they incurred any
special obligations. In that case the matter would have
amounted for them to a spccially refined misuse of grace as
remission. But if we do not deny that in spite of everything
this Church was still the Church of Jesus Christ—and of course
Kicrkegaard did not deny this——and hence if we still believe
that the third article applied to it, then we cannot consider it
impossible that the resurrection of the dead would have hap-
pened to it also—in such wise that here and there some one
and even a theologian or a pastor would have concerned
himself about Christian cxistence as moving between the law
of discipleship and the gospel of grace.

1% Geismar, op. cit., 449.
I
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To begin with the theologians, this would have meant that
they would have cffaced from their dogmatics the misusc of the
1800 years of history as an achieved result, with the conscquence
that their dogmatic work might have worn an essentially
different appearance from that of the publication of Martensen
in 1849 for example, which disregarded the dialectical corrective
to Church doctrine effected by the pscudonymous writings.
And then Kierkegaard would not have felt compelled to say,
with regard to such dogmatics: “In the wholc dogmatic work of
Martensen, at least in the part which I have rcad, thereis not a
single sentence which is an honest ‘yes’ or ‘no.” It is the old
sophistry of being able to talk but of not being able to talk to
some one. For conversation at once presupposcs the ‘I’ and
‘thouw’ and poses questions which demand an answer—"‘yes’ or
‘no.” But a mere talker develops his theme thus: ‘On the one
hand and on the other hand,” and in the mecantime both
teacher and listener become so involved as not to notice that
they are getting to know nothing whatsocver.””?®  What a
conspicuous difference it would mean for Christianity if such
books on dogma could no longer be written, or, if they were,
would be seen through and rejected! Or et us think of the
w.hole anxious business of apologetics. Lct us suppose that this
d{scipline could no longer usc as proof the 1800 ycars of Christian
history and its achievements, and therefore had to specak of
Feuerbach, for instance, as Kierkegaard did: “In truth the
revolution is nearer than one thought. The last development
of free thought (Feuerbach and his school) has made its attack
and come to grips with the matter far more centrally than has
been done hitherto; if you look at the thing more closely you
will see that they have really undertaken the task of defending
Christianity against those Christians who are now living. The
point is that Christianity as at present practised is demoralised;
people have lost all regard in the decpest sensc (for the regard
which they say they have mecans nothing) for the existential
obligations of Christian living. Now Fcuerbach says, ‘No,
stop! if I am to be permitted to live as I do, then I must also
grant that I am not a Christian.” Feuerbach has well under-
stood the challenge, but he cannot bring himself to accept it—

0 S K. P, x.1, 566.
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ergo, he prefers to give up the idea of being a Christian. And
he is not incorrect in his grasp of the essential position, however
grcat a responsibility he incurs. It is in point of fact untrue
for modern Christianity to say that Feuerbach is attacking it;
that is not true; he is attacking Christian people in order to
show that their lives do not correspond to the doctrines of
Christianity. (And so in rclation to Feuerbach one may say
‘Et ab hoste constlium.’) This is a fundamental distinction. That
he is an evil spirit may very well be true, but tactically he can
be of use to us.”’?! 'What a pre-cminent change it would signify
if the leaders of Christianity in speech and writing—think only
of the authors of the Christian Sunday papers—Dby this sort of
frank admission of the truth became free to ecxpress such
insights, and drew the consequences!

Or think again of the preachers. Let us suppose that by
such a concession they were to admit the question how their
preaching stands as rcgards their own existence poised between
sin and grace. Then they could no longer engage in considera-
tions on the subjcct of Christianity, which had nothing to do
with their own cxistence or with that of their hearers, but they
would themseclves be an existing “I”’—no matter how this
measurcs up in fact to the idealism of the Christian demand—
and as such would be confronted by a concretely existing
“thou,” and so would be in a position to address themselves
to the existent ‘“‘thou’ and to be questioned by the latter.
What an undreamed-of revolution in Christian preaching this
would entail! It should not be forgotten that Kierkegaard did
not just summarily require such a concession but also criticised
in extenso falsc preaching and furnished the necessary categories
for its rectification. What a vital action would be implied by
such a change in preaching, and that quite apart from any
external changes!

And then it could not but happen that a twilight of the idols
would fall over that whole superstition of existing Christianity
which assumes without further question that all are Christians.
It would not come about as a result of any separation of those
who were more awake in order that they might make special
demands about Christian living on the rest of the Church, but

1 Qp. cit., X.2, 163.
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simply as a result of the fact that by this concession it would be
impossible to preach in such a way as to confirm men in their
petulance and to nourish this superstition.

A concession of this kind would thus accomplish what
Kicrkegaard tried to effect through his Eindbung: it would
once more plunge contemporary Christianity into the process
of becoming. What Kierkegaard means by this must be
cxamined in more detail, cspecially as rcgards the relation of
Church and State, which in any case decisively determines the
character of Christianity as established.

16. CHURCH AND STATE

In an article in Faedrelandet of 31 Jan. 1851! Kierkegaard
protests emphatically against the expressions of Dr A. C.
Rudelbach in his book Uber die biirgerliche Eheschliessung (1851)
where, in order to support his fight against the Statc Church’
Rudelbach makes the following reference to our author: “Thi;
agrees closely with what Seren Kierkegaard, one of our dis-
tinguished modern writers, tries to make clear in the strongest
possible terms, and, as Luther says, to drive home to all those
Y:lho are willing to listen.”  Kierkegaard says on the contrary:
Iam .Supposed to have made an attack on State Christianity.
Y.CS,.thIS Seren Kicerkegaard is supposed to have the wholesalc,
sxgmﬁcancc of criticising the State Church, or mare precisel
of striving for the emancipation of the Church from the Staécy
or at least ‘of making clear his opposition in the strongcs;
possible terms and driving it home’! In Ursin’s arithmetic
book,. which in my day was in use in the schools, there is
prom.lscd a reward to any one who can find a mistake in the
exercises of the book. I too promise a reward to any one who
can point out to me in the whole series of my books a single
proposal for a change in the outward form of the Church, or
even any trace of such a thing, or anything that even for ,the
most_shortsighted was remotely suggestive of such a proposal
or might lead to the opinion that I thought the defect might lie’
In externals, as though I considered external changes necessary
or hoped from them any help” (p. 378). ‘“Nothing makes mé
L Angriff, pp. 376 fI.
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so doubtful as anything which even smacks of this unfortunate
confusion of politics and Christianity, which can so easily bring
about and make fashionablc a new sort of Church reformation,
a rcformation in reverse, which by way of reform would put
something new and worse in the place of the old and better,
and which however would without a doubt be celebrated by
the whole town with fireworks” (p. 379). He is especially
scornful of the possibility that the cause which he has at heart
might be brought under the heading of “emancipation,” and
says: ‘“Ncither have I ever fought for the emancipation of the
Church—just as little as for the emancipation of Greenland’s
trade, of women, of the Jews, or of anything else. But as an
individual addressing mysclf to individuals and aiming at the
interior Christian life in individuals, I have consistently and
solely fought with weapons of the spirit the fight against the
‘illusion of the scnses,” I have drawn attention to it and warned
against it. And as in my opinion it is a matter of scnsuous delu-
sion if any onc imagines that the outer forms hinder him from
becoming a Christian, so also it is cqually a delusion and the
same delusion, if any onc imagines that the outer forms can
help him to become a Christian” (pp. 379-80).

Kicrkegaard also says on the same occasion: “Also 1 have
never occupicd my attention with affairs of Church and State,
since such matters arc too high for me, and to deal adequately
with them a man of different vision from myself is required, and
moreover the matter can quite simply be left to those who are
properly called and appointed to deal with it (p- 379).
This, of course, is true, only of Kicrkegaard’s published
spceches.  In the diaries of these years, he has, on the contrary,
gone quite deeply into these questions.

He was not, however, interested in theories of the State and
philosophical foundations for the power of the State, and he
considers: “Instead of all these hypotheses about the origin of
the Statc and so on, we ought to be more concerned about the
question: ‘In face of the given situation of official Christianity,
how shall we create new and inspiring points of view?’ 2 For

® §. K. P., x.4, 72. K. E. Logstrup, “Dic Kategorie und das Amt der
Verkiindigung im Hinblick auf Luther und Kierkegaard,” in Evangelische
Theologie, cited below as Ev. Th., 1949, pp. 249 {f.,, has either overlooked
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this purpose therc is needed especially a strengthening of official
Christianity through the effective exercise of its implied author-
ity. It is just here that the work of the State lics by contrast
with the work of the Church: ‘““The ‘Church’ should really
stand for vitality, the ‘State,” on the other hand, for what is
officially recognised. That is why it is so dangerous if State
and Church grow together and become identified. Even if
some institution is not so successful, provided it is official, the
State must sce that it is not hastily done away with, just because
the State stands for what is official; and it is perhaps better to

the fact that K. declares himsclf uninterested in any philosophical justi-
fication for worldly authority, or, in the light of his Lutheran prcjudices,
has misinterpreted this lack of interest when he says that K. “denies any
sort of divine basis for the authority with which secular civil offices are
excrciscd” (p. 263). Things are not so simple as that with a dialectician.
Logstrup himself says that with K. authority “is in relation to all other
qualifications, 76 €repov, whether it is a question of an Apostle or of a man
on whom authority is conferred by his civil office” (p. 264). But, he goes
on to say, ‘“‘the positive characteristic that man has authority from some
other source applics on the contrary to subordinate officers whose authority
is derivative, c.g. the ambassador’s, or the police officer’s, it does not
apply to thosc who wield intrinsic authority, such as magistrates and
superior officials and parents. Here we are left completely in the lurch”
(p. 266). We must dispute the last point.  'Why should not this justification
of authority apply to superior authorities also, namely its derivative charac-
ter? In these conversations which he reports in detail in his diaries, K.
says to his King, not of course that he has his office from God and that
therefore it cannot be called in question, but he tells him to use his authority
and promises to support him in his usc of it. K. is not at all concerned
about the metaphysics of authority, but he is concerned that authority
should be used, and that in responsibility before God. What concern
could K. have in directly establishing the divine authority of the King, and
so forth, such as would remove it from all criticism, after he insists ag
it:‘}?nglgr as possible on its actual usc? But that he docs nc})t dfcny, IOn the
er ha .. ) N . : in the tact th

requires zg,tlfos:“i,::jc‘ 1');]1515 to this au.LhorltY :;St ih?l‘i/:l:tl:lis authorityatt}::;
they should do so wilt‘llll uals who decide 10 ongsibility before God. He
certainly g a sense of ut{nost resp thori .
and against which ct’hz‘;:nwv;}tilc; tl)t)ls m}SUi.Crd ’l:linsr:?ugglc of the individloxzi
acting with a sensc of thility bofors G d incidentally it i

¢ questionen sc of responsibility before God.. And ncidentally it is to
We refur ?}f thti:ther Luthcr. }1.1ms.clf rccqgmscd this sort of authority,
between K ’:cf)e:. ¢r to the distinction which we dra.V\:' in what follows

. servatism and that of conservative politicians,
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conserve a weaker institution than to reform it prematurely.
The exact opposite is true of the Church, since 1t 1s based on the
idea of vitality and development. To be engaged in the
process of becoming is more spiritual than to cxist officially;
therefore the servants of the Church ought not to be officials,
hardly should they be married, but expediti apt to further the
process of becoming.”?

If this is the essential relationship of Church and State, then
the danger of their identification lics in the possibility of their
corrupting cach other, with the result that the fulfilment of their
specific tasks is hindered. This may happen on the side of the
State in that it becomes a Christian State, in the sense that it
guarantces the institution of the Church, by legally authorising
the arrangements and offices of the Church and financing it
by taxation and thus fostering the illusion that all its citizens
arc Christians. In that case the Church no longer needs to
justify itsclf intrinsically by caring for its inner lifc and progress,
for the State by its external provisions on behalf of the Church
would discourage the latter from examining the question of the
actual spiritual state of the citizens and the actual condition
of the Church. “The whole idca of a Christian State is really
a self-contradiction, a picce of jugglery. . . . No doubt it is
permissible for me to be paid for my work as a Christian
teacher (for the labourer is worthy of his hirc); but then there
ought to be real Christians whom I can guarantec to be such
in return for my accepting payment, and whose existence makes
my taking of payment a rcasonable Christian action. But I
ought not to receive my rccompensc through a third party
which, if nccessary, will use secular power in order to procure
for me my dues, a third party which . . . merely maintains the
fiction that all are Christians. Thus we have the parson,
appointed by the State Church to a parish with a certain
stipulated salary, and so it does not matter whether or not
there is a single Christian in the whole parish, whether any one
goes to church or not, and so on. The parson preaches as
arranged and the State sees to it that he receives his income.
The State essentially belongs to the category of race and
community, Christianity to the catcgory of the individual.

3 8 K. P, x.1, 552.
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For this rcason alone it is clear that thcy are incompatible.
One can see, therefore, how gricvously mistaken is the desire
of spiritual scrvants to be paid dircctly by the State. If one
cannot persuade men of the high significance of Christianity so
that they willingly pay, then onc ought not to take their moncy.
The origins of Christianity arc too lofty for it to bccome a
protegé of the State. If the individual members of a State sink
s0 low that they have no sensc of art and culture, and the State
tells them, ‘I can’t help that, you must ncvertheless pay for
these things’—good, that is in order and praiscworthy. But
Christianity is infinitely higher than the State; if men despise
Christianity, then the punishment must be that they no longer
have a chance of hearing its message.””

A Church whose wholc life is corrupted in this way by the
help of a State guarantce can no longer fulfil its duty over
against the State, i.c., the duty of caring for vitality in opposition
to the officialdom of the State. This vital becoming, which is
historical as distinct from natural becoming, can only take
Place through individuals, who, realising thcir supreme
responsibility before God, take the universal moral law so
seriously as to embody it in their individual concrete circum-
stances and the specific situation of their time. If, in doing this,
the individual feels compelled to go beyond those cthical
standards which the State as the guardian of officialdom
expresses in law and custom, he can justify himself only by
Pointing out that he is ready to make sacrifices for this end.
Thus only through the life of the individual acting in respon-
sibility before God and men can there be genuine vitality and
progress in society. But a Church which is upheld by the
State has neither the outer nor the inner frecdom to serve the
end of this spiritual transformation. Since by its alliance with
the State it is involved in the interests of the latter, and with
worldly shrewdness must care for the maintenance of what is
officially rccognised, so it can no longer demand from its
Servants and individual members that in the life of faith they
should take risks and make sacrifices. In fact it cannot even
desire this, for then the condition of the official Church would

€ exposed. And hence nothing remains to it but to become

4 0p. cit., x.2, 240.
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“conservative’”’ in a false and undialectical sense, i.e., to be
politically conservative by lending an absolute divine authority
to the ordinances and offices of this Christian State which
guarantces officially a state of things so profitable to the Church.
Hence it is not conscrvative, as Kierkegaard was, in order
firmly to uphold the validity of the moral law and to make the
unjustified cvasion of the individual as difficult as possible, so
that a genuine transformation might be effected, but it is
conservative in order to preclude any challenge to official
Christianity and to make impossible this vital movement of
change.

But when it is attempted to hinder genuine spiritual change,
then you necessarily invite false changes such as those aimed at
in movements of political progress. In this case the movement
no longer takes placc through the personal responsibility of
individuals, but individuals group themselves together in order
to take part, as a collective, in the progress of the race. Kierke-
gaard clearly makes the Church responsible for the uprising
of such movements which are so decply repugnant to him. He
constantly reminds us how shameful it is for a Christian society
that the common man should play the part he does in the
Christian State, and he describes it as the great merit of Rudel-
bach’s book Die Kirchenverfassung to “have shown that the State
Church is responsible for or has contributed to, the rise of the
proletariat. How important this is Rudelbach himself does
not seem to have realised. In official Christianity people
certainly do not live in a Christian way, even as regards their
life with and their responsibilities for the common man. In this
respect my life has been something like a revelation—and alas,
in a certain sense, I can say a very sad revelation. The
un-Christian and unethical thing is to base the State on a
substratum of men who are completely ignored and with
whom one repudiates any relationship—even though on
Sundays you hcar moving scrmons about the love of your
neighbour.”® Even the experiences of the year 1848 did not
change his attitude in this matter. ‘““The uprising in the world
is calling for visible action,”® but the Church withdraws itself
into the sanctuary of the house of God, as Kierkegaard shows

5 0p. cit., X.1, 669. 8 Op. cit., x.3, 346.
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in a sermon of Mynster, who says: “ ‘ To suggest prcaching
this out there in the streets would not help at all; but here in
Your holy place, in this solemn sanctuary, I will proclaim it to
any one who is willing to hear,” and so on. What impudence,
thus by worldly wisdom to contradict, without morc ado,
Christ, the Apostles, and all the witnesses to the truth, who
were unwise or fantastic enough to proclaim it in the strects
and to take thc prcolamation scriously. . . . Now, in modern
Christianity, when we are all supposcd to be Christians, they
do not dare to proclaim the Gospel in the streets, yet when all
were either Jews or heathen, they did this. . . . It would have
been right if Mynster had said, ‘I lack faith and courage and
power to proclaim this gospel in the streets.” 7 This subterfuge
of taking refuge in the stillness of the house of God for the
preaching of the Gospel, arises from that other subterfuge, of
cleaving only to an elect circle instead of to the people who of
course are assumed to be mere Christians: “Let us form a small
circle which will stick together. [This occurs in onc of his last
published sermons, where on the occasion of ’48 he wishes to
offer the comfort that therc are still circles in which in some
degree matters can be safely arranged]. I do not propose here
to linger long over the point that the circles or the circle which
sticks together is hardly the best assembly of Christians, but
consists of those who are distinguished from a worldly point of
view. No, cven if such a circle werc composed of the best
Christians, what an untruth it ecxpresses! It derives profit
from the fantasy that a Christian State is there (. . . the profit
of being a bishop or high official, etc.), and existentially it
declares that the mass of men are anything but Christians, are
merely a rude and ignorant rabble.”8

Kierkegaard is quite clear about the fact that the twe
delusions: a Christian State and official Christianity are
mutually conditioned and support cach other and therefore
must fall together. But in spite of this he wrote the article
against Rudelbach, and up to the outbreak of the struggle after
Mynster’s death, he did everything to defend the State Church
and its government against the demands of the Free Church
movement, whether that of Grundtvig or of the orthodox, as

7 Op. cit., X.1, 359. 8 0p. cit., x.1, 611.
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also against the liberal party. To this end he also supported
the authority of the Church, just as on political ground he was
morc conscrvative than the most conservative of his contem-
poraries, and issued warnings against the slightest concessions
to the demands of the time. This might seem the more
remarkable as cven in the sphere of secular politics he had long
realised the untcnablencss of existing conditions.

On the occasion of a discussion of the short novel To Tidsaldre
hc gives as early as the year 1846 a criticism of the contemporary
political and social situation® and forcsees with astonishing
clarity not merely the cvents of the year 1848, but the whole
political and social development up to the present time. He
realises that the levelling-down of all authority and the gencral
process of disintegration can no longer be held up. “If
authority and power have formerly been abused in the world
and so have brought the nemesis of revolution upon themselves,
it was in truth powerlessness and weakness which insisted on
standing on their own feet and so have brought this nemesis
on themselves.””!® Hence there is no possibility of going back
to a former stage of political development. But likewisc the
way by which the socialistic or communistic movement wishes
to progress offers no solution by which man might come into
his own as an individual existing in responsibility before God.
“It must not be supposed that the idea of socialism and
community life will prove the salvation of our time; it is on
the contrary the fruit of scepticism which belongs to it so that
the process of individualistic liberation can go straight ahead,
each individual cither getting lost and perishing, or, reared in
abstractions, conquering his rights.”'* This will happen in
the following way: “The principle of association (which at the
most can be justified in regard to material interests) is not, in
our time, affirmative but negative, it is a subterfuge, a distrac-
tion from the main issue, a snare, the dialectic of which is that
in strengthening the individual, it enervates him, for it streng-
thens by numerical collectivisation, which is, from the ethical

9 S V., viu, 1-105; Kritik der Gegenwart, cited below as X. G., tr. T.
Haicker, Innsbruck 1g22. Except as stated, all further refs. in this section
areto S. V. and KA. G. _

10 vy, 100-1; 65. 1 v, 99; 61-2.
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point of view, a weakness. Not until the individual has won an
ethical bearing in face of the whole world, not until then can
there be any talk of truly uniting, otherwise the union will be
a union of the weak, who arc cach for themselves, and will
prove as ugly and corrupt as the marriage of children.”!?
Thus the development towards socialism cannot be stopped
by any attempt to put the clock back, but onc must ask what
will follow it when individuals begin to work themsclves free
from the levelling-down process. ““And when the human race,
which aimed at egalitarianism, emancipation, at the destruction
of all authority and themsclves, has thus started the ruinous
forest-fires of abstraction through the scepticism of socialism,
when it has thus crushed out all individuality and removed all
organic concretions, and has sct up in their place ‘humanity’
and the numerical equality of man and man; when the race has
rejoiced for one moment at the far stretching prospect of this
dreary abstract monotony, which is limited and disturbed by
nothing at all pre-eminent, not the slightest thing, but is
merely so much empty ‘air and water,” then begins the work by
which individuals must help themselves, cach for himself,’13
Thus alone can the levelling-down process be overcome in a
progressive way by such individuals as have worked to win
their way through it, and without claiming any authority for
themselves have introduced a new measure of greatness and
order of merit. Only so can the failure of the authorities now
collapsing be repaired—a failure duc to the fact that “men have
lost sight of the religious isolation of the individual in the
presence of God and of his responsibility in cternity.”14

This is the linc of development which Kierkegaard foresces.
As he thinks of its inevitable consequences, the huge losses jp
the concrete forms of civilisation, with their priceless valye for
the ethical and cultural development of mankind, will he Strive
to stem the tide? Or will he hasten to support the inevitap|e
future, thinking of his idca that in the last resort the levelling-
down process can only be halted inasmuch as “the individua]
in his isolation wins strength and courage to attain religious
awareness’’?13 Kierkegaard can do neither of these two things,

12y, gg; 62. 1% vit, 100; 64.
14y, 8o; 31. 15y, 81; 32.
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for “the levelling-down process. must remain,” yet ‘it is as
unavoidable as the fact that offences must come into the world,
but woe to him through whom they come!™18

Kierkegaard’s dialectical position with regard to the official
connexion of State and Church is defined in the following
terms: ‘“Hardly anyone is more knowledgeable than I am about
the objections which, from a Christian point of view, are to be
made to a State Church, a democratic Church, and Christianity
as it at present exists, ctc.; ifem, that in the strictly Christian
sensc the demand is separation—that is, the demand of supreme
idcalism. But I say that to undertake to effect this scparation
is a religious concern in so lofty a sense, that only a qualitatively
distinguished religious character could carry it out, strictly
speaking an Apostle, and at the least a witness to the truth
would be required. And it must be done properly and in
keeping; we must not chatter about it in an idle and character-
less way. To get a characterless muddle-head to dare a thing
of this kind would be infinitely madder than to set a stay-at-
home pork-butchcr to command a brigade or to set a barber
to do a difficult surgical operation. Now I have not discovered
a single individual on the scenc who might even be taken to
resemble such a distinguished religious character. On the
other hand, there are some who attempt this operation, botch-
ing and bungling it in a characterless and inadmissible way.
That is absolutely ruinous (as they say, corruptio optimi pessima).
The mess of existing official Christianity is by no means
praiscworthy, but it is infinitely preferable to a characterless
reformation. Herc lies my own relevance to the situation. If
I were to give myself out to be a witness to the truth or some-
thing of that kind, I should be without significance. For this
very rcason I am true cnough to hold in check characterless
uncthical attempts at reformation. But in order to be able to
do so, I again demand what I demand from myself—concessions.
As when a regiment has failed in its duty, and as a whole is
degraded, it is my opinion that if we may not and will not dare
by a long way to make an end of this popular Church, then we
must unite in rcalising that we are degraded, and in confessing
that in the strict sense we are not Christians. And how do I

18 vy, 82; 35.
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personally proceed in this issue? Do I come forward as one
who so to speak has a command from God to degrade present
official Christianity? Oh no, I have no such compectence.
Myself moved by the ideal, I find a joy in feeling mysclf
degraded and without competence in striving to move others
to the same feeling.””!7

Everything now depends on whether Mynster will make this
concession.

I7. THE CONCEPTION OF A WITNESS TO TRUTH

Kierkcgaard was forced very soon to realise that Mynster
would never make the expected concession. But he did not on
that account become untrue to himself. Not he, but Mynster,
must decide what was the next move. But in consequence of
the long expectation of this decision and in view of eventual
future possibilities, Kierkegaard thought further about the
problem of the conditions under which it might be possible to
take the next step and ““to come forward in character.” In thig
connexion the conception of the witness to the truth had to be
clarified dialectically from every angle.

Kierkegaard had alrcady been working in this direction
through his intense preoccupation with the casc of the Danish
pastor Adler. In 1843 the latter had appealed to a revelation
made especially to him, had been relieved of his office, and in
1846 published papers rclating to his situation which Kierke.
gaard at once studied with great cagerness. The book which
Kierkegaard wrote on the subject in 1846-47 was never
published.! Butin 1847 he did publish, under the pscudonym
H. H., two essays bearing closcly on this and partially taken
from his Buch iiber Adler. They were: “Has a man the right tq
allow himself to be put to death for the truth’s sakep:>z and
“Concerning the difference between a genius and an Apostle,s

Adler appeals to a revelational cvent, and, as far as officia]

17§, K. P., x.4(a), 296.

1 8. K. P., viL2, 6-230; Der Begriff des Auserwahliten, cited below as B. A.
tr. T. Hicker, Innsbruck 1926. ’

* Op. cit., 273-313; S. V., X1, 47-91; Ges. W., x, 103-37.

* Op.cit., 313-33; S. V., X1, 93-109; Ges. W., X, 139-56.
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Christianity is concerned, he thus has, as an ‘“‘extraordinary
individual,” a different starting-point from the ‘“‘ordinary
individual,” and must rclate himself to the common life
differently from the latter. Thislatter reproduces and “‘develops
the lifc of organised Christianity in his personal existence; the
institution is for him thc basic thing, which in its affinity with
him penctrates and moulds his personal gifts; he is an individual
whosc lifc follows the pattern of the official.”® It is otherwise
with the extraordinary individual who “deviates so far that as
an individual he does not rencw and reproduce the common
life within himself, by subjecting himseclf to it with a sense of
eternal responsibility, but he wishes to renew the common life
by providing it with a ncw starting-point, i.e., new in relation
to the presupposition basic to the official institution, and by his
sense of immediate dependence on God he wishes to remodel the
institution: in this way he is extraordinary, which is to say that
he is to be recognised as such whether he is personally justified
or not; it is in this spherc proper to him that he must win his
victory and submit to judgment, the institution must exclude
him completely.”® “Hence the new point of view was the
difference between the sincere ordinary man and the sincere
extraordinary man; the essential human criterion, the cthical,
they have both in common. If the individual is really a genuine
extraordinary person and really has a new creative point of
view, if he sces the crushing difficulty of his life in the light of
that discrimen between the universal and the particular extra
ordinem, then he must be immediately discernible by the fact
that he is prepared to make sacrifices. And he must be prepared
to do so both for his own sake and for the sake of the majority.”’s

The question whether he will succeed is his smallest concern,
and in this he differs from the spuriously extraordinary men, the
men who initiate movements. The latter have “no place and
no time to dare to do something especially noble. Their
business is co-ordinated with the affairs of time, the question of
success is therefore not merely the telos of their efforts. But
for them it is basically success which must prove that they are

1§ K. P. viuz2.40; B. 4., 47. All refs. in nn. 5-12 below are to §. K. P,
vir.2, and B. 4.

5415 47-8. ® 45; 52.
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. usc once
more the majority, _hc needs them, 1 0 hyl « lan”? Hence he
in a new uniform in accordance with his p an. :

« he himself desires to
cannot stand alonc; ‘‘on thc' contrary, hc¢ hi Limsclf that
carry the majority with him, in order to convince him e
what he wishes is true and uscful.”’® It lSJUSL_thC opposite “ 1
the sincerely extraordinary man: ‘“hc has .tnumphcd a}rcay}( y;
for his rclationship to God is his triumph; in fact, cven if w 1ya.
he has to proclaim never triumphed in the world, his answ cxf
would be, ‘So much the worse for the world.” ”® The man 0
movements ‘‘has not the courage to become the discernible
outstanding person who wills somcthing an.d is prc.par.cd to
take every risk for what he wills.”® Not until after hlS. victory
does he cause himself to be celebrated, whereas the sincerely
distinguished man “was rccogniscd through his suffering and
martyrdom: it goes without saying that he cannot later go
around and receive congratulations—but ncither can he be
mistaken for what he is.”’10

“The conditions of the time in which he lives must always be
of service to a truly extraordinary man; thus, as regards our
own day, he would have to have supremecly at his command
what constitutes our special characteristic:
reflexion and undcrstanding.
difference between a man of ou
revelation and such a onc of carlie

appropriates the revelation wit
Power of reflexion.

hardly be sy

the power of
The essential phenomenal

r time who hag received a
r times will be that the former

i a morc highly devclopcd
Our time is an epoch of reflexion;

it can

pposcd that the divine providence is not aware of

this. The reflexion of the chosen one must not destroy for him
the extr

aordinary character of the rcvclation,_ no, but he myg;
avail himsclf of the whole power of reflexion when he fitg
himsclf and his revelation into the context pf the times, He
must he dialectically aware of dangers and difficultics of which
the prophet of former days had no suspicion. Ip a period of
advanced thought the chosen one must be bc?th lnsplred' by a
revelation (and he must be unshakably f:o‘nvmced.that it was
and is a revelation) and also the greatest 1ntcr1?rctc‘1( of the day.
His gifts and level of moral development do not make him at all

9 . . 10 : 6 .
7 48; 36, 8 51; 59- 52; 61 53; 52
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worthy to be chosen of God—there is no question of merit
in face of God’s clection—but the fact that he has these
gifts and is highly developed cthically is his phenomenological
mark.”’1!

He nceds thesc gifts in order that he may succeed in relating
himself to the official institution, for “the extraordinary must
be imparted, must be fitted into the context of the common life;
and the chosen onc, the unique one, must receive the terrible
jolt of being a paradox if he is to communicate it. Dialectically
therc arc two points here; that the shock should qualitatively
and dccisively be the shock of truth; and, on the other hand,
that the common life should as far as possible be spared. Just
as little as God is a God of confusion, so little is the elect man
called to confusec minds and then to run away. He must love
the common life and be willing to sacrifice himself.  Just ag
onc uses the caustic stonc with extreme precaution (not for
fear of using it but in order to usc it correctly), just as a man
wraps it up so that no onc can directly touch it, so the elect
man must take heced to consecrate himself as the Inspired
individual so that nonc may suffer harm by direct contact.
The onc who is called is at the same time the onc who conse-
crates himself, For what in him, if he is sincere, is eternal truth,
the gift of divine grace, is in any other by mere contact with the
extraordinary, dallying, falscness, lostness.”’1?

How far may his sclf-sacrificc go? Is it legitimate for him to
allow himself to be slain for the truth which he represents?
Here the question is not whether he has the courage and power
for this, but whcther he has the right thus to make others
guilty of his murder, hence whether his responsibility for the
truth which he cxpresses goes so far. Chr?st did so. By
Christ may not be brought into the conmc}eration, firstly
because by His death of which He a110\.vs His murderers ¢
become guilty He brings about the forgiveness of their sipg.
In regard to every other man who comes for‘\‘vard In a simijlayp
way, the question must, however, be posed: “Has the death of
the witness to the truth any vicarious power? No, only the death
of Christ had such, for He was more than man and died for the
whole human race. Even if the death of the witness to the

1 oss: 64-5. 12 64-5; 75-6.
K
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truth makes the guilty aware of the truth, their guilt remains
none the less, and then even shows itself for the first time in all
its enormity. Hence have I the right to use such a violent
and terrible means of warning?*’13
The question may be put (1) in regard to the relation between
heathen and heathen. Here the answer is “no,” because in
their case we cannot assume that any one of them may raise
the claim to be in possession of absolute truth, and thus the
distinction between them is only relative. “Hence Socrates
would certainly not affirm that he was in the strictest sense
put to death for the sake of the truth.”!* (2) In the relation
between Christian and heathen, the Christian, through his
communion with Christ,isrooted absolutelyin the truth. “Thus
the difference between him and the other is an absolute onc
_and finds absolute expression just in the fact that the Christian
IS put to death by the heathen.”?® Hence here the answer is
yes.” (3) “In the relation between Christian and Christian it
€an only be a matter of a relative distinction as in the casc of
heathen and heathen. Hence a Christian might well allow his
fellow Christians to become guilty of mocking and jeering at
him. No doubt this, too, would involve the responsibility of
his making them guilty by this means: but this much relatively
t0 them he may owe to the truth: so far he may be aboye
them in his knowledge of the truth. This may also scrve to
arouse their awareness. But in this situation there is no crime
Which cannot be atoned for. If, on the other hand, it was saiq
0 be permissible in Christianity to let oncsclf be slain for the
truth, then it would first have to be established that so-called
Tistianity is not Christian, but as ‘unspirituality’ is more
€athen than heathendom. But if we feel that we cannot
altogether deny that professing Christians are Christian (and
3y any man go so far as that? If anyone dared do so, would
¢ not have to know the human heart as only omniscicnce
OWs jt?), then we may not allow ourselves to be put to death
Or the truth’s sake nor allow others to become guilty of such g

€ath.”16 Hepce the question is to be answered negatively,
1
th'a S. .V., X1, 74-5; Ges. W., X, 122-3. Except as stated, all further refs, in
'S Section are to . V. and Ges. W.
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But this still does not answer the question which is for
Kierkegaard the central issue of his life’s mission in its bearing
on Christianity as cstablished. The case is rather that one must
rcckon with the possibility that so-called Christianity is in
reality heathendom, and in fact far worse than the latter, and
that thercfore he who is certain of this has the right to allow
himself to be put to death for the truth’s sake just because this
is his conviction. What categorical qualifications must such
a onc have? He would need to have not only the authority
which the Apostle claimed with regard to the heathen world,
but as a prophet within Christianity he would neced to have the
compctence to challenge the latter to resist him and to martyr
him, in order that he might make clear the condition of existing
Christianity. Kicrkegaard concerned himself with this figure
of the “martyr prophet” ever since the “Adler case” had come
forward, ant long bcefore he demanded the admission from
Mynster. Such a figurce has first to be characterised in relation
to the figurc of the Apostle, whose authority must be the starting-
point for its own cffectiveness.

We have alrecady met the question as to the definition of an
Apostle in connexion with our consideration of the way in
which the communication of the later Christian corresponds
to the sclf-attestation of Jesus, or more exactly the authority
with which Jesus demands that faith, in obedience, should
decide against scandalisation (pp. 88,89). The point hereis hoy
the relation of the Christian teacher to the hearer of his message
goces further than the Socratic relation between man and man
Such communication must contain an “historical ‘not abene’ s
forcstalling the possibility that revelation through history might
be made into revelation as cternal truth.  This emphasis on the
historical ensues when the communication takes place through
an Apostle or through an ordained clergyman as the cop.
tinuator of the Apostolic witness, for both these, in consequence
of their commission, have been so paradoxically transformeq
in time as to have become endowed with the specific quality of
authority in relation to their hearers. As regards this authorit
Kicrkegaard makes no difference between the Apostle and the
clergyman: ‘““Authority is a specific quality given to the
Apostle through his calling and to the pastor through hig
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ordination.”?” Kierkegaard does not take into account the
difference between these two orders, which springs from the
fact that the authority of the clergyman is derived from thaF of
the Apostle and in practice is rendered cffective by invocation
of the authority of the Apostle in the preaching of Scripturc.
Equally, he does not consider how the Apostle is related to the
Christ from whom his authority flows, i.c., how his calling comes
about. Kicrkegaard simply says: “It goes without saying
that an infinite and qualitative distinction exists between Christ
and cvery elect soul. Christ Himself embodies the sphere of
the paradoxical, whereas the elect person is derivative, marked
out to belong to this sphere.”*8 The centre of interest here lics
clearly in the fact of being thus marked out, in consequence of
which the historical aspect of revelation is accentuated. In this
respect, at all events, there can be no difference between the
Pastor and the Apostle, however great the difference between
them would be if we asked how the derivation of their authority
originated. The latter question, however, from the point of
view of the right assertion of this authority in modern preaching,
can have only, for Kicrkegaard, a historical or speculative
Interest,

Of course it would become an acute issue in face of the
Possibility that someone in the present arose claiming direct
Tevelation and in consequence claiming to belong to the order
of the Apostle as contrasted with the only mediately-appointed
Pastor. Then quite a different set of questions would have to
be broached. The question scems to be implied in the Adler
Case. As the latter, however, soon showed himself to be a
Crazy fellow, he served Kierkegaard only as an instance in the
!lght of which to work out dialectically the problems involved
N such cases. To do so was an obvious step for Kierkegaard to
take, since he reckoned with the possibility of a personal call to
the “eXtraordinary” in his own case, although he was not able
to entertain firmly the conviction of a special vocation.

Alongside the equation of Apostle and pastor as regards the
Paradoxica]-djalectical basis of their authority, are also to be

17
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found in Kicrkegaard statements which secem to distinguish the
Apostle from the pastor in specific ways. Once in the Stadien
the question is directly put “whether the pastor is, then, an
Apostle; and, if not, in what way he is distinct from the
Apostle, and wherein he resembles the latter.””!® No answer is
given, and in this direct form the question is not again asked by
Kicrkegaard or his psecudonyms. In various passages of the
Nachschrift where it is a question of the Apostle, various points
of view arc apparcnt. On one occasion it is a question of the
historically peculiar situation of the Apostle, who has to
introduce Christianity as an unknown truth, and the implied
demands on dialectical communication are discussed.?® At
another time, the question arises of the difference between
an Apostle and “one who is awakened.” The latter is
immediately certain of his faith and can make his relation to
God outwardly manifest without any conccaled inwardness.
The Apostle, on the contrary, is described as follows: “One
should remember that the lifc of an Apostle is paradoxical and
dialectical, therefore he turns his attention outwards. Any
onc who is not an Apostle, if he docs this, becomes a misguided
acsthetic.””?t  In this sensc it is true of the Apostle that “his
existence is right if it is as nobody eclse’s may be.”’22

This paradoxical-dialectical form of the Apostle’s existence
rests on the revelation which has come to him. As a result of
this the commission and the competence for his message is
granted him—in other words, what the clergyman receives
through ordination. But with the revelation the Apostle’s
existence is transformed and rooted in a communion with God
which is qualitatively different from that of all other men
because it has originated in a different way. According to
what was said about the difference between the Apostle and
the onec aroused to attention, this Godward relation would seem
to be capable of being imparted directly in a unique way. How
is this to be understood?

In any case it cannot mean that the Apostle, by a special

¥ v, 319; 1v, 309.
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mode of existence capable of outward manifestation, can and
must make the authority of his message sensibly felt and its
truth guaranteed. If he did so, he would do more than what
Christ Himself was able to do. Here, too, there cannot be in
question anything more than arousing attention. “‘An Apostle
has no other proof than that of his message itsclf; to which at
most may be added that he is ready to suffer willingly and
Joyfully ecverything that his message cntails in the way of
suffering. Briefly then his manner of address is: ‘I am called
of God; do with me as you plcase; scourge me, kill me—my
last word is still the same as my first: I am called of God and
make you responsible for your conduct towards me’.”’23 Byt
this would not fundamentally differentiate him as a witness to
the truth from the pastor, but only to the extent that the latter
in general does not invite such opposition and perhaps also
would not be ready to endure it (if need be) in terms of suffering.
But this outward suffering does not even.necessarily belong to
the vocation of Apostle as such. He is simply “the official
representative’”. ‘“And as the messenger has only to convey the
message faithfully, the ambassador his instructions: so in the
main it is the sole business of the Apostle to be faithful in his
service, and to fulfil his office truly. If he does this, he is
essentially sacrificing himself, even though he is never per-
secuted: ‘namely by the fact that he, himsclf poor, has only to
make others rich,’ that he may never permit himself to enjoy in
carefree quiet and leisure the wealth which he brings to others

In the sphere of divine things he is like the busy 110USCkCeping'
mother who, in her anxicty to provide food for others, hardly
Mmanages to get any food herself.”’2*  All this can again apply
cqually well to the pastor, cspecially when one sces his task ag
K_ierkegaard once described it: “‘Pastors who, having at their
disposal a very desirable culture, arc expert not so much in
arid scholastic exercises but rather in the struggle where the
deci_sive factor is presence of mind, in the struggle not so mych
against the attacks and questionings of the learned but rather
against human passions; pastors who know how to divide up
the mass of humanity into real individual persons; pastors
who do not make great claims to study and learning and desire

2 . = k
3 X1, 106; X, 154. M oxi, 1075 X, 154-5.
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nothing less than to rule; pastors who, eloquent when need
ariscs, arc no less skilled in the art of silence and patient
cndurance; pastors who, knowing the human heart as far as
possible, have learnt no less how to restrain themselves from
judgment and condemnation; pastors who have understood
how to exercisc authority through their rcadiness for self-
sacrifice; pastors who have been trained and cducated in the
school of obedience and suffering so that they might soothe,
exhort, cdify, and stir the heart, and if nced be, coerce—not
indecd by might (in fact nothing less!), but by the influence of
their own obedience, and, above all, so that they might bear
all the rudeness of their ‘patient’ without allowing themselves
to be disturbed any more than a doctor is disturbed by the
cursing and kicking of his patient during an operation.””?® In
this respect, at any rate, we do not find any catcgorical dis-
crimination between the witnessing of the Apostle and that of
the pastor.

But by introducing the contrast to the person who is awaken-
ed Kicrkegaard scems to have considered that the distinctive-
ness of the Apostle does not lie merely in the different way in
which his relation with God arose, but also in the diffecrent way in
which it is communicable, for the Apostle communicates his
message in such a way as to make an acsthetic reaction impos-
sible. But can this mean anything other than that the apostle
cflectively communicates his paradoxical-dialectical situation
by referring as his authority to the call that was mediated to
him through revelation and thus by pointing to the absolute
paradox, setting in motion the process of interior dialectical
assimilation? For ‘it must happen just so; otherwise the
belicver would make direct rather than paradoxical contact
with the Gospel.””®¢ But docs not this apply just as essentially
to the pastor?

The examination of the distinctive dialectical qualifications
of the Apostle in his communication of truth does not go further
than this point. But this is not Kierkegaard’s special concern.
After he has established that the Apostle enjoys an immediate
revelation and an immediate relation with God, his interest is

2 Lftirladtfe Papirer, m1, 484, quoted in Geismar, S. K., 3go-1.
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not in deciding how the Apostle’s own existence, 'in 1ts st_ri_ctcr
form, is distinguished from that of all others—ccrt.am as this 1s—
but, on the contrary, in the question what this implies for all
others in regard to discipleship to Christ. This is especially
clear in An exhortation to self-examination at the present time (1851 ),
and especially in Judge for Yourselves (1876), the sccond part,
which did not appear until after Kicrkegaard’s death.

The pastor of coursc is not an Apostle. But this can hardly
mean that he is not to be a witness to the truth. The Apostolate
is a specific form of witnessing to the truth. Kicrkegaard
distinguishes from the Apostle the witness in the broader sense,
€.g., the teacher of Christianity in the carly pre-Constantine
Centuries.2” The latter is not a witness to the truth in con-
sequence of some immediate revelation, but he cnjoys this
dignity as a result of the fact that he obtained no profit from
the declaration of Christian truth, on the contrary he lived for
it and if nccessary also died for it.

Witnessing to the truth is the appropriate form of the com-
munication of Christianity because only so can the opposition
of Christianity to the world be made clear, only 5o can the
transformation of life wrought by the Gospel be thrown inte
relief and a vital impulsion towards it be given.?8 But again this
Mmust not be taken to imply that the paradoxical-dialectica]
change in the status and being of the Christian teacher flowing
from the Apostolic call or from ordination is thereby made
Superfluous.  This “historical ‘nofa bene’  can neither be
replaced by the existential character of the witness to the truth
Nor can the authoritative commission it implies first be made
good in this way. But neither is the converse true, namely that
ordination rcleases the clergyman from the obligation to be 3
witness to the truth. Nor can it confer upon him a dignity
Similar to that of the witness. “But look, the clergy are cop-
stantly hankering after this sort of dignity, though their liveg
arc totally different from the lives of these splendid men and the
Preaching of Christianity has become the same thing as any
ot%ler secular calling or source of income, an utterly worldly
thing.  And this sort of spiritual dignity does not belong to it.
A pastor of our time can really make claim to no other dignity

7 xu, 404; X1, 106, 8 8. K. P, x.3,59; 62.
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but such as any other man can acquire through his exertions in
his profession. Ordination can give him no sort of personal
conscquence. For if the life of the ordained person is thoroughly
worldly, he cannot plead his ordination as asource of dignity.”’*?

The same is truc with regard to the relation of the teacher and
his doctrine to the witness to the truth. If the Christian
tecacher is such a witness, then the witness of his life cannot
take the place of the doctrinc he proclaims or alone validate
its truth. Its truth rests rather solely on the fact of revelation,
by which his personal existence was changed. But, conversely,
the testimony of the life of the witness cannot be replaced by the
objective truth of the doctrine he teaches and by such a
communication of it as would be without effect on the personal
existence of the tcacher and his hearers. “For it is not true
that doctrine remains the same whoever the teacher. For in
one case the proclamation of doctrine is truth and certifies itself
as such through its proclamation; in another case the manner
of the proclamation turns the doctrine into untruth; so that
the doctrine does not really remain the same.’’30

But what is to be done when, in the present situation of
official Christianity, the latter has “conquered,” the world has
become “Christian,” with the result that there is really no need
and no room for the witness to the truth? This is the old
question from the Einiibung: “How can the 1800 years be
revoked in their consequences?”’ In Judge for yourselves, again,
the “concession” is required as the first essential prerequisite for
a change in this false situation, “so that there may arise not
something different, something external, a revolution in outward
conditions.”3! “Every competent clergyman will certainly see
that for himself and every younger man will find it a reasonable
demand and will be concerned about it. If some are so rooted
in this false scale of values that they cannot decide to make such

0 xm, 404; x1, 106, Cp. S. K. P, x.3, 325.

30 x11, 4065 x1, 108. Cp. S. K. P., x.2, 431: “My thesis is not that what
is thus proclaimed in official Christianity ought not to be regarded as
Christian. No, my thesis is that proclamation in itself is not Christianity.
What I am concerned about is the ‘how,’ the personal enforcement of the

proclamation: without that, Christianity is not Christianity.”
31 X, 408; X1, 111.
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admissions, that rather in spite of the possibly dangerous
consequences (in a time like this which is so critical for .Chris.t-
ianity) they prefer to leave things as they are, then tha't is Lhc.ir
business.’’32 Here, also, it is particularly plain that this admis-
sion is not conceived as contrasting with action, but is only the
first necessary stcp in the achievement of true Christian
discipleship. - .
In official Christianity the situation requisitc to witnessing
to the truth has been lost, and so the imitation of Christ has
also faded from our minds. Hence this situation must be
restored. This does not neccssarily require any change in
Outward circumstances. But when people have realised that
We can no longer be content with the mere proclamation of
Christianity, but that understanding must develop at once into
action, then they will no longer aim (for example) at mecting
doubt in the sphere of doctrine with reasons pro ef conh"a: “No,
a situation is required—dare to take the first decisive step!
Proof does not precede but follows, it lics in and comes with
true discipleship to Christ. If you have taken the first decisive
Step in consequence of which you have scparated your life
.from the life of this world, and can no longer have your life
I the life of this world, but must bring your lifc into opposition
to the life of the world: then gradually you will come to such a
tension that you can perccive the truth of which the Gospel is
SPeaking 33 " Then there will spontaneously arisc a situation in
which one must again and again stake onc’s existence on faith
nd the imitation of Christ.
ierkegaard shows this with reference to Lu.thcr. The
Superiority of the Middle Ages as contrasted with moderp
ristianity is that its attention was orientaic'd towards the
transformatiOn of existence. But the unspirituaht}'f which
Characteriseq ¢ as a result of its erronecous preoccupation with
works, and with the question of merit, led either to presumption
°F despair, and hence Luther brokc with “the whole set of
apish tricks which passed under the name of Christian discip]e-
ship.»aq But he did not do away with the idea of discipleship,
On the Contrary it consisted for him ““in witnessing to the truth and
In the Many dangers which he voluntarily took upon himself,
2 X1, 407; X1, 10Q. 38 xI1, 459; XI, 168. 3 xu, 461; X1, 16g.
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without making a merit out of it.”’3® In the next generation,
however, the situation rcquired for decisive action was again
lost. They were no longer capable of attaining faith for their
fear of over-valuing works but began with the assumption that
all had faith “of course,” and made Christianity an object of
thought. Thus truth was held in suspenso by considerations
pro et contra, and no decisive step was taken towards true disciple-
ship.

Even in this work, although the tone of his comments has
become sharper, Kierkegaard does not go beyond the Einiibung
cither as regards his own attitude towards official Christianity
or as rcgards the categorics he cmploys, and he already
introduces quite a number of thosc destructive satires on
established Christianity which will appear later in the pages
of the Augenblick. He concludes with the words: “In this way
must wc bring out the inspiration of Christ as our example; yet
not in order to create anxiety, though perhaps today it is
quitc needless to worry about the possibility of frightening
people by means of Christianity; but, in any case, we must not
wish to frighten pecople, we should have learnt that lesson from
the expericnce of former ages. No, we must make effective the
authority and inspiration of our example and pattern, in order
to awaken at lecast a certain amount of respect for the religion
of Christianity; in order to make it clear, to some cxtent, what
it mecans to be a Christian, in order to transfer Christianity
from the objective plane (the approach of learning, doubt, and
chatter) to the subjective. That it truly belongs to the latter
sphere is just as certain as that the Saviour of the world, our
Lord Jesus Christ, did not bring a system of doctrine into the
world, ncither did He teach, but rather as a pattern demanded
discipleship—and, at the same time, through the power of His
atonement, drove, as far as possible, all fear out of the human
soul.”38

The essay, however, has a postscript, headed by the word
“Moral” and above it stands in the smallest print: “In case
this should be needed.”® 1In this passage he again discusses the
possibility which we found discussed in the Buch iiber Adle

3 x1, 4615 x1, 170.

36 x11, 474-5; XI, 185-6.
37 xu1, 478 ff.; x1, 187 f.
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that some person might unmask the existing condition of
contemporary Christianity and would claim the right to do so
(with all its inevitable consequcnces) by referring to the
authority of an immediate revelation vouchsafed to him as an
individual, and as the “extraordinary” man ‘“would darc to
undertake the position and task of a rcformer.” Kierkegaard
is prepared to admire and respect such a one, but also “‘if he
should fail to be consistent with that character” to challenge
and attack him with deadly certainty. Butifno onc darc under-
take this task, “then the official Christian religion must remain
as such and be maintained in its authority—so long as it is
prepared to make the concession, which truth demands, that
from a strictly Christian point of view it is only a mild approxi-
mation to the religion of Christ; instcad of insisting that it is an
¢xact representation of true Christianity in the New Testament
sense and thus by implication judging and destroying itself.”
“And then it should be declared as loudly as possible and heard
wherever possible and (may God grant!) wherever heard,
carnestly pondered: that the evil of our time is not official
Christianity with its many faults; no, the cvil of our time lics
precisely in that evil desire to foster velleities of reform: that
false hankering after reformation without willingness to make
the necessary sacrifices; that frivolous fancy that you can reform
without having any idea, still less a noble idca, how unusually
lofty the whole conception of reformation is; that hypocritical
failure to appreciatc one’s own usclessness which officiously
Indulges in the distracting fancy of wishing to reform the Church
without rcalising that our epoch is the least suited to and least
Capable of any such thing.”

Up to the time of Mynster’s death, Kicrkegaard did not
develop beyond this attitude. Nor in the many reflections of
the diaries of those years did he cvolve any categories goin
beyond what he had hitherto worked out, but sought merely to
give increasing clarity to his own position within this framework
of thought.

Official Christianity still has the last word, and Kicrkegaard
writes in his diary for 1851: “IfI clash with the official Church,
then that is solely possible through Mynster’s mishandling of
the situation. My whole idea is to defend existing Christianity
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and to make the only defence of it that is possible. Everything
has been done to spare Mynster as much as possible. But if
finally hc hardens himself in the attitude that his whole
misguided preaching of Christianity which has made the Church
like a theatrical show is the part of wisdom, is Christianity,
then it is his fault if T begin to behave differently.’’38

18. THE ATTACK

The situation developed precisely as Kierkegaard had foreseen,
except that it was not Mynster himself who made the blunder
which compelled Kierkegaard to take further steps, but
Mynster’s successor, namely Martensen. Mynster died on
30 January 1854 without having made the expected concession,.
Martensen said in his memorial sermon: ‘“‘Follow the footsteps
of those who in faith have borne witness to the truth! The
man whosc beloved memory now fills our hearts will take oyr
thoughts to that chain of witnesses to the truth which extendg
from the days of the Apostles to our own time. . . . In thig
sacred line of witnesses our departed brother was a member
who faithfully served his God, our Father in Heaven. How he
exercised the witness of faith among us with every manifestation
of the spirit and of power!”

Thereupon Kierkegaard immediately wrote an  article
entitled “Was Bishop Mynster a Witness to the Truth, one of
the genuine Witnesses to the Truth: Is this frue?l Ip this
article he raised the strongest objections to the assertion and
bascd his reasoning on the New Testament.  After its Publicg.
tion, Kicrkegaard waited ten months until Martensen had been
appointed Mynster’s successor, and until certain other attacks
on Mynster, in which Kierkegaard did not wish to co-o
had died down. Then on 18 December the article
Faedrelandet appcarcd and gave the impetus to that direct attack
on o_ﬁicial Christianity which Kierkegaard conducted with
f:ver-lncreasing severity, at first in newspaper articles, and later
in the pages of the Augenblick,

B S. K. P, x.4, 228.
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We are here concerned with this attack only from the point
of view of the categories which Kierkegaard used and the
question how it is related to his previous thinking and behaviour.
It is remarkable that, contrary to Kicrkegaard’s custom of
writing down far-reaching thoughts concerning cvery point of
tactical procedure, the diarics of this last period contain hardly
anything of the kind and, in general, but few entries directly
relevant to the struggle which now claims his whole attention.
This again shows that the dccisive step he was now taking was
not the consequence of philosophical reflexions and decisions
as to the path he should now follow, but rather a spontancous
reaction to the blunder of Martensen, who at this moment of
extreme tension could hardly have donc anything better
calculated to put the match to the powder barrel. “How this
Incomparable epigram will flash forth in the night of time, as a
comment on official Christianity: that Bishop Mynster was to
be buried as a witness to the truth, as one of the right genuine
witnesses!”2  The simple spontaneity of Kierkegaard’s reaction
In the matter does not mean that he acted over-hastily and
thoughtICSSIy. Such an idea is contradicted by the mere
consideration that Kierkegaard felt he could wait seven long
mon'ths in the consciousness that he was now absolutely sure
of his point and had time to spare.
) Hence for us the question is whether Kierkegaard was right
In feeling that he had remained truc to himself by this spon-
taneous action, and, indeed, to his previous line of conduct.
iny once—oprobably soon after the appcarance of the article—
did he himself discuss the question in the diarics. What he is
concerned about is that his clash with official Christianity
should not be allowed to fade out without any concrete result,
but should lead to a catastrophe in which he would be ready
to sacrifice himself. How can such a catastrophe be consciously
contrived? “For such deliberatencss alone is the truly Christian
thing, the truly Christian idea of sclf-sacrifice, i.c., a voluntary
sacrifice.” But he immediately adds: *But herc I stand again
an_d am tempted to ask: Has a man permission to do sych a
thmg? Does it not imply hardness towards others?”3 Ty jg
the old question of the privilege of the one who is called to do

* 8. K. P, x12, 265. & Op. cit., 263.
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and be cxtraordinary things, the question whether a man has
the right to allow himsclf to be put to dcath for the truth’s
sake. “How anxious men would become on my behalf if they
knew this; how strange it would seem to them if they realised
that this problem has occupied my mind in the whole of this
last period of my life, the problem whether God does not require
of me that I should stake cverything on this issue, bring about
a catastrophe, be arrested, condemned, and, if possible,
exccuted. And my soul is overshadowed by the worry that if I
fail to do this, I might repent it eternally; a worry which I can
counter by no other means than the thought with which I
constantly commend mysclf to God: the thought that He will
watch over me to ensure that I do not neglect to do anything
which I would cternally repent of neglecting.  If matters were
to be brought to a climax, I had thought of unexpectedly
raising the alarm, after deepest silence, and shouting that the
public worship of God is blasphemous and that it is criminal
to take part in it. But before I was really clear in my own
mind about this, I had alrcady decided to do something else,
namecly to publish the article against Martenscn and Mynster.
For that very rcason the catastrophic bearing of it was toned
down.” But Kierkegaard then realises himself: “Official
Christianity is so demoralised that if you make a row, face to
face, it prefers sceretly to withdraw and to take good care not
to start proccedings with you.”’?

Thus before launching the attack Kierkegaard is not clear
in his own mind whether he can and should adopt and carry
through the attitude of the “martyr-prophet who has even
the right to allow himself to be slain for the truth’s sake, in
order thus to make clear the position of existing Christianity.
What, according to his own categories, he feels seriously
lacking for this, is authorisation by a special revelation.
But, on the other hand, he must now by all means go farther
than herctofore, because official Christianity has compelled him
todoso. So he takes up the struggle and terminates all reflexion
by action.

In this connexion he is clear about two things. First, he
must make cvery sacrifice that is required of him; that he does

8. K. P, x1.2, 265.
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ment Christianity, then I will go into the matter with the
greatest pleasure.”

“But onc thing I will not do at any cost: 1 will not, by
concealment of cvidence or any touching-up process, try to
make it appcar that the Christianity which prevails in our
country and the Christianity of the New Testament resemble
cach other.”

“If the official Christianity of the country feels compelled, as
a result of what I have said, to use violence against me, I am
rcady; for what I want is honesty.”

“For this honcsty I am prepared torisk all.  But I do not say
that I am risking anything for Christianity itself. Let ussuppose
that I wished to sacrificc mysclf, yet it is not for Christianity
that I want to sacrificc myself but purely for honesty.”

“While I do not venture to say that I am daring all for the
sakc of Christianity, yet I am fully and blessedly convinced of
this, that my venturc is well-pleasing to God and has His
approval. Yecs, I know very well that He is well pleased with
this fact, that in the midst of a world of Christians where
millions and millions call themsclves Christians, there is a man
who expresses himself thus: ‘I may not call myself a Christian,
but I am determined to have honesty, and to that end I will
dare all’.”

In the programmatic pamphlet, ‘“This should be said; let
it then be said,”® published on 24 May 1855, the following
consequences of this demand for honesty are drawn:

“Whoever you may be, and whatever else your life may be,
my friend, by the fact that you no longer (if up to now you
have done otherwisc) take part in the public worship of God
as it is now performed (with the claim to be New Testament
Christianity); by that fact you are continually incurring a
lesser degrec of guilt, and of heavy guilt; for you do not take
part in it to hold God a fool that people should declare to be
New Testament Christianity what is clearly not so.”

Since the ‘“‘concession’ was never made, there remains for
Kierkegaard no other recourse than to expose the contradiction
between the spirit of the New Testament and official Christianity
as currcntly organised; and all his articles and pamphlets

5 x1v, 83 ff.; 186 fl.
L
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attempt nothing clse but to do this as sharply and incxorably
as possible by every means at his command. In the ruthlessness
of the attack with which he now pillories official Christianity
and especially the clergy, he doubtless excceds his former
manner of presentation, though he does not intrinsically
surpass the substance of his previous contention. All possi-
bilities of defending and justifying official Christianity, which
there might still have been had the concession been made, are
now no more. For this reason, therefore, everything must now
be said with a certain one-sidedness such as Kicrkegaard in his
diary of 1849 applics to himsclf in his role of corrective to the
official version of Christianity:

“ULhe description ‘corrective’ implies som‘cthing rclative, as
when we say ‘here’ or “there,” ‘right’ or left.” Any one who
wishes to supply the corrcctive, must carcfully and dcclcgly
study the weakness of the official version, putting forvYarl 1€
opposite view as onc-sidedly as possible, .and as correctly as
possible. It is just in so doing that correction lics, anc! in this,
too, that the resignation of the corrector consists. TFor correc-
tion is thus in a sensc frecly bestowed. When this work has
been correctly done, there may come along a man of supposedly
acutc mind and object that the corrective is one-sided—and
then bring the public to believe that there is something in what
he says. Good hcavens! Nothing is easier than for the one
Who supplies the correction to sct down also the other side of
z}rl_ct_matter; in 50 doipg, }_mwevcr,. he would ccase to be the

1tic anc'l would identify himself with what he criticises.””8

'When in May 1855, at the height of his struggle, Kicrkegaard
brings out a second cdition of the Einiibung im Christentum, he
Says with reference to it in an article in a newspaper dated
16 May 1855:7

“I have allowed this work to be reprinted in a quite unchanged
edition because I regard it as a document of historical signi-
ficance.”

“Were it being brought out now for the first time, now when
Pious respect for the dead Bishop has faded, and I, too, in
consequence of its first edition have rcached the conviction
that established Christianity, from a Christian point of view,

* S. K. P, x.1, 640. ? x1v, 8o ff.; 184 {I.
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is untcnable, then I would have arranged some things differ-
ently: I would not have used a pseudonym, but na.lmed myself
as the author, I would have omitted the thrice-repeated
Forcword, as also the ‘Moral’ of Part I, where the pscud‘onym
expresses the point of view which I personally supported in the
Foreword. . . .” S

“My carlicr thought was that if official ChFlSUa.I'lltY is
capablc of any defence at all, then it can only be in this way,
that judgment was passed upon it figuratively (hence through
a pscudonym), and then, secondly, grace was brought to bear
on it so that Christianity found in grace not merely forgiveness
for the past, but also was afforded by grace some degree of
remission in the imitation of Christ and in the tension of effort
to fulfil Christian existence in itself. In this way some sincerity
and truth could be restored to the official Church. It justifies
itself by condemning itself; it recognises the Christian demand
and confesses its own failure to fulfil that demand, while also
renouncing any claim to be making any real effort to come
ncarer to any such fulfilment of the demand: rather it seeks
refuge in grace, ‘cven for the sake of the use which is made of
grace’. . ..”

“Now, on the contrary, two points are quite clear to me:
first, that the official Church, in any Christian sensc, is indefen-
sible, and that every day of its continued existence, from a
Christian standpoint, is a crime; and, sccondly, that one has
no right to call upon grace in this way.”

“So remove the pscudonymity, remove the thrice-repeated
Forcword, and the ‘Moral’ to Part I: then the Einiibung im
Christentum is, from a Christian standpoint, an attack on the
official Church. But out of pious consideration for the old
Bishop and cautiousness and patience, its true purport was
concealed behind the mask of a final defence of what passes
for Christianity.”

Clearly this does not mcan that the Foreword has now to be
omitted because the rclationship of discipleship and grace
which it implied was false, or that Kierkegaard himself was
now no longer living by grace in the way there suggested.
No, but the presupposition for the Foreword which must now
be considered no longer to apply was that at that earlier time
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it was still thought possible to count on the Church making
the ““concession’ awaited of it. After the Church has declined
to do so, its condition has become untenable, and Kierkegaard
must remove the Foreword in which his own concession wasg,
intended to draw from the Church a similar concession. The
Church has repudiated the grace offered for its salvation and
so has itself turned into an attack what was intended as its
defence.

But even now Kicrkegaard does not claim any authority for
himself and here, too, docs not go beyond his former attitude.
In ““T'his should be said . . .,” the pamphlet alrcady mentioned,
we read:

“This should be said. I am not obliging any onc to do as I
suggest, and I have no competence to do so. But if you have
heard and paid heed, then you have become responsible and
must now act on your own responsibility, as you think you will
be able to answer before God. Perhaps onc person considers
that he is already acting as I indicate, another thinks it to be
well-pleasing to God, and a scrvice to God, to join in the hue
and cry against me: neither of these two attitudes is my
concern: my sole concern is that this should be said.’s

8 x1v, 85; 186.



FINAL ACCOUNT OF THE DIALECTICAL METHOD
(1) Kierkegaard as corrective to official Christianity

We have been told: “The description ‘corrective’ implies
something rclative as when we say: here or there, right or left”
(scc above p. 154, n. 6). This means that the one thing can be
defined only by its relation to the other and cannot have the
character of independent significance.  'We might also express
the matter by saying that the two things must be dialectically
rclated to cach other.

Kierkcgaard also comparcs the corrective with the bit of
cinnamon added to onc’s food: “Just a bit of cinnamon!
Which is to say that in this connexion a man must be sacrificed,
his role must be to give to the rest a certain flavour. That is
the meaning of the corrective. The unfortunate mistake occurs
when he who is to be used for the purposes of corrcction becomes
impaticnt and wants to make the corrective a norm for others:
that is attempting to bring everything into confusion.”’1

Hence during his attack on the Church Kierkegaard did not
succumb to the “unfortunate mistake” of wishing to make of
the corrective a norm. To misunderstand him in this way
must be impossible, if only for the reason that he refused to
have any adherents and made no sort of proposals for the im-
provement of the Church. From all that he said and did, no
norm could be deduced such as might be of general validity.
Even the onc practical demand which he made of Christians,
to stay away from the services of the Church—but let it be
noted, not to leave the Church—was no solution, nor an attitude
ultimately compatible with his own understanding of the
Christian religion, but simply a demonstration, for he did not
attempt to gather into a different kind of church worship those
who followed his advice, and desired to be nothing less than the
founder of a sect. Moreover in his challenge to the Church he
gradually found that he had nothing more to say and could

LS. K. P, x4, 598. Except as stated, all further refs. in this Final
Account are to §. K. P.
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only continue to compose variations on the one theme. And
if anyone were foolish enough to ask what would have become
of Kierkegaard and his work if he had had to live longer, the
answer would have to be that his desire had been to solve all
his problems by being allowed to die at the right time. And
the fact that this desire was grantcd could only confirm him in
the view that ‘“Providence” had thus willed to accept his
sacrifice. In fact there is no other explanation of the dialectic
underlying Kierkegaard’s attitude in this challenge, except that
he understood himself to be the bit of cinnamon which in the
interests of official Christianity had to be sacrificed.

In contrast to the widespread view whichscesin Kierkegaard'’s
attack a going-off the rails and a rcvocation of his carlier
insights, we feel that we must say, on the contrary, that at this
Jjuncture, above all, he maintained himsclf clearly and unam-
biguously within the categories which his dialectic of existence
had developed. An indircct confirmation of this can also be
seen in the fact that, in spitc of all the admiration that he has
won, he has up to the present found no successor at this particular
point.

(i) Kierkegaard and Luther

It is interesting to sce, however, that Kicrkegaard, who in his
role as corrective wished to have no successor and in the very
hature of the case could not have onc, nevertheless insists on
having a predecessor, namely Luther. It is not in Luther the

eformer that Kierkegaard finds his predecessor—we know of
course that Kierkegaard had no intention whatever of being a
reformer—but he criticises him preciscly on the grounds that
he became a reformer and did not remain like himself a mere
corrective. “Lutheranism is a corrective—but a corrective
which has been made into a norm, generally valid, becomes
€0 pso confusing to the second gencration (where that which it
was originally desired to correct no longer obtains). And with
each generation that adopts it, things get worse and worse
until it is seen that the corrective which has established itself
on an independent footing produces precisely the opposite of its
original description. And this is just what happened with the
Lutheran corrective which, aspiring to be independently
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Christianity as a whole, engendered the most refined type of
worldliness and paganism.”? And in an article of March 1855
he writes: ““Protestantism is quite simply, from a Christian
point of view, false and dishonest. It falsifies the doctrine and
the whole world and life view of Christianity, as soon as it is
taken to be the constitutive principle of Christianity, and not
merely a necessary rectification (a pure corrective) adapted to
the specific circumstances of time and place.””® This harmonises
with the fact that in the diaries Kierkegaard directs his criti-
cism not merely against the misusc of Luther by Lutheranism
but also against Luther himself. In his published writings, on
the contrary, Kierkegaard speaks of Luther always only with
the greatest respect.  The significance of this difference must
not be overlooked.

In his diary of 1847 Kierkegaard writes: ‘“Fine. The
catcgory ‘for thy sake’ (subjectivity, interiority) with which
Entweder-Oder closed (only truth which edifies is truth for you
personally) is precisely that of Luther. As a matter of fact, 1
have ncver read anything of Luther’s. But now when I open
his book of homilies—straightaway on the Gospel for the first
Sunday in Advent he says ‘for thy sake,” which is the decisive
point.”*  Subsequently Kicrkegaard concerned himself un-
ccasingly with Luther but confined his rcading almost entirely
to Luther’s scrmons. Thus in his debate with Luther there can
be no question of his confronting the whole of Luther’s works,
the discussion centres on points which are of special importance
for Kierkegaard himself, and which of course take one to the
heart of Luther’s work. Hence, in our account of this debate,
we have not to give a comprchensive survey of the points of
contrast between Luther and Kierkegaard, and from the outset
we must say that we have no intention of defending Luther’s
position against Kierkegaard’s criticism. In the whole context
of our work, this criticism concerns us only in so far as, in this
discussion, Kicrkegaard himself takes up a position which
deviates in certain essential ways from the existential dialectic

as we have found it to be developed and applied in his published
writings.S

? XL1(A), 28. 3 8. V., xu, 47; Angriff, 142.

1 vini(a), 465. 5 See Appendix 11 (below, 212 ).
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(@) Kierkegaard's criticism of Lutheranism. In so far as Kicrke-
gaard’s criticism is directed not against Luther himself but
against Lutheranism—naturally not as distinct [rom the
Reformation as a whole but against Protestantism as such—the
central point which Is constantly recurring is: “It has clearly
been the misfortune of Christendom that the dialectical aspect
of Luther’s doctrine of faith has been disregarded; hence the
latter has become a covering for mere heathenism and Epicure-
anism. It has simply been forgotten that Luther emphasised
faith in opposition to fantastically exaggerated asceticism.’®
The dialectical moment, which must not be forgotten, would
therefore mean that ecvery communication about the attitude
and life of faith and every action springing from faith is only
true when dialectically related to its opposite, but taken by
itself alone is false. When for cxample Luther marrics a nun by
way of protesting against cclibacy and the life of the cloister and
in order to demonstrate the wrongness of an ascetic refusal to
marry, and then someonc else who is not personally implicated
by those demands takes it into his head to make of bourgeois
married lifc a work that is intrinsically well-pleasing to God,
the latter’s attitude is false. If in reaction to the type of
imitatio Christi which is made apparent through thc externality
of meritorious works, the true imitatio is rcferred to the “incog-
nito” of hidden interior spirituality behind which is concealed
the genuine passion of faith, and somcone, without concealing
anything at all behind the “incognito,” invokes such hidden
spirituality as a merit, then his attitude is false.?

In this connexion, Kierkecgaard is of coursc aware that his
very anxicty lest the dialectical moment should be lacking
implies for him personally a certain danger: “I must take good
care, or rather God will take good care for me, that I am not
led astray by concentrating too one-sidedly on Christ as our
pattern. The related term through which it becomes dialectical
is Christ as gift, as He who bestows Himself on us (to call to
mind Luther’s regular classification). But dialectical as my
nature is, in the passion for the dialectical it always looks as if
the opposite thought were not therc at all—and then it emerges

¢ x.1, 213.

? Cp. vir.1(a), 369; 1X(A), 243, 362; X.3, 219; X.4, 45, 324; XIL.1(A), 106.
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principally and most strongly.”® Kierkegaard sees just the
opposite danger in the world around him: ‘“The great danger
in regard to cverything dialectical, where the thing must be
turned into its opposite, is that this is done too easily (e.g.,
scverity into mildness), inasmuch as the dialectical is trans-
formed into something of which one at most understands that
it is implicd in the inner life, etc. In the sphere of the spirit the
greatest deception and cunning will be practised in respect of
that dangerous type of dialectic where the antithesis is brought
about all too casily, with the consequence that the second
proposition (in this instance, mildness) becomes an untruth.”®
And this is the essence of Kierkegaard’s doubt with regard to
Luther, namely whether he has not promoted the possibility
of just this danger.

(b) Kierkegaard’s agreement with Luther. This doubt, however,
does not in the first instance imply any criticism of Luther
personally. Only “the harmonisation of the world and religion
was achicved somewhat too rapidly. Luther was pcrhaps right
as far as hec personally was concerned, in his casc it was certainly
inner truth, for which he was permitted to risk all: to do the
opposite and yct to remain unfettered by that opposite, to be
marricd and yet to be as though unmarried, to be in the world
and yct a stranger to the world, although taking part in every-
thing, ctc. But what a dangerous thing it was to try to teach
this without more ado to others, for it mcant making religion
all too easy for worldly people, who were satisfied with a mere
verbal assurance and then gave way to downright worldli-
ness. . . .1 More precisely, one should rather say that Luther
made things both too easy and too difficult for men: “Never
was Christianity really more popular than when the Pope said
plainly: ‘If you wish to be sure of eternal felicity, it will cost
you 4 marks 8 shillings and a tip for the priest, if you wish to
attain the summit of heavenly beatitude, then it will be 5
m.ark§: but it is quite certain that you will be thus saved, we
will give you a receipt.” At bottom it is this kind of thing which
is and remains popular.”

.“Thc idea that Luther was popular is based on a pure
misunderstanding. No, no! How did Luther apparently

8 X.1, 246. % x.3, 165. 10 %.3, 153.
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become so popular? Now, look at the matter more closely and
you will see the conncxion. Pcople were finding that the
Pope had become too dear—and they took Luther in such a
frivolous sense that they supposed that by mecans of the new
turn which he gave to things you could obtain salvation still
more cheaply, in fact for nothing. If people arc going to go into
Luther’s ideas scriously then he will never be popular.  No, the
root of the popular movement was that pcople were finding the
Pope too dear, especially when they heard there was cven talk
of getting the same thing gratis and without the slightest personal
cost.”’

“The Pope was essentially a man who understood just how
to be popular . . . but Lutheranism in its decp truth and insights
is far too lofty and far too much exclusively concerned with
spiritual values for it ever to be able to become popular.”!!

What Luther symbolises is the religion of mature manhood,
by contrast with the religion of youth, symbolised by the Middle
Ages, which with extreme energy holds the attainment of the
ideal possible.

“But the religion of mature life is on a much higher planc
and is recognisable by the fact that it fecls itself to be a stage
further removed from the ideal.”

“In proportion as the religious awarencss of the individual
develops, his vision of God expands infinitely and he feels
himself to be further and further away from God. In con-
sequence the doctrine of Christ as pattern can no longer directly
assume first place in our thoughts. Thus faith now comes first—
Christ as sclf-bestowed upon us. The ideal is so infinitely high
that all my striving now appears to me as delusive and vain if
it is supposed to reach that height, or a sort of God-fearing joke,
however manfully and earnestly I strive.”

“The matter can be expressed thus, that I am at peace solely
through faith. The youth does not notice how enormous the
task is, he starts out with freshness and enthusiasm, and with
the pious illusion that he is sure to succced. The older man
understands that the gulf between himself and the ideal is
endless—and so faith must intervene to fill the gap, faith
through which he truly attains peace, faith that satisfaction has

11 x.4, 371.
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been wrought, faith that through faith alone I shall be saved.”

“Thus Luther is completely right and his work signifies a
crucial stage and turning point in the development of the
religious consclousness.”

“But the fault in the religion of our times is that faith is made
a matter of private conviction in such wise that it is in effect
completely lost, and that life feels permitted in consequence to
fashion itsclf quite coolly on purely secular lines, and for faith
itsclf is substituted a doctrine about faith.”!?

In this connexion Kierkegaard emphasises that he too had
first to learn to be humbled in the deepest sense by the ideal
of Christianity, so that he could get a true realisation of the
mcaning of “‘grace’:

“The carncstness of the youth is seen in his beginning hastily
and bona fide to aspire to achicve the ideal; the earnestness of
the older man is scen in his putting faith in the gap as a token
that he understands and respects the qualitative difference that
lies between all this striving and the absolute ideal. The
characteristic of modern times is its jugglery and its trans-
formation of faith into a fictitious private religion.”’12

But how has this jugglery of modern times come about?
Despite Luther or because of Luther? “Luther is, next to the
New Testament, the truest form of the Christian consciousness.
What does Luther express? Luther expresses a pause in which
takes place anact of reflexion and recollection. Inhimhumanity
or Christianity pauses to recollect that between the God-man
and us other men, in fact between the Apostles and the rest of
us, there lies a qualitative distinction, and, therefore, that grace
must be our one resource. The early Christians and the Church
fathers did not understand the matter thus, but went straight
ahcad in their imitation of Christ. Luther reacted against
this. What I blame is that he did not make more effectively
known the nature of his rcaction, that he referred to it at most
en passant, e.g., among the articles concerning abuses, 1. De
conjugio sacerdotum,” xrv. Et cum senescente mundo paulatim natura
humana fiat imbecillior.’13

Would everything have been in order had Luther himself
made clearer the nature of his reaction, in consequence of which,

12 x.2, 207. 13 x.5(a), 96.
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too, the admission which Kierkegaard wanted would have
followed spontaneously? On the whole it \\"ould secm SO,
especially as Kierkcgaard’s own expericence of faith confirms the
supposition:

““Alas, what I have suffcred in this matter bccaus‘c I have
sadly thought it was my desire to make thc New Testament
the straightforward model and guide of my lifc, I who yet have
no immediate sensec of communion with God. . . . Those
existences which the New Testament brings before us move on
an utterly diffcrent planc from that of normal humanity. ... At
this point we sce the relevance of the doctrine of grace . . . grace
is primary . . . grace in rclation to the future. This mcans that
I am only an ordinary mortal and have no sensc of immediate
communion with God, but on my own responsibility must try
to find out what (in concreto) my task is and what it is my duty
to do in life; thus as far as in me lies I must usc my rcason and
am responsible for so doing; but, on the other hand, even
though I use it to the best of my ability, alas, it is but folly!—
ergo, 1 must have the resource of divine gracc primarily; if
not, I must either quite literally lose my rcason or sink into
despair.”’13

Here Kierkegaard scems to be completely at onc with
Luther and also to be moving in precisely those categories to
which he has adhered in his published work.

(¢) Kierkegaard’s criticism of Luther. Alongside this we find
in the diaries a far more penctrating criticism of Luther; and,
moreover, it 1s not subsequent to the previous estimate and
cannot be rcgarded as Kicrkegaard’s summing-up, on the
contrary it develops at the same time as his other views. Here
it is made a matter of direct reproach to Luther that he fell
away from the height of his insight and thus demoralised
Christianity:

“Besides, the morc I study Luther, the more I am convinced
that he was confused in his thought and ideas. Mecn arc always
grateful for a reformation which amounts to casting off burdens
and making life easier—in this way you can casily gct friends
to help you. But true reforming always mecans making life
difficult and imposing burdens; and for this reason the true

13 x.5(a), gb.
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rcformer is always put to death as though reformation meant
hostility to the human race.”

“But Luther’s dictum, ‘Hear me, O Pope,” and so on, is
almost repulsively worldly, to my way of thinking. Is this the
holy zcal of a reformer who realises his responsibility in fear
and trembling and realiscs that all truest reformation lics in
the deepening and interiorisation of religion? This saying of
Luther’s is so much like a journalistic challenge or something
of that sort. And this unholy political element, all this
about the overthrow of the Papacy is and remains Luther’s
madnecss.”’

“But now in our time it is clear that what should be brought
out is Christ as our living example. Only, the point is to learn
how to avoid medicval errors in this respect. But that is the
aspect of religion which should be emphasised, for Lutheranism
and all its talk about faith is now become just a sort of fig-leaf
to cover up the most un-Christian shirking of the issue.”14

Hence it would appear that Luther himself did not stick to
his real task, which was to be an individual and as such to be
sacrificed:

“. .. This is the mcaning of ‘the individual.” It means a
sacrifice or the sacrifices which from time to time are necessary
in order to deepen and interiorise given doctrine. . . .”

“Oh, but it is so difficult to stick it out and to stand alone.
Yet that is the cssential task. Think of Luther, that splendid
man, and yet what chaos and confusion has been wrought
through him because he did not refuse to form a party. He was
an individual, an extraordinary man. His true task lay in the
work of interiorisation, he did not have to bring any new
doctrine into the world, for Christianity already existed, but it
was interiorisation that was necessary—and instead of becoming
a martyr himself, he founded a party and in a very short time
Lutheranism degenerated into externalities and was the same
old story as Catholicism.”’15

Even so, Kierkegaard still refuses to say anything against
Luth(?r as a personality, he sees the fault in his preaching and
doctrine ' “Luther acted rightly, but his preaching is not always
clear or in conformity with his life; in this case we must say

" ox.1, 154. 18 x.3(A), 121.
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the rarer thing: his life is better than his precaching.”16 And
in what lies the defect of Luther’s doctrine?

(d) Luther’s lack of Dialectics. ‘Luther was no dialectician,
and constantly saw only one side of the issuc.”'? Kicrkegaard
means by this that in his tcaching and preaching Luther did not
do justice to the ‘dialcctical moment.’

“In his sermon on the Epistle for the sccond Sunday after
Trinity, his text is ‘Marvel not if the world hate you.” On the
following Sunday he preaches about humility (‘God resisteth
the proud’) saying that without humility onc is loved ncither by
God nor by men. But he forgets that the Christian approach is
rather ‘Do good, and suffer for it'—hence ‘Be humble, and in
one way or another you will be hated by men.” Then in
another passage of the same sermon, decaling with the theme—
‘Cast all your cares on God’-—Luther begins to spcak of the
necessity that the Christian should suffer.”

“The totally undialectical attitude in this way of spcaking is

quite clear. When you preach encouragingly about humility,
you leave out of account the hardships and difficultics, and so
you give an un-Christian slant to the matter; next Sunday you
comfort the congregation.”
_ Kierkegaard knows, however, from his own expericnce that
in demanding that you should also and at the same time express
t}_le dialectical opposite, he is requiring somcthing extremely
difficult, and so he continues: “I have expressed my thoughts
on this matter at the end of Part I of Leben und Walten der Liebe;
but T cannot stress it sufficiently. TFor it is no casy matter.
F_Or many years now I have unremittingly practised the tech-
nique, and yet even now I can often catch myself out deserting
the true Christian approach.”18

We propose to consider in more detail the passage alluded
Y in Leben und Walten der Liebe, because Kicrkegaard there
makes a very interesting attempt to distinguish the purpose of
his talks from that of sermons in the ordinary scnse, and to
clarify their method by comparison with the latter. In the
Passage in question!? Kierkegaard is spcaking on the text “Owe

N0 man anything but to love one another,” and he points out
18 x.2, 263. 17 X.4, 394- 18 x.1, G51.
¥ 8. V., 1x, 183 fl.; Walten der Liebe, 200 fi.
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to his hearer that it will fare ill with him in the world if he does
this. The whole discourse is full of observations concerning the
true Christian technique of speaking. The talk must “not
cast a spell on the listener so that he gets a falsec impression,”
it must not in this way forget to define in detail how the ideal
should be carried out in practice, and “omit all mention of how
the Christian will fare in the world.” It must not “now and
then extol the Christian attitude while leaving out of account
some of its essential difficulties, and then at another time (per-
haps on the occasion of another text) hunt out some comforting
considerations for him who is tempted and tried in life. No,
it is precisely at the moment when the Christian attitude is
being recommended most strongly that in the very same
breath the difficulty should be stressed.”” Thus the idea must
be cxcluded that “the opposition of the world is only an
incidental phenomenon rather than its essential reaction to the
Christian consciousness.”” Christian address must be as though
“onc were handing to another an enormously sharp-cut two-
cdged sword.” ““Every discourse about the Christian attitude
must constantly suggest the possibility of offence, of a clash;
thus it can never directly recommend Christianity.” It is
important to notice the difference resulting from the fact that
we now are speaking from within a Christian context and are
no longer in the situation when Christianity was first introduced
into the world and the offensiveness of its message could at
once be realised. “If Christianity is to be preached out of the
delusive charm and distortion to which it has been subjected,
then the first thing to be done is to reawaken from its deathly
sleep the aspect of offensiveness in its message. Only the
possibility of being offended (as an antidote to the drunken
sleep of the apologetic line) will be able to arouse those who
are sunk in slumberous insensibility and to shock those whose
senses have been charmed, with the consequence that Chris-
tianity will once more be itself.” The possibility of scandalisa-
tion must, then, not only be implicit in the form of the exposi-
tion and its discovery left to the listener, but it must be directly
stated as a constant warning against immediate acceptance of
what is said, so that the hearer may not suppose that he can
scizc upon grace without being led into the path of discipleship,
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and so misuse grace. “Take away from Christianity its aspect
of offensiveness or detach the forgiveness of sins from the
struggles of the tormented conscience (to which, according
to Luther’s excellent account, this whole doctrine must be
referred) then close the churches, the sooner the better, or
use them as amusement parks which will stand open all day
long.”

So far we have simply pointed out that Kierkegaard refuscs
to have his talks described as sermons becausc only an ordained
clergyman may preach scrmons and he can and must do so
with authority. We now scc how this difference makes itself
felt in practice. The ideal technique of Christian spcaking,
which Kierkegaard himself says that despitc many ycars of
Practice he has not mastered, consists then in dircctly and
!Mmediately stating the difficultics conscquent upon the
4PPropriation of the message and so arousing the possibility of
O_ﬁ‘ence. Thus it does not confine itself to speaking about the
Sltuation of the hearer poised between grace and repulsion, but
Intends through the event of the speaking and listening to

Ing about this very situation itself. Thus it is a dialectical
€cho of the reality actualised in the moment of balance between
8race anq repulsion and its intention is to awaken the reality

Of this €Xperience.

his  has far-reaching conscquences. Of course every
Pre_acher of any experience will find noted here many faults
Which he repeatedly makes and which he should avoid. We
are thinking, for example, of the comforting sermon which can
so €asily be misused to impart an immediatcly accessible
Con}fon, and as a result of which the preacher has already
antxcipated the hearer’s decision as to whether he proposes to
SMerge from his sorrows strengthened and comforted or to
€Come paralysed by them. But cven with the better type of
S€rmon what produces the necessity of decision is the hearer’s
OW_n situation, and what brings about that dccision is his
Attitude i that situation. And the preacher himself has no
Contre} cither over the situation or over the reaction to it and
Crefore cannot prevent any cvasion or the taking up of a
alse attitude, But it is just this which the discourse of Kierke-
82ard clajmg 1 be able to do and to have to do. Hence it is



OF THE DIALECTICAL METHOD 169

not mercly a corrclative to preaching but a substitute for it,
intended dialectically to overcome the inevitable shortcomings
which characterise @/l preaching.

We must however conversely point out certain dialectical
difficultics in this Christian type of address which persist even
when the nccessary high degree of dialectical competency is
therc. We ask first: what is it, properly speaking, which in
this form of communication, confronts the individual with the
nccessity to decide between scandalisation and faith? It is not
the truth of what is said as objectively valid doctrinal truth,
since, on the one hand, its truth lics only in the dialectically
correct existential form of communication, and, on the other,
it can prove itself to be true only in so far as what is said is
cxistentially appropriated by the hearer. But this again implies
that the rccipient might be confronted only by a theoretical
truth, even if it were a truth about existence and recognisable
as such only by existential fulfilment. But what has become
of the factual aspect which, following from the historical fact
of rcvelation, attests the truth to be believed as an event?
Without that the recipient cannot be confronted by the living
event, and the religious specaker who neglects this factuality
attesting the event has turned the reaction of offence into a
thcory about offence.

Nor can ordination, with its paradoxical transformation of
the tcacher, be of any help in this matter, since the ordained
clergyman could not deliver such an address but would have
to preach_a sermon in which he not only explains dialectically
tl.le offensive aspect of the revelation, but with the authority of
his charge, r_cfers to the event of revelation and so confronts
the hearer with the scandal—of course with the risk that the
hearer might not be willing to face up to it and might wish to
accept the proffered grace without rcalising its challenge to
discipleship, 'and'thus would misuse grace. Kierkgeaard wishes
to prevent this misusc of grace by his “correct” type of Christian
address and thinks that such misusc arises only from false
preaching, though it is quite clear from the New Testament
that not cven the Apostles could prevent it.

Hence if the Christian preacher wishes not to ‘“‘preach,”
then the only possible way in which he can attest the actuality

M




170 FINAL ACCOUNT

of revelation as a fact is to add to the living power of truth
which flows from its cxistential communication the furth(’:r
enhancement springing from the personality of the communi-
cator. The speaker must therefore be able to compcl a faC}ng
up to the decision between repulsion and faith by cxpressing
the communicated truth cxistentially through the power of his
personality.  But this will have still further conscquences:
between the communicator and the rccipient the truth is no
longer to be found as somcthing valid independently O_f their
existence. Truth, for the communicator, is a mode of cxistence
which supposedly has its origin in the cffects of the rC\./clatlonal
event, but which is not recognisable in that connexion, .On
the part of the recipient, in so far as he receives L_hc communica-
tion in faith, truth lics in his own existence, which corrcspor'lds
to that of the communicator. The conscquence is that doctrm_c
loses its significance, not mercly in the sense of Lruth. that Is
Objectivcly valid regardless of subjcctive existence (against th.lS
conception we have understood so far Kicrkegaard’s polemic
against doctrine to be addressed), but, further, in the sensc o.fa
transmissible tradition claiming truth and validity. But.vylth
doctrine the Church, too, as the bearer of this doctrinal tradition,
must lose its significance, since the conveyance of truth can be
effected only from existing individual to cxisting individual,
hence by immediate communication from the communicator
as a believer who has actualised his faith both through an
C)_iiStential form of communication and through the power of

S OWn existence, to the recipicnt who appropriates that truth
by a fajth which overcomes the moment of offence. Apart
Tom this specific type of communication therc is no other real
“Ommunication of Christian truth, or what there is is not only
Irrelevant byt positively harmful and misleading.

“This means that the historical fact of revelation can have no
historica] conscquences of rcal significance. But, just as
!oetween the communicator and recipient there are now no
1ntermediate historical forms, so it is also with regard to the
.rel_atlon between the communicator and Christ Himself. The
1nsistence on the contemporaneity of the believer with Christ
Must N0w mean that all historical intermediaries, such as the
Church, doctrine, the preaching office, and even the Apostolate,
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lose their significance. All that is derivative can now only
mean what is diluted, the whole history of Christianity can now
only signify a history of the continuing falling-away from Christ
and be considered only as a process of the continual depravation
of true Christianity. True Christianity can only exist where
the recipicnt, with the help of a communicator whose existence
is moulded and penctrated by the power of his communication,
enters into dircct contemporancous relation with Christ and so
in the most radical fashion sweeps aside the 1800 years of
Christian history; it is not only that the latter cannot help him
to find Christian faith; they are not only simply irrelevant for
faith, but must be abolished as an obstacle which constantly
thrcatens and cndangers his faith.

None of these conscquences can be checked when we bring
into action the Christian address in the Kierkegaardian sense
as a counter-move to Luther’s sermon. But we have not merely
constructed these consequences a priori, in point of fact we find
them inferred by Kierkegaard in the sequence of his Luther
criticism. And were this not so he would not be the passionately
consistent thinker that he is. After this excursus, then, let
us continue our examination of Kierkegaard’s criticism of
Luther.

(¢) Therelation of teacher and doctrine. ““To be sure, Luther was
no dialectician. In his sermon on the Epistle for the sixth
Sunday after Easter, he develops the point, which he develops
elsewhere, too, that in regard to faith one ought not to be
concerned about persons, but only about the Word: even
were it an Apostle who taught something different from Holy
Scripture, then he should not be followed.”

“That is all very well; but Luther ought to be a little more
cautious. It is clear, on the contrary, that Christianity spread
in the world because the person was valued more highly than
the doctrine. How am I to know whether something is the
Word of G'od or mere doctrine? Luther’s answer is, by testing
doctrine—in that case all is lost, and Christianity is a human
discovery. On the contrary, faith comes about by the opposite
process, by my accepting someone’s authority; hence the
person is more important than the doctrine.” “Luther ought
to have thought of this at the same time; though, for the rest,
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what he says about the presumption of man in the face of the
Word of God may well be right.”’2°

Thus the problem of authority emerges once more, though
with a certain simplification. The question is now put simply
in the following way: docs the belicver attain faith through the
acceptance of some doctrine which he considers as true, and
by which his personal existence does not need to be changed,
or not rather by submission to the authority of a person who
by his personal authority guarantees the truth of what he
declares and thus challenges the hearer to express that truth
similarly in his own existence? Sincc in any casc the possibility
of objectively true doctrine, regardless of subjective existence,
1s not in question, the only other possibility that remains lics in
secking authority in the subjective bearing of the communicator:
“Since Christianity is not a sct of doctrines it is consequently
not a matter of indifference (as it would be if it were merely a
question of doctrine) who cxpounds it as long as he says what
1s objectively correct. No, Christ did not institute lecturers—
but disciples. If Christianity (just because it is not a matter of
doctrine) is not cmbodied in the existence of the tcacher, then
he is not teaching Christianity; for Christianity is an existential
communication and can only be expounded by the fact of
human existence. Generally spcaking, to exist in a Christian
way, to express it existentially, etc., is the most powerful way
of propagating it.””2t

Properly speaking, it is no longer here a question of the
rcflation between teacher and doctrine, for doctrine has been
dissolved in existential communication, and hence there can
no }Onger be a “teacher” in any legitimate sense, but only the
caricatural figure of the “lecturer.” ““Christianity is not a body
Of. doctrines (this is how the irrelevancy of orthodoxy arose
with quarrels about this and that, so that there is contention as,'.
to what the true Christian doctrine is and so on), but it is an
€xistential communication. For this reason, each gencration
makes a completely fresh start, all learning about the teaching
of previouys generations is essentially superfluous—though not to
be despised if it understands itself and its limitations, but ex-
tremely dangerous, if it does not.” The limitations within

™ x.2, 448. 1 1x(a), 207.
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which doctrinal erudition must move can only mean that
doctrine loses whatever validity it supposed itself to possess
apart from and prior to the cvent of existential communication.
The same applies to the teacher. The discipline of thinking
about doctrine, quite apart from its existential communication,
in order, for example, to formulate it in terms of the correct
categorics and to give it critical support outside its existential
fulfilment (as previously Kierkegaard himsclf referred to the
task of dogmatics) is now quitc given up. The teacher can
now play only the same miserable part within Christendom as
is played by the philosophical thinker who in his search for
objective truth lcaves his personal existence out of the reckoning
and docs not even notice that he is doing so. But in the case of
the Christian thinker matters are even worse, because the
object of his teaching is the fact of revelation, which of all that
cxists in the world is the truth that can be least indifferent
to the personal existence of the thinker. It is in this context
of thought that we should situate Kierkegaard’s notorious
words about the professor—“Here Christ was crucified and the
Apostles stoned again.”??

Since both the teacher and his doctrine have ceased to exist
as legitimate factors, the question of authority, which arose
from a considcration of the proper relation between these two,
can now only be how that personal existential enforcement of
truth comes about, in which alone now can lie the authority
of the communication. To put it more exactly: in what
preciscly does such authority consist? Such personal authority
has nothing more to do with that “paradoxical transformation
of the tcacher within history” such as followed from the
Apostolic calling or ordination, for there it is the fact of
commission which lends authority. The fact of commission
cannot really play a part any longer. Even if it were said that
the existential confirmation in the life of the teacher must be
added to the commission, it would of course be right. But still
the decisive question remains the same, whether the source of
authority is the commission or the personal existential factor,
in other words, to what authority can the teacher legitimately
appeal when he demands faith of his pupil. And if it were the

22 x.g, 121.
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case that both the commission and the personal factor together
conferred authority, then we should have to ask whether the
personal factor alone can legitimate the commission or whether,
on the contrary, the commission remains valid independently
of its personal enforcement and the latter’s weakness., But this
second possibility is now really excluded by the whole tenor of
Kierkegaard’s argument.

How in reference to his Luther criticism does Kierkegaard
follow up the first possibility? For him to be consistent, all
previous authoritics if not donc away with, must now be ques-
tioned in their authoritative significancc.

(f) The Authority of the Bible. With the authority of the
ordained preacher, who invokes his orders to preach Scripture,
the authority of the Bible itsclf is challenged.

“Lauther’s teaching is not, after all, asimple return to primitive
Christianity, but a modification of the esscnce of Christianity.
He one-sidedly prefers Paul and makes less use of the Gospels.”

“He himself best overthrows his own theory about the Bible,
he who rejects the Epistle of James—and why?  because it does
not belong to the canon? No, he does not deny that; but for a
dogmatic reason, so that hec has a personal sct of views which
hfi places above the authority of the Bible. Of course, he
himself realised this since he postulated the authority of Scrip-
ture only for the polemical purposc of his struggle with the
PaPaCY and in order to have some firm standing ground. In
80 doing he conceded that he would let himself be convinced if
ﬂ{ley could convince him from Scripture. And this was certainly
right; for what he wanted to do away with was just the rubbish
_of tradition, for which they would never be able to find support
In the Bible, 23

Thus Kicrkegaard allows the validity of the Bible only in the
Sense that it offers a more original source of Christianity than

O€s tradition, but he repudiates its dogmatic significance.

'S criticism of the allegorical, philological and eruditely
t}?i(;tr;nal exegesis of the Bible is l?a.SCd on th_c consideration that
CantSPPYOaC.h conccals the original significance of Bjblical

o5 1n their actuality.

" particular, the purely natural historical truth of things
23 X.2, 244.
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is overlooked. Thus it is forgotten that the Apostle is a person
cngaged in existence, who with flashes of insight flings out a
few words of comfort in order to keep a Christian community
going.”

“At first pcople transformed the Apostle’s hastily-written
letters into somcthing fantastic, God knows what. Now they
arc distorted in a doctrinal sense.  In reality they are impulsive.
When cverything is at stake, and when each day it is a question
of winning new converts or of maintaining the faith of those
who arc alrcady won, there is no time for fantastic speculations
or doctrinal applications. Pcople forget Paul the man over the
shreds of manuscript which he dashed off and which are now
treated in the most un-Pauline way.”?

Because on account of this mass of traditional excgesis it is
no longer possible to read the Bible in a Auman way, it would,
after all, be best if it were not read at all: ““A reformation which
aimed at abolishing the Bible would have the same value as
Luther’s abolition of the Papacy. The usc of the Bible has
developed a religiosity of learning and legalism which is a
distraction from the main issue. A knowledge and approach
of this kind has gradually percolated to the simplest and most
unecducated, with the result that nobody any longer reads the
Bible in a human way. But this is doing irreparable harm;
the fact of the Bible acts as a fortification of all sorts of excuses
and subterfuges by which men evade existence; for it is always
a question of first going into a matter and always the excuse that
first of all one must have a complete understanding of the
doctrine before one begins to live it—which means that in the
end people never do begin to live it.”

“The Biblc. s.ocietics which are an insipid caricature of
missionary activity, and which essentially work merely by the
power of money, just like any other company, and which are
Jjust as busy in selling the Bible as other companics are in their
cnte.rp.riscs—thcsc Bible societies have done irreparable harm.
Christianity has long since needed a religious leader who in
fear.and trembling before God would have the couragc to
forbid the people to read the Bible. This Is just as necessary as
it is to preach against what passcs for Christianity.”’25

2 x.2, 548. % 1x(A), 442.
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(8) Towards contemporaneity with Christ through the overleaping
of the historica) process.  “Luther’s mistake was that he did not
g0 back far enough and did not enter sufliciently into contem-
Poraneity with Christ.””2¢ His dogmatic Biblicism prevented
Elm .from doing this, in spitc of his occasional corrcct insights:

This is a true word of Luther: ‘Expericnce also tcaches that,
for longcr than is imaginable, the Gospel nowhere in the world
as remained in g purc and undistorted form, but as long as
_thOSC who sct it in motion were alive, it remained firm and
Increased—when they were dead and gone, the light of the
ospel, too, had gone out. Then came along scctarians and
false teachers.” This last observation is less important. The
Ormer one ig completely true, though Luther himself does not
Seem to he really awarc of its implications. Contemporaneity
With Christ is what matters and is the cssential truth of the
Situation. Then comes the derivative; contemporancity with
;tfuc Christian in the stricter sense.  Sccondhand Christianity
dle talk; for it is Christianity apart from thc tension of
reality, »27
thé’lcelrc_Kigrkegaard seems to allgw a relative signjﬁs:ax}ce to
the ste.rlvatwe, to “contemporaneity with a true Christian in
. dccr'lcztcr sense.” But he must go yet a step further and ﬁn.d
Ollowmve break bct\«.fccn the 'hlstorxcal .JCSL.IS and all His
sket ers, as hF doces with all desirable clarity in the following

*tch of his views:

“The life of Christ is Christianity lived for God and His Will.”
l‘eligi; thle very moment when He dies, Christianity becomes a
eSsenti;lu lved in the mtcrcs.ts of man. The_ Apostle changes

st thy the figure of ChrISF our Exampl'c into the ﬁgurc of
oy € Atoner. In so doing he establishes the difference

€en the God-man and any other man. The Atonement, or
Vlew that the life and death of Christ accomplishes the
rrilsiment, is a symbol cxpressing the difference between
measuramd every other man. .stc1plesh1p to Christ implies a
folloy. ¢ of equality w1t.h Him. The Apostle does indeed
Im and is crucified—but he makes the Atonement

cent . :
ril:zl”’ for otherwise the Apostle himself would be a sort of

* 1x(a), g5. ¥ x.1, 595.
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“And it is quite significant that it is precisely that one
Apostle who was not a witness of the life of Christ and did not
live with Him, the later apostle Paul who most strongly
emphasiscs the atonement and almost completely overlooks the
imitation of Christ.”’28

Thus the authority of the Apostle as a link with Christ fades
away, for even he has alrcady begun to fall away from original
Christianity. ‘It is casy to sce that Luther’s preaching of
Christianity distorts the Christian standpoint. He concerned
himself one-sidedly with the Apostle Paul and then goes so far
(and this often happens) as to usc the Apostle retrospectively
as a norm for testing the Gospels; if he does not find Paul’s
doctrine in the Gospels then he concludes, ‘Ergo this is no
Gospel.” Luther seems to have been completely blind to the
fact that the truc situation is that the Apostle has already
degencrated by comparison with the Gospel. And this mis-
guided attitude which Luther adopted then continued in
Protestantism, which made of Luther the absolute criterion;
and if it was discovered that thc Apostle was stricter than
Luther (which he is), then it was inferred, ‘Here the Apostle is
making a mistake, this is no true Gospel.’ In this way and
systematically, step by step, God had been mocked and cheated
of His Gospel, or rather it has been attempted to do so, and the
whole situation has been reversed.”?® The whole history of
Christianity now becomes a history of the continuous lapse
from Christianity.

“Thu.s in the _hi_sto.ry of the Church, from generation to
generation, Christianity has been ever more egoistically
diverted to serve the interests of men: the Atonement does
away with discipleship (or rather people delude themselves
about discipleship). Thus more and more Christianity is
getting a bad conscience, and the thought that fellowship with
_ng means suffering has been entirely lost, and, on the contrary,
1t 1s assumed that the mark of fellowship with God is prosperity
and success—and thus in effect Christianity is no more.”’28

(h) The Church as an obstacle to the individual’s becoming contem-
poraneous with Christ. 'With the removal of the various specific
authorities—ordination, the Bible, and the Apostolate—through

8 X.4, 499. 2% x1.1(A), 572.
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this sweeping aside of the whole of Christian history, naturally,
too, the significance of the Church in which thosc authorities
were rooted must also disappcar. “In the definition of the
Church which we find in the Augsburg Confession, namely that
it is that communion of the saints where the Word is rightly
taught and the sacraments correctly administered, it is simply
the two latter clauses about doctrine and the sacraments which
have been correctly understood (i.e., incorrectly), while the
former clause has becen overlooked: the communion of the
saints, in which description the emphasis lics on the existential;
in this way the Church has been turned into a communion
where doctrine is correct and the sacraments correctly adminis-
tered, but where the lives of individual members are a matter
of indifference (or where the existential clement is neglected):
this is nothing but hcathenism.””3® It is characteristic of
Kierkegaard’s argument that the emphasis on the Word and
the sacraments as the factors which objectively constitute the
Church must have as its consequence a disrcgard of the existen-
tial element. He no longer scems to realise the possibility that
a qualification of existence might result precisely from those factors,
in that doctrine would be dialectically understood as implying
discipleship. At most, according to his argument, cxistence
would follow from the description of the Church as the com-
munion of saints, it is no longer a question of those who are
sanctified by the Atonement but of those who arc saints by
their discipleship, which they can only be as individuals. This
implies that the Church has altogether lost its significance and
is become merely an obstacle on the path of discipleship.

“The two main factors as a result of which not only disciple-
ship, but the very idea of it, has been lost, are:

(a) That one’s whole attention is directed to somethihg
objective, doctrine or the sacraments and in haughty tones they
speak with scorn of the subjective—yes, thank you very much,
frauds that we are!

(6) That one’s whole attention is directed to the community,
the corporation, the Church, i.e., a collective, with the con-
Stquence that the category of the individual is lost sight of.
Christ gives Himself to the collective, but not in the same way

30 x.4, 246.
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to the individual, and with the disappearance of the individual
disappears also the idea of discipleship, for, categorically, the
latter is relevant to the individual-——and then in haughty tones
they speak of individualism, calling it a stupidity or morbidity
and vanity—{frauds that we are! By what means did Thomas
Aquinas, the greatest thinker of the Middle Ages, defend
indulgences? By means of the doctrine of the Church as a
mystical body through which as in a social game we all parti-
cipate in the entail of the Church.”3!

Further, it is plain, in this connexion, why Kierkegaard’s
criticism of Luther does not signify a championship of Catholi-
cism: ‘“‘Accordingly to be received into the Catholic Church
would be rather rash, and a step of which I would not be
prepared to make mysclf guilty, even though it were expected
of me. . . . For, finally, it is precisely the idea of the Church
which constitutes the basic error of official Christianity both
in the Catholic and the Protestant worlds; or rather I should
say thc idea of Christendom.”32

(i) The essence of the Luther-criticism: revelation becomes true for
us only through discipleship. “The development of Christianity
has been a process of constant retrogression. First they did
away with the God-man as our example; it was too exalted;
but they still retained the Apostle, the disciple. Then they
suppressed the Apostle and the disciple, it became the extra-
ordinary which in practice they got rid of: nevertheless they
retained the idea of the witness to the truth. Then that, too,
they superseded, the decline went on increasingly, until at last
the Christian representative is one who practises a trade.

“You can sec from this picture that the fundamental sin of
official Christianity is this decline in values, this trafficking in
remissions. The imitation of Christ is finished and Christianity
is sold at various prices. Such is the history of the Church or
of Christendom. The depreciation had been going on long
before it reached the pitch where Luther raised his objection;
and at once, hardly was Luther dead, even while he still lived,

Lutheranism was being exploited to depreciate Christianity
further.”33

31 x.4, 369. 2 8. V., x1v.47-8; Angriff, p. 142.
33 x.4, 340.
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This sweeping-aside of Christian history is aimed at restoring
the true situation for discipleship: ‘“The genuine Christian
point of view has been simply turned upside down. In the
New Testament the thing is so very simple. Christ says, ‘Do
as I say, and you will learn.” Thus, first of all, a dccisive action.
By means of that your life will then come to clash with existence
as a whole, and you will have somcthing elsc to think about
besides doubt, and you will nccd Christianity in both senses,
you will need Christ as your example and His grace.”’® The
demand of discipleship must humble men so that “they need
Christianity,” and “genuinely feel the need of ‘grace.”” In
no other way can doubts about Christianity be overcome.
“True following of Christ (rightly understood, hence not the
kind that becomes self-torment or hypocrisy and the cultivation
of good works, ctc.) really offers the guarantee that Christianity
will not deteriorate into poetry, mythology, abstract thought—
which is what it has almost become in Protestantism.””35 The
usual relationship between faith and existence must be inverted.

“Generally the matter is so put that it is understood you
must first have faith and then a way of life will surcly follow.

“This also has contributed to the confusion by which it is
supposed possible to have faith without existence. And people
have become so obsessed by this idea and so ovcrlooked the
necessity of existential transformation that faith has become
far the more important.

“The matter is quite simple. In order to get faith, there
must first be an existential decision and a reorientation,

"It is this which I cannot sufficiently stress: in order to have
faith, in order that faith should cven be in question at all, there
must be an existential situation. And such a situation must be
br?ught about by the decisive action of the individual.

‘ his propaedeutic element has been completely forgotten.
The individyual is allowed to go on in his normal humdrum

fr‘o.utlr%e~a.nd then it is supposed that he gradually acquires
1auth Just as without needing to have an existential situation

¢S50Ds can be learnt by heart.3®
ut consider the consequences of this introduction of the
Propaedeutic element of decisive action as the necessary

M %4, 349. 35 X.4, 354- T X4 114



OF THE DIALECTICAL METHOD 181

preliminary in the ordo salutis, or rather consider what it means
that by his removal of historical Christianity Kierkegaard has
been compelled to push his position thus to its extreme
conclusion: through his discipleship man discovers that he
“needs” Christianity. Grace corresponds to a need realised
through discipleship. And such discipleship at the same time
“guarantees’ that Christianity shall not degenerate into mere
poctry, mythology, or abstract thought. This means that the
truth of Christianity is referred exclusively to subjectivity. How
serious the consequences are becomes clear when we ask what
objectively corresponds to this subjective truth.

When, with reference to Socratic existence, it was said that
“subjectivity is truth,” the corresponding objective truth lay in
the paradox. And because no other relation with this objective
truth was possible except its passionate personal appropriation
by the subjective thinker, the converse could also be said:
“Truth is subjectivity.” What is in question here is an eternal
truth whose objective and subjective reality implies the being-
in-truth of the existential thinker.

If we now ask what objectively corresponds to the subjective
truth which the believer expresses in his existence, the answer
must be, “The absolute paradox of the God-man.”” When man
in his existence encounters this truth, he must recognise himself
to be one whose whole being is rooted in untruth, i.e., a sinner,
and if he faces up to such recognition in faith, then he is the
forgiven man endowed with grace. But in what way does he
become confronted by this absolute paradox?

Since it 1s at one and the same time an eternal and an his-
torical fact, he must encounter it as an eternal fact which has
entered history at a given point. Thus he encounters it in his
confrontation by the historical Jesus, in which experience alone
now there can be contemporaneity with Christ, since the whole
of the rest of Christian history and historical media have been
swept aside.

Here many difficulties and problems arise. In the first place,
we need an introductory knowledge in order to be able to
establish the historical fact at all. At this point already
everything is imperilled precisely in consequence of what
Kierkegaard says in the Nachschrift about the purely approxi-
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mative character of the conclusions attainable by such prologo-
mena, and on which no certainty can be built. But let us
continue: what we can cstablish in this approximativc way %s
the fact of an historical man, Jesus of Nazareth, who by His
existence expresses the universally human and makes an absolute
demand on men to follow Him. Thus He embodies the ideal
of the universal human. “For this rcason, cverything t.hat
Christ expresses belongs essentially to the life of a Christian-
He is really no true Christian whose lifc docs not express this
ecce homo. But it depends on honesty that one shall not exXpress
Simply what is admirable according to the conceptions of the
Prevailing environment, c.g., voluntary poverty and chastity
1n the Middle Ages.”3?

But on what grounds does man know that the claim made by
this Jesus of Nazareth is justified? He can obtain this certitude
O.HJY by his decision to follow Jesus, even though he runs the
risk 9f making a mistake. Thus he certifies the claim as tru€
by _hlS subjective decision. But in his discipleship he finds that
_he Is not capable of meeting the claim, and at the same time he
1s to.ld that to meet this casc Jesus of Nazarcth desires to be
gracious to him. How does he know that this is truc? He
decides in fajth to believe it to be true, because, confronted by
the demanq of discipleship, the rightness of which he recognises,

€ needs this grace and hence makes use of it.  This Jesus of

azareth says furthermore, however, that He is not only this
Particular man but at the same time God, implying that His
clalr'n and His forgiveness mediate to man the claim and the
Orgiveness of God. In Him God has becomec man in order
to show through His life and suffering and dying that a truly
uman life can consist only in a dying to the world, as a result
of which man obtains the good pleasure of God.

~What now arc the implications of the fact that man the
1sciple believes all this? In the first place, on the basis of his
€Xperience existentially he believes in the significance of the
€vent in which the God-man is revealed, and only in the second
Place, and i consequence of the first consideration, does he
! el_ieve in its historical factuality, and cven then he believes it
M 1ts aspect of ““double potency,” i.e., he accepts it as an histor-

37 1x(a), 82.
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ical fact which is also an eternal fact. Hence it is faith which
through the existential fulfilment of the believer transforms a
specific historical fact into a revelatory fact, and this change
comes about through insight into the meaningfulness of that
historical fact. Thus we have at last the figure of that Kierke-
gaard whom Rudolf Bultmann is said to have commented on
in the form of an exegesis of St. John’s Gospel.

But how is this self-understanding of the believer distin-
guished from a philosophical dialectic of existence, and how is
the absolute paradox distinguished from a metaphysical
speculation? It would be hard to show this. The historical
form which the believer gives to the interpretatory principle
of his existence cannot mark this difference since the philosopher
will always be able to usc a similar type of principle, i.e., derive
his interpretatory principles from such a history. There could
only be such a difference if the historical fact of primary
potency, i.e., the man Jesus of Nazarcth, concretely confronted
the believer in the latter’s historical situation as an historical
phenomenon making the claim to be an ‘‘historical fact of
double potency,” i.c., the God-man. He could do this either
Himself or through an authorised representative. But neither
of thesc possibilities is here the case. Here, stepping beyond
all historical mediation, the believer enters into relation with an
historical phenomcenon of the past. He becomes aware of its
claim to be an historical fact of double potency not through the
impact of the claim of anything pPresent, but rather his faith-—
and why?—endows with this meaning an historical fact of the
past.

For the al.lthentication of this procedure he can only invoke
the Holly Spirit, who has made clear to him this truth and say
With_ I'{le?kcgaard: ‘.‘There is only one proof of the truth of
Chrlstla_mty: that inner proof; argumentum spiritus sancti.’’38
Yet \A’/hllc- the Holy Spirit can indecd, when man encounters
the hlStorl_Cal,faf:t of revelation, demonstrate that the truth of
t.he 1.atter lics In its factuality, and, for that reason, can disclose its
51gmﬁcancc., i1t cannot do the reverse, it cannot infer factuality
from njleanlngfu.lness, if the effectiveness of the revelation—
and this means its factuality—is to be preserved.

38 X.1, 481.
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The one who believes in this way might further claim that in
practice Christ meets him not only in that questionable con-
clusion of introductory rescarch, as the “historical Jesus,” but
__he is not allowed of course to quote Church authorities nor
the Church itselfi—in individual Christians who through the
demonstrative power of their existential representation would
have the authority to confront him with the claim of Christ.
We have already said above all that is ncedful about this kind
of authority. But if we wished to investigate further in terms
of Kierkegaard’s own catcgorics the only possible rclationship
between teacher and pupil in this connexion, we could classify
it in no other way than as thc missionary activity of the
“one who is awakened” and quote all that John Climacus has
said about such a onc and his “immecdiate relationship with
God.”

Above (sce pp. 166 £.) in clucidating the dialcctics of Christian
discourse as opposed to Christian preaching, we have expressed
our doubts that the fact of scandalisation might be rcplaced by
a theory of scandalisation. Now, in conscquence of the radical
sweeping away of the historical element, this doubtfulness is
even plainer. Now there is really no more room for the fact of
scandalisation. According to our carlier representations, the
shock of offence arose because the historical fact of primary
potency, Jesus as man, raises the claim to be an historical fact
of double potency, to be the God-man, and so compcls us to
make a decision between offence and faith. But this no longer
takes placc: Nf)w, through an ideal manifested in an historical
process which like all historical facts, as such, is only of primary
pOte'n(Ey., man is invited to allow this idecal to germinate as a
posmb_lhty in his own existence. He can cither do this or fail
tCC;l fc;l ;t.bef;; grglxy after, for reasons of his own, hc_ }}as done so,
Can he t vare of the importance of his decision through
insight into the mecaningfulness of the claim with which he has
gii; ?tr.ld 1‘;}‘111;0\1:%2:181;1 cc);oln;equcnt. rec}cl)'gnition of the fact under-
on the oth uld now give him cause .for offence? 1If,

e other hand, he does not adopt this decision, then he can
never experience what he has missed by his neglect and thus
1s never confronted with the possibility of offence. In either
event there is nothing thercfore which might arouse scandal.
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At most the claim in its absolute idealism might repel; but
that is something quite different from the shock of offence.

(11t) The question of the “‘real” Kierkegaard

We have now traced the consequences which Kierkegaard must
have drawn from his Luther-criticism had he wished to complete
his task according to the indication given in a diary of the year
1848: ‘“What we have to do is nothing more nor less than a
complete revision of Christianity, a removal of the effects of
thosc 1800 years as though they had never been. That I shall
succeed in this task, I firmly and confidently believe. The
whole thing is as clear as daylight to me. Yet I realise all the
more scriously that the slightest movement of impatience or
wilfulness disables me and confuses my thoughts.”’3?

As we have secn, in his published writings Kierkegaard
never did draw these conclusions from his Luther-criticism. He
did not undo the effects of those 1800 years as though they
had never been, but to the end simply remained as a mere
corrective to official Christianity and by means of a dialectical
relationship to authoritative pronouncements of the Church
tried to creatc a situation favourable to contemporancity with
Christ. He did so “without authority” and to the last declared
that he would not dare to affirm of himseclf that he was a
Christian—whereas, on the other hand, in his Luther-criticism
the crux of the situation is that the only possible and necessary
authority for the communication of Christianity is that which
the communicator acquires through the reverberation of his
message in his personal existence.

We might now ask which, then, is the true Kierkegaard
whom we ought to accept, the Kierkegaard of the Luther-
criticism, or the Kierkegaard whom we have learned to know
through his published writings.

We may perhaps discover that this question is an illegitimate
one from Kierkegaard’s own point of view, because it diverts
interest from intrinsic matters to the personality of Kierkegaard
himself. But what we have to face here are two totally con-
trasting points of view which must have some connexion, and

¥ x(a), 72.

N
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the obvious thing would be to seck this nexus in the personality
of Kierkegaard himself. When the question is put in this way
we might pointedly answer that what Kierkegaard very much
wanted to be was the Kierkcgaard of the Luther-criticism, but
what, against his will, he Zad to be was the Kicrkegaard of the
published writings. We must now prove this statement in
detail without going further than may be necessary into a
psychological analysis and estimate of Kicrkegaard.

Let us picture this man who rightly says of himself that no
onc has such a sharp cye for the weaknesses of official Chris-
tianity as himself, whom in fact nothing escapes: no comical
contradiction, no moral or intellectual dishonesty, no fault of
logic, and who not only commands the most brilliant formal
equipment as a writer but in addition has at cvery moment a
mastery of ethos and pathos, imagination and passion, irony
and humour, and a quite unusual degree of dialectical skill in
order to express his ideas and realisc his aims. Furthermore,
he sces the weaknesses of official Christianity as onc who suffers
from them in a way beyond all imagination and description.
He suffers as a Christian who lives his life according to the most
decisive demands of the Christian conscicnce, and at the heart
of a situation where Christianity is grossly falsified by the
Church and society of his time. He suffers from the complete
political failure of this society, from the inner corruption of its
auth_oriti.es, from the emecrgence of an avenging nemesis
manifesting itself in 1848 on the stage of world politics. He
suffers from the fact that with clear-sighted anxicty he foresces
the downfall of Europe and nowhere finds any understanding
for that which to him is luminously clear. And he suffers
above all from the difficultics of his own nature, from his
melancholy, from his incapacity to make himself understood
a.nd to enter into a direct relationship with the men of his own
tme. He cannot escape the conclusion that in this world one
must suffer and that for himsclf as a human being there can
be no other redemption from the world than by dying to it.
For all these reasons what he expresses in his Luther-criticism he
feels most intimately from a simple human point of view. This
would have been the radical cure by which not only the world
but he himself would have been helped. The height of the
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ideal cannot terrify one who has grown up under it. It has
taught him humility. In any case mortification remains the
hope of Kierkegaard. Here would be the way of reaching at
last a bond of union and solidarity with all those who suffer in
this world, whom he loves so deeply, and to whom he cannot
show his love without being completely misunderstood and
so decply hurt by them. Here would he find an immediacy of
communion by which at last the imprisonment of his own
thoughts would be shattered: here would he enter into direct
fellowship with all those who are known to each other by a secret
sign as the brothers and sisters of Jesus Christ, as the com-
panions of His suffering in this world yet united by the blessed
assurance that they are sustained in their life of suffering by
the love of God. And at the same time this would spell
salvation for the world. We have only to read the last entry
of Kicrkegaard in his diary of 1855, on 25 September, to feel
the heart beat pulsing behind such thoughts.40

Yet he felt compelled to do something quite different, to use
his gifts in quitc another way, to deal with his melancholy on
quite different lines, to renounce any possibility of direct
self-revelation to men and seek emancipation solely through
the strongest discipline. He could not escape the course of his
thought by taking refuge in the comfort of direct relationship
with his fellow men, but rather, pressing forwards, he must
seek its ultimate conclusions through the highest conceivable
degree of dialectical existential interiorisation.

We said, he must do so. Who compelled him? Kierkegaard
would have answered, Providence. 'What does this imply?

(tv) Kierkegaard’s training by Providence

“Providence had me now once for all in its grasp; perhaps as a
suspicious person I have been put on a poor diet. I am
accustomed to live in such a way that at most I count on a ycar;
a.t tlm.cs, not infrequently, when tension has to be extreme, 1
live with a view to eight, or indced one day. And Providence
has me bound by its chain in every respect. My aesthetic work
could not deflect me from my course in such wise that finally I
10 See Appendix III (below, 213 f).
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might have found my life wholly absorbed in acsthetics. That
thorn in the flesh would have prevented this, even had the
rcligious point of view not been in the background. And in
regard to my religious writings, Providence had me bound by
its chain so that I presumed nothing and understood myscif to
be as it were in a large parish.’#!

“If now I am to express as definitely as possible this interest
of Providence in my work as an author, I know no more
characteristic or decisive expression than the following: it is
Providence which has brought mc up and this cducative
process is reflected in the process of my creative activity.”#?

This does not merely mean that his work is a mirror in which
is reflected the process of his cducation by Providence, but
rather this work was the essential mcans of his education by
Providence. We recall the alrcady-quoted programmatic
indication in his diary: “Yet I rcalise all the more seriously
that the slightest movement of impatience or wilfulness disables
me and confuses my thoughts.” This mecans that his work has
an immanent teleology and inncr governing law from which
be is not allowed to break frec and which gradually discloses
itself only as his work reaches completion. What this implies
we propose now to clucidate by a comprehensive retrospective
survey of the dialectic of existence of Kierkegaard as a whole.

(v) Summary of Kierkegaard’s dialectic of existence

In the work of Kicrkegaard’s existential dialectic it is not a
qu_estion of a closed system which is unfolded from specific
principles and which by the application of a particular method
to a particular statement of the problem must inevitably reach
a particular conclusion. The rigidity with which we have
Interpreted the one Kierkegaard of the published writings
m}ght lead to this wrong impression and thus contradict

erkegaard himself who causes John Climacus to say: “there
can be a logical system, but therc cannot be a system of exist-
tnce.”43 The unifying point at which the disparate elements are

it 8 V., xiv, 571; Ges. W., x, 61-2.

12 8. V., xw, 562; Ges. W., x, 52.
9.8 V., v, 88; Ges. W., v1, 193.
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brought together does not here lie in any ultimate principle of
thought but in the subject of the existence of a concrete man,
this in a speccial way unique Seren Kierkegaard, who cannot
escape his self-identity and who with concentrated passion
wishes to master his life by thought.

(@) The fulfilment of the universally human in the existence of one
concrele particular individual. Kierkegaard seeks to master his
life by thought, as cvery man must do who as a particular
individual is concerned to realise the values of universal
humanity, to become the universal man which all must be yet
within the concrete terms of his particular individuality which
no other can or may express. In order to achieve this he must
first work out the categorics for this human existence and
adherc to them. This determination of universally valid
categorics is the prerequisite for understanding oneself rightly,
even when in a given instance one cannot and may not fulfil
the universal, and for clarifying the question whether and in
what sensc one may be justly regarded as an exception.

Since in this matter it is a question of categories of existence,
hence of conceptual abbreviations not of being but of existence,
in principle they will cover the whole area of this existence in
its intellectual, social, political, aesthetic, ethical and religious
aspects. This does not mean to say that Kierkegaard has
mastered all these aspects equally by the process of thought.
Like any one clse he could do so only in the degree to which
the breadth of his humanity reached. This of course was
considc_rable enough, but in principle there cannot in this
connexion be any watcrtight compartments.

(b) Therelation of the dialectic of existence to theology and philosophy.
We have to note that for Kierkegaard life as a Christian is a
decisive part of this existence, and hence he must work out the
categorics applicable to Christian existence. This does not
simply mean dogmatic definitions, for the latter as such are not
yet ex.istcntial categories. For example, a dogmatically correct
teaching .about sin and grace or about the Law and the Gospel
does not in itsclf express how the life of sinful man is concretely
manifested in its tension between the demand of discipleship
and the offer of grace so that the doctrinal statement is existen-
tially realised. But the presupposition for the development of
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these existential categorics is of course that the dogmatic
teaching should be correct. The business of existential dialec-
tics is neither to prove nor to dispute dogmatic definitions but
to reckon with them as a given datum and to cxamine their
correctness in the light of their own presuppositions.  Thus,
for example, existential dialectics is concerned to sce whether
dogmatics is not being unfaithful to its own proper task by
elaborating its dogmas into philosophical truths or by deriving
them or attempting to prove them from the latter.

Thus far Kicrkegaard’s work is indissolubly bound up with
the disciplinc of theology without itsclf being a theology. Here,
too, it remains simply a dialectic of existence covering the
whole arca of Christian cxistence. Nor is this dialectic a
philosophy but is related to the latter in the same way as it is
related to theology, in so far as it sceks to grasp the principles
of philosophy, likc the dogmas of theology, as categorics of exist-
ence, and from this point of view examines their correctness.
Thus indirectly it makes a contribution to the work of
philosophy as to that of theology.

(C) Kierkegaard’s parody of speculation. Since the dialectic of
existence has as its object the one, indivisible existence of the
Christian and in this cannot distinguish between the man and
lh.e Christian, we may not expect it to make any direct con-
tribution to the determination of the relation between philo-
sophy and theology. It isin fact not interested in this question
atall. It must repeatedly be pointed out that the Philosophische
Bfocken, which might be understood as an attempt in this
glrection, not only work out on merely hypothetical lines an

experiment in thought,” but imply in their Very structure a
pa.rody of speculation (see above p. 54, n. 6) if all is not to be
misunderstood and false conclusions drawn. The book was
conc.eived by Kierkegaard as a parody on Hegel’s attempt to
med}ate systematically between philosophy and Christianity.
He is here pursuing no independent interest but is only con-
cerned to show the mistakenness of such an attempt by pointing
out, especially in the MNachschrift, how by this means both
dO.gmatic definitions and philosophical thinking are equally
ru1ned.' To a large extent he does so by positive studies intended
to clarify philosophical and dogmatic ideas, but the latter
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again arc put forward only ad hec and oricntated by opposition
to Hegel. Hence they are not merely fortuitous and incomplete,
but constantly betray that they have their origin in the author’s
parodying intention. This applies, for example, to the central
idea of the “absolute paradox,” or faith as the organ for the
apprehenston of the historical. It is hardly conceivable that a
thinker who had worked out independently the existential
categories governing the attitude of man to the Christian
revelation, without having had to do so in opposition to Hegel’s
philosophy, would have hit upon the idea of proceeding on these
lines. In this respect Kierkegaard’s arguments are determined
by his adversary’s position, in which he had to make a
breach.

For this reason, we can hardly feel surprise that in his
corrective clucidation of dogmatic ideas, important points are
lacking. We neced only recall, for example, that in discussing
the relation of historical factuality and revelation, he causes
John Climacus to say: “Had the contemporary generation left
behind them nothing but the words, “We have believed that in
such and such a year God manifested Himself in humility as
a scrvant of mankind lived and taught among us and then died,’
it would have becen more than enough.” We can hardly
consider this to be enough but see in it rather an abstract
summary of the historical fact of Jesus of Nazarcth in favour
of a Christ-principle; in particular, we may demur to it on the
ground that alongside the life and death of Jesus His resurrec-
tion is nowhere mentioned. But we should not forget that here
we have no indepcndcx}t exposition of dogmatic ideas, but only
observations (.ld ./zoc which are to be understood and appraiscd
within their limited framework and intention.

If tl:le w1191c argument is to be cxplained in the light of its
polemic against Hegel, then certainly the old tag will apply to
it: “Victus victori legem dat.”” In this particular case it means
that by allowing his opponent to force upon him a certain
way of putting the question, Kierkegaard, even after he
had victor.iously overcome that opponent, was still in con-
sequence impaired in his vision of the problems and unduly
fettered in his solution of them. But Kierkegaard shares
this fate with every thinker who lives and thinks not outside
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time but within a certain historical situation, cspecially when,
like Kierkegaard, hc stands in a tensely polemical relation
to it.

(d) Kierkegaard’s indirect contribution to the determination of the
relation between philosophy and theology. Although, in spite of all
this, Kierkegaard made no dircct contribution to the determina-
tion of the relation between philosophy and theology, neverthe-
less he did so indircectly in so far as by his parody he reduced
ad absurdum this whole attempt to cstablish systematically the
character of this relation. And this applics not merely to his
attack on Hegel.

The Christian, who beliecves the revelation of God in Jesus
Christ, must certainly come to grips with it by all the resources
of his thought. In this respect the fact of revelation claims his
thinking powers no less than any philosophical principle
accessible to his facultics of inherent reasoning.  And through
his thinking it also makes demands upon his existence which he
must master by thought. As Kicrkegaard shows, he has no
other alternative but to revise the presuppositions of his thinking
if he believes in the Christian revelation, but he is not called
upon to give up thinking itsclf. And what remains the same
in this process of revision is not any sort of unifying point
_be_tween “philosophical” and ‘“thcological” thought—svhether
1t is fixed by means of the analogia entis, or objcctively by means
of a doctrine of the paradox and subjectively by means of a
corresponding theory of the offence of the paradox and its
resolution, or again whether in the brutal manner of a sacrificium
wnlellectus as a result of which thought remains sclf-consistent
afte.r as before—the unifying link can only be that it is the same
subJ_eCt of the existential thinker which in its indissoluble
self-identity as Christian and as man thinks about its humanity
and expresses in its existence the categorics flowing from such a
process of reflection.

Fr(?m such a point of view it can no longer be a question of
the difference and relationship between philosophy and theology
as two scparate or mutually related scicnces, but only of
w}}ether man wills or does not will to incorporate into his whole
'ex1st_er.1ce the fact of revelation, which in effect means whether he
is willing or not to subject himself to the qualification of his
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existence which is its consequence. All ways of putting the
question are thus rendered irrelevant.i

(e) The dialectic of indirect communication. The dialectic of
existence, as we have seen, has always two aspects: that which
lecads to the interior assimilation of thought in the whole process
of cxistence and indissolubly connected with it, the aspect of
communication by which the sclf-existent thinker stands in
rclationship with his environment. As regards this latter
aspect also there are specific categories. The problems arising
here spring from the fact that truth is not a process of thinking
but of living: it is the life of the thinker who exists according
to those categories, but a life which as such cannot be directly
communicated and received. It can be communicated only
obliquely through the dissolution of reality into possibility by
the process of thought. The question is to find a form for such
communication, which, on the one hand, prevents the com-
municated truth which is the whole life of the thinker from
being received without challenging the existence of the recipient
and, on the other, makes this truth strike home with maximum
cffectiveness.

A further considerable complication in this matter arises
from the fact that the dialectic of existence as the right way to
being in the truth cannot be assumed to be known and appre-
ciated in its rightness and necessity. Rather we must reckon
with the possibility that the recipient will be involved in the
precisely opposite false way in that he will be sceking truth in
an _obj'cctivc process of thought which is indifferent to the
subjective cxistence of the thinker. Hence the dialectic of
communicguon must both make him aware of the wrongness
of the way in which he is engaged and recall him from it. But it
cannot do this directly and undialectically by pointing out to
him the right way of thought because this procedure would not
make any impact on his existence, but it can explain and
communicate the dialectics of existence only in so far as it
practises the latter. In mastering all these tasks and problems
Kierkegaard develops in his work his comprehensive dialectical
method of oblique communication and at the same time applies
it practically.

1 See Appendix v (below, 215 )
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(f) The dialectic of oblique communication in ils relation 10 the
preaching of the Church. For the dialectic of communication the
entry into existence of the Christian factor denotes a funda-
mental change and broadening of scope. This is becausc, from
the Christian point of view, it is not merely a question ©
communicating and rcalising cternal truths. Rather revclation
as eternal truth is at the same time an historical fact, or, morc
precisely, it is such truth embodied in historical fact. The
qualification of existence which follows takes place through 'thc
reaction to this truth enshrined in historical fact. This historlci}1
fact must therefore be drawn into the dialectic of commuil-
cation.

Just as dialectic of existence, when broadened to include the
Christian factor, had to make room in its catcgorics for dog-
matic ideas, so the dialectic of communication, when applicd_to
revelation, has to deal with certain historical facts which claim
(0 he of similar nature to the paradoxically historical fact ©
revelation irselfy i,e,, the Glurch as an historical factor mani-
festing iwscll in particular historical facts such as the Apostolatt,
the canon of Scripture, holy orders, prcaching, and the sacrd”
ments. And just as the dialectic of existence has neither to prove
nor disprovc thosc dogmatic ideas, but to rcckon with them
and to examine them in order to see whether they are correctly
fr.amcd according to their own presuppositions, so it is with the
dialectic of communication and the historical fact of the Churchs
or the particular facts authorised by the latter. These do not
merely exercise the function of communicating truth inasmuch
as they communicate the fact of revelation, but as a result 0
their paradoxically historical character assume a spccia”)’
Qualified form of communication, namecly communication
With authority. Kierkegaard has shown this cspecially in his
dxsFussion of the character of preaching. This type of authori-
tative and therefore direct communication exercised by the
Preaching ministry of the Church and other paradoxically
historical media must now be worked into the dialectic of
Communication in its oblique form so that it may make an
IMpact on existence.

But the dialectic of communication cannot itself take over
the functions of Church proclamation, because the resourccs
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at its disposal are lacking in the special authorisation flowing
from the paradoxical-historic fact of revelation. Hence it is
dependent on the fact that Church proclamation takes place
at thc same time as its own activities. But just as the dialectic of
existence does in regard to the formulations of dogma, it must
examine this preaching in order to sce whether it is correct
according to its own presuppositions, whether, for example, the
preacher is exercising his authority rightly and is keeping to
the correct categories. Likewise it will turn to the hearer of
the preaching in order to enquire of him whether he is realising
the proclaimed truth in his existence, and by its own technique
to help towards the interior assimilation and practice of this
truth.

(g) The difficully of plunging official Christianity once more into the
stream of becoming. The difficulty is that Kierkegaard, just as in
regard to the dialectic of existence applied to general human
existence, sces himself in his special work confronted by a
partner who not Ollly refuscs to pPractice this intcrior assimilation
but is SCCkin_g truth in the utterly wrong dircction: Christianily
is rclated to truth as to an ohjective doctrime, which may be
assented to as correct without the believer receiving from it
any ecxistential impact, with the conscquence that the trans-
formation of existence which Christianity requires can no
longer take place. And official Christianity, in all that it is,
says and does, only serves to confirm its adherents in this false
way.

But the most serious point is that th
through its alliance with the State, ha
of this wrongheaded Christianity.

understands itself to be the result of the fact of revelation, and
will no longe¥' allow itself to be challenged by the latter, i.c.,
made dynamic once more. Those paradoxical-historic facts
in '\NhICh t_he Church is recognisable as an historical factor of a
unique kind and which mark a break with immanentist
historicism, implying a total challenge to existence, can no
longer fulfil this special function since they have been levelled
down to the immanentist historical process. Ordination, for
example, besides conferring on the ordinand that “paradoxical
transformation of a teacher in time,” confers on him a position

¢ Church itsclf, especially
s become an integral part
Historically the Church
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in the social hi :
time fnvokas h1c1i;11.rchy and. the .ordamcd person from time tO
and his Spiritzsl (lls a.l.lthOrlt)’ his official position in the state
true authorit : ’h_lgmty Sa}cramcntally understood. Thus his
preaching mi}s,;'w 1(.:}1 consists solcly'm the valid exercise of has
he can no lon ion, is no longer manifest. Tor the samc reason
not such. for lth: IirCaCh,. and wh.at he claims as prcaching 1%
on that ’of the ha ¢s no impact cither on his own cxistence O
condition of or car'cr.d It scrves _only to justify the existing
simply a rite of igz_“}‘SC. Christianity. Baptism has becom¢
The Church amut;?u?r'l into this organiscd Christianity, ctc-
task of marking the bOI'ltII(cs can no longer fulfil their pcculiilr
the contrary Ey lhc'rcfa] Wlth.lm{n'ar.lcntist historicism, but, o1
them agains’t dial Ir 1aisc objcctivising attitude which sccures
and th ialectics, serve only to prevent i k
ereby to prevent the i only to p ent such a brea
The Lutheran Reform ¢ interiorisation of truth in existencC-
Process and restoring th at'lton,'Wthh aimed at checking this
c . . .
nal result a far grgcatcrm uation on the right lines, had as its
€xternal visible manifcstatzilggra\fiau'on' of the cvil. Since 17
the interests of combatin mnd(-) discipleship was opposed in
the Church to the S g medieval crrors, the assimilation ©
one could ¢ State was only made casicr. Since cvery”
could no lonow appeal to his hidden inner lifc and henc€
of making ?hgccr'lt)e cbanffl‘ngcd, the Reformation had the effect
situation far : 0
fUt(L;lr)e reformer. more difficult to handle for cvery
The atte ;
. mpt to give spir
n this s A 0 8 piritual support to o ; .
to off Situation Kierkegaard attcml ts b }rlg-anzsed C/l)z{lzaﬂll)’-
cial Christianity f 1 attempts by his work to impart
nce ) nity fresh inspiratio d spiri
be dj again he cannot do so directl E and spiritual suppor’
indi l.reCtly received, but only t} ctly, because such aid cannot
Widual is th - y through that shock by which the
proces thrown into existence and Christianity i1
s of becoming. H ] ristianity into the
Such a dialectical . hence this work must be carried out in
a cal way that it
0 attack or a def; y can be equally taken to be either
decide by the ;ence, and it is for official Christianity to
; mo i : .
1t becomes 5 e of its reaction to this shock whether in fact
reaction w n attack upon it or a defence of it. The ri ht
ould be the confession of fail b . e
urec by which both

it and Kierk .
grace. egaard himself would be driven to flece to divine
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(i) The categorical possibilities for an attack. TFor long Kler_ke—
gaard had to reckon with the possibility that such a confession
would never matcrialise and that an attack would therefore
be unavoidable. Nevertheless he still waits for it and wor-ks
with it in view, because he must keep to his own categories
which compel him to tread this path to the very end. He has
no ‘“programme’ from which it might have been logically
deduced from the start what the next step must be. He_ has
only the categorics. These are no doubt of general validity
and have logical interconnecxion and logical consequences,
because thought must be logically consistent. But thcf con-
sequence of action is somecthing very different. The subject of
action is he himself as this particular concretc man who_has to
master this unique and to a large extent eccentric e)ustel_lce
by mecans of the universally valid categories. These categones,
however, have room also for the exception, not of course w1t}}out
a precise categorical definition of this room. Thus _he _thlnks
through his categories in order to discover the justifiable
cxception and within the framework of the categories seeks to
definc his own place: that of Apostle, witness to the truth,
martyr prophet, corrcective. But it is he himself who.must
decide into what class he should fit and which categorl.es he
should realise. No doctrine of categories can relieve him of
this decision. .

(k) The attempt to break free from the situation. The decision
must be taken in a concrete situation and in consequence a
new situation created. For this an interpretation of the
situation is required, which results from an application of the
categories that have been attained, though it cannot simply be
rcad off from the latter. Here various courses are open,
between which not the categories but the individual living
within them has to decide in the light of his specific self-
understanding.

And there is still a further possibility: namely the possibility
of breaking free, i.c., not to make the decision at all under the
pressure of the given categories, not to accept the situation, and
in view of its inextricable difficulties to seek another issuc fr(_)m
the hardness of the decision required and the burden which
humanly is no longer supportable.
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(vi) The Kierkegaard of the Luther-criticism as showing a /)osslble

attempt to break free ]

We might regard the Kierkegaard of the Lulhcr—criUClSrn
as representing such an attempt at cscapc, OF rather the con?
sideration of such an attempt. In this respect one thing sto©
immovably firm for Kierkegaard: the justification for the on¢
who acts as an extraordinary individual can only follow from
the sacrifice of his life. Precisely that end, however, could be
most easily and effectively attained by following out this path'

“What we have to do is to remove the clfccts of thosc 18‘?0
years as though they had never been.” At the same time wi
be removed those dogmatic dcfinitions by mcans of Wh.lch
Christianity has transformed revelation into a system of objcc”
tive doctrine indifferent to cxistence. And at the same ime tl}C
Church is eliminated together with all the historical mCC_lla
Whi_ch it authorises and by mcans of which existing Christianity
maintains thosc illusions on which it lives. What remains
after this destructive work is Christ Himsclf and His individu_a
f?ﬂo_wers who passing beyond the historical decline of Chris”
tlal}lty fulfil the claims of discipleship in contemporancity with
t}}C{r Master, and, mortified by the height of the ideal, live py
dlvfnc grace, and through the reverberation of the Gospel 11
thelr' personal existence gain the authority openly to oppos®
Oﬁicu%l Christianity and to allow themselves to be slain by it:

Thls is the path which Luther really ought to have trod an
which now his true follower must trcad. ¢The true followceT
Of Luther will arrive at cxactly thec oppositc result to Luther
himself, because Luther reacted to the fantastic Cxaggcration
of asceticism, whereas his followers will rcact to the terrible
deception which Lutheranism has given birth to.”’4®

It is clear that, like everything that Kierkcgaard says and
does, this way is logically consistent and that to onc in Kierke-
gaard’s situation it might seem an attractive issuc. Moreover;
at first sight, it is not so casy to understand why such an issu€
Sho_‘ﬂd not be consistent with the trend of his work as a whole.
It. Is not so casy to dispute the justification of his Luther-
criticism, and—because the problems are not so much derived

45 x.3, 153.
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from this criticism itsclf as from the conclusions which Kierke-
gaard inferred from it—the thought seems obvious that thfzse
conclusions show only the one-sidedness imposed on a corrective
vicw.

But it could not cscape a dialectician such as Kierkega?.rd
that this issue rcpresents an attempt to shirk the problem just
because it abandons the path which had been so carefully
securcd by the most complex dialectics, and simply cuts the
Gordian knot.

Hence Kierkegaard did not take this path but followed the
other road to the very end, along which he also ar'ld f:qually
sacrificed himseclf, in intention for the good of Christianity, but
in a much more modest way. Along this road, he could hzrve
no follower, as he had no predecessor, nor could }}e cont_rlve
his sacrifice as something catastrophic. Here his sacrifice
could not possibly become an attitude for others, nor could he,
who had at heart the fate of Christianity, know or even'recko'n
with the possibility that he would thus succeed in changing this
fate.

(vit) The connexion of the two ways

It should be noted that these two ways do not run alongs}de
cach other as completely separate and mutually exclusive.
Apart {from intrinsic reasons we have distinguished them by
noting that Kicrkegaard followed the one way in his published
work, whilst the other is to be found in his unpublished diary.
From the point of view of mecthod this mode of discrimination
is not in itsclf free from objection, since Kierkegaard wrote his
diaries, too, for publication (ecven if only posthumous), and
often cnough we have made usc of his diary for the understand-
ing of his published work. The inner intrinsic reasons for the
distinction are alone decisive.

Morcover, from time to time, it is not so certain that in his
published work the other tendency has not manifested itself.
The cancellation of the Foreword in the sccond edition of the
Einiibung des Christentums may be so explained as we have done
above, for it disclosed the trend of his previous work. It
might also be said that he now wishes to expound that othc:r
relation of discipleship and grace which we know from his
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Luther-criticism, and thereforc no longer wishes to acknow-
ledge this Foreword. The same applics to thosc passages of the
articles during his last attack where he represents discipleship
in a way which makes one wonder whether it is only t.hc one-
sidedness of a corrective view, or whether he thus wishes to
exclude his earlier thought that God is still willing to have to
do with an existence which puts grace first. That a ncat and
exclusive discrimination between these two tendencies is not
possible is essentially shown by the consideration that gcncra.lly
it is only the conclusions themsclves which make clear which
tendency Kierkegaard is following up. But for thc most part
these conclusions arc not drawn in particular instances. And
from the point of view of the personality of Kicrkegaard such a
discrimination is not possible, since in both cases we have to do
with the same Kierkegaard, who according to his own con'fCS-
sion was disciplined by his published work and possibly
sought from time to time to escape this disciplinc. Who is to
say in cach individual case which of thesc tendencies is 1n
operation?

Here we can only judge in so far as the facts and the criteria
given by Kicrkegaard himsclf arc rccognisable and verifiable
by us. Such are, above all, the categorics which Kicrkcgaard
worked out, both those of his published work and those which
are inferred from his Luther-criticism. We may quite plainly
state that the former are not only far more profound and more
thoroughly thought-out than the latter, but that also, according
to our theological judgment, they are correct, whcreas we
would have to consider the other Kierkegaard to be a visionary,

a fanatic, which he himseclf under no circumstances wished to
be.

(viii) Providentia specialissima

We would like once more to insist that not only in his literary
work but with the involvement and sacrifice of his whole
personality Kierkegaard followed the one and not the other
Path. And we recall once again the notice in his diary which
runs: “Merely the slightest movement of impatience or wilful-
ness disables me and confuses my thoughts.”” We might add
that in view of the situation and his personality it was, humanly
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spcaking, an only too understandable “impatience and wilful-
ness” which led him astray on the other path. And the fact
that his thoughts grew confused on this way was surely because
the inner truth of the matter opposed him and prevented him
from following this tendency to its conclusion with existential
inwardness. But we must guard ourselves against saying too
much in this respect. We must not forget that not even the
categories could relieve him of the necessity for personal
dccision, and that sccondly the correctness of these categories
was questionable. The compulsion of Providence to which he
appeals cannot consist merely in the compulsion of insight into
the correctness of the categories.

There remains here an opening for decision which is filled by
the prayers of the active subject, Seren Kierkegaard, and
through which he seeks to come to an understanding of and
surrender to Providence considered as providentia specialissima.

Under the heading “Providentia specialissima,” we find in one
of the last entries in Kierkegaard’s diary: “To be a Christian
means to believe in a providentia specialissima, not in abstracto but
in concreto.  Only he who has this belief in concreto is an individu-
ality; every other is really only an example of a certain type,
he has neither courage nor humility; he is not tormented, nor
is he sufficiently helped to be an individuality.’4

Thus the question of the real Kierkegaard has become
pointless. What the man Seren Kierkegaard really wanted is
not our concern; we are only concerned with what Providence
wanted to say to us through him and has thus set us as our
specific task. But we shall not be able to gather this so simply
and directly from Kierkegaard’s work, and still less from any
interpretation of his personality. That there are clearly two
possibilities here forces upon us also a decision. And we, too,
shall not be able to deduce simply from any doctrine of cate-
gories what is demanded of us, but we shall have to come to
realise ir.x w}.lich path we have to tread through submission to
our providentia specialissima, above all when perhaps we suppose

Fhat we ought to go that way which Kierkegaard, after all, and
in spite of everything, did not go.

18 x1.2(A), 259.

(o)
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(ix) Kierkegaard and posterily

In the last diaries there are certain entrics which reveal what
thoughts Kierkegaard entertained concerning his influence on
posterity. After he has rcached certainty about the fact that
he is being sacrificed as a corrective to what passes for Chris-
tianity, it becomes at the same time clear to him that in his
work he has no predecessor and can have no legitimate
successor. He writes in the year 1854: “My task is so new
that there is literally no one in the 1800 years of Christianity
from whom I can learn how I should proceed.”

“For all that has been seen so far in the sphere of the unusual
and extraordinary has had the effect of spreading Christianity;
and my own task lics rather in checking a spread of false
Christianity, and probably also will have the cffect of making
Christianity strike off its roll a large number of merely
nominal Christians.”

“Hence none of the extraordinary personalitics has stood s0
literally alone as myself, still less has he understood it to be his
special task to defend his right to remain solitary—for ifI am to
check the false process it can casily be scen that the task will the
more quickly be performed the fewer the persons cngaged in it.”

“Yes, I am glad that when once I am dead there will be
something here for the lecturers to talk about. Those pitiful
rascals! And yet it will be of no use, not cven if it were printed
and read over and over again—however, the lecturers will
make profit out of me, they will lecture about me perhaps even
adding, ‘His characteristic is that it is not possible to lecture
on him.””%?" The hope of being better understood by future
gencrations scemed to Kierkegaard a false subterfuge:

“Talk of being better understood by posterity—i.e., a posterity
in which admiring professorial rascals and a pack of parsons
make profit for themselves and their families out of the life and
work and papers of the deceased. Is that a better posterity, do
you call that being better understood?”” ‘“And yet it has always
been thus with these men who have struggled, of whom I have
read (Socrates alone excepted) that they are inspired by the
thought of better appreciation from posterity.”

17 x1.1(A), 136.
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“This thought does not inspire me and in my opinion to need
the inspiration of such an illusory thought shows indirectly
that one is not satisfied with one’s inspiration in and for itself.
In any case such a thought does not create any enthusiasm in
me, on the contrary, what stirs me most is when I come to
think of this rascally posterity. The misunderstanding of one’s
contemporaries is not nearly so cmbittering, nor, if you like, so
hopeless; no, all is hopelessly lost only when one’s life is
smothered in misunderstanding, and when the misunderstand-
ing is characterless, empty, insipid admiration.””48

In such scntences one should not rcad merely the deep
cmbitterment of the man who was not understood by his
contemporaries and could not even hope for a better under-
standing from posterity. In this respect it is not merely a
question of personal moods and pessimism, but rather for
Kicrkegaard the whole question as to what his work will mean
for posterity belongs essentially to the material estimate of that
work itself. This becomes cspecially clear from an earlier note
of 1852:

“If a lecturer could steal my thoughts from me, he would be
very fortunate. I know that very well, and understand that
this too is a reason for stiffening my examination. For I am
very far from trumpeting about a better posterity, although I
realise that future gencrations will come along who will judge
me otherwisc than my contemporaries, but I only deny that
their judgment will therefore be better. No, if I could reach
out to posterity, as I wish, it would be in order to baffle, if
possible, the false lecturing that will batten on me. But this is
1'_10t possible; 1? 1t were possible, the considered opinion of my
life would be ci_lffc.rent. No, it is not possible; in my own time,
envy and mediocrity—repulsive vermin!— will eat me up; and
after my death lecturers will just as horribly live on me.”

“There have perhaps been men who have harassed them-
sel.vc.s to despair to sce whether they could not succeed in
driving away the vermin among their contemporaries: but it
cannot be done if you do not wish to elude the truth and become
vermuin yourself. Most of these men have no doubt comforted
themselves, as people say, with the hope of better appreciation

8 XL2(a), 32.
o*
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from Posterity. It has probably occurred morc scldom. to a
Person to sec whether he could not take measures to Stl'lkc”i-;
the lecturers of the next generation: but it cannot be done. ..
We break off the quotation at this point in order to a:sk wh};
lerkegaard considers it impossible to forestall the misuse O
his work by the lecturers of posterity.  He was of course u_nablc
10 prevent his contcmporarics from rcading his works w1thOL§t
Paying attention to the obliqueness of his mcthod of communi-
€ation, and thys disrcgarding their dialectical nature and taking
¢ ideas to he something capable of direct exposition. In the
achschrift he causes John Climacus to say: “Only he who
realises the obstinacy of a misunderstanding which attecmpts to
assimilate the most strenuous attempt at explanation and yet
I'tmaing 5 misunderstanding, will understand the difficulty of
a type of writing in which every word has to be carefully noted
and ¢very word has a twofold bcaring, By dircct tecaching
about ¢xistence and inwardness the only result will be that the
thinker wij| take a keen interest in the matter and yet miss the
€ssence of jt, 750
uring his lifetime Kicrkegaard could to some extent
Protect himself from the cnthusiasm of the lecturers both by his
OWn personal attitude and the whole apparatus of pseudo-
ymity which intensified the obliqueness of his literary method.
Ut with his death this obliqueness cecases. Onec is no longer
Confronteq by the spectacle of his own personal life as a chal-
cn_ge and a shock. The mystery of the pscudonyms is pierced.
t s no longer necessary to pay heed to Kierkegaard’s own
requlremcnt that his writings should not be cited under his own
na’Tle but under that of the pseudonyms in order to guard the
Obhquencss of his communication as an cssential part of his
Whole work, for it can concern nobody if this is not done, and,
moreOVer, the lecturers regard the failure to do it as a scholarly
proceeding. On the contrary, the position now is that the
g;etlllldonyms can be utilised in order to pI.‘Ob‘C the p?rsonality
on tlf author underlying them, and the main interest is centred
at Personality.
US the modern critic need no longer subject himself to
ultimate intention of Kierkegaard’s work and s in a

the
490
X.5(a), 18, 8. V., vi, 210; Ges. W., vi, g321.
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position to make a judgment on the work and its method and
purposc. And thus we are in a position to analyse the work
into its component parts and so to exploit it as we will. It will
be found to yield an enormously rich store of material for
lecturers of all the faculties: aesthetic critics, psychologists,
philosophers, and, not lcast, even thcologians. And this misuse
will be especially subtle and hard to deal with when it seizes
on Kicrkegaard’s dialcctic of existence. Instead of engaging
in a dialcctical approach to this work in its passionate concen-
tration and wholeness—an approach which requires the
involvement of the critic’s personal existence—existence will
rather be made the object of academic exposition, and philo-
sophers and theologians will take from Kierkegaard’s work the
cornerstones for the construction of a system of ‘‘existential
thought.”” And they will completely overlook the small dis-
tinction, so momentous in consequences, namely the fact that

Cierkegaard speaks not of “‘existential thought but of ‘‘the existing
thinker.”

How will Kicrkegaard hinder all this? He is aware that
there is no mcans of doing so; and under the heading ‘““Melan-
choly’” he writes therefore in his diary:

“Somewhecre in one of the Psalms it is said of the rich man
that he heaps up riches in vain disquiet and cannot tell who
shall gather them: thus from an intellectual point of view I
shall leave behind me a not inconsiderable capital: ah, yes,
and I know also who will inherit my wealth, he whose figure is
so monstrously repulsive to me, he who so far has inherited all
the better things and will go in inheriting them:
the professor.”

“But this also is part of my suffering that I should realise this
and yet go on quite calmly in my struggle, which will bring me
toil and heaviness and trial and all the yield of which will in
one sense be monopolised by the professor—in onc sense; for
in another sense I shall take it with me.”

And in a postscript Kierkegaard adds:

““And should the professor read this, it would not stop him nor
have the effect of rousing his conscience. No, this again would
be solemnly expounded. And again this very remark, should
the professor chance to recad it, would not check his activities,

the lecturer,
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no, it would be professorially expounded. For the profcssirﬂl;
longer than the tape-worm (the length of which has rct(}:f s
been seen to be 100 yards in conscquence of a lc.ttcr'of’ ba'n
In which a husband expresses his gratitude for his wife’s bel rg'
freed from it and he gives the length as 100 yards) ycs, longe f
and no man can cut someonc frec in whom the tapc-wor_mlf
the professorial character dwells: that only God can do, if the
man so wills,”’51 .

For these rcasons Kicrkegaard forbids himsclf to cntertain
the hope of better apprcciation from posterity, and continucs
in his notes of 1852: ‘ :

“Hence only one thing remains: scc that you Stal.’ld‘ your
test well—and thus judgment will come both to hll-'n who
has loved the truth and to the lecturer, that noxious vermin, who
hypocritically lives on the sufferings of a decad man.

“Hypocritical! Yes, indecd, that is why Christ says that 'thC
guilt is the same, to slay the prophets and in the next generation
to build their graves and to say, ‘Had we lived when they did,
such a thing would not have happened.’ .

“It is possible when a man suffers from his contcmporar_ws
that he should, as it were, rcach forward to the next generation
in the hope that there justice will be done to him: but that
point of view shows a limitation and cnslavement of thought,
for such a one cannot see that the next generation, the academic
People are as disgusting as the most bestial of onc’s contem-
Poraries.

“No, no, let everything clse slide, think not of your mishand-
ling by your contemporaries and still less of the horror of
academic persons, no, only sce that you stand your test well.

“If you do that, you are doing something infinitcly important.
Perhaps it will turn out thus, perhaps not, that some individual
in the next generation will be inspired by your life to examine
his life also and stand his test. His experience will be just the
same as yours—the testing of the life cannot and must not be
hindered, but perhaps many a time it will encourage him to
think of you, as you too have experienced in relation to some-

bl
one or other dead and gone.”?

9 x.5(a), 18. 81 x.4, 627-8.
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Geismar, moreover, objects: “In the sketch of his cssay on
Adler, it did not cscape Kicrkegaard’s noticc that there was a
real danger lest the Apostle should come to be regarded as on
a level with Christ; but he tried to obviate this danger by 2
note which explains nothing.”? Geismar does not sce w_hy
Kierkegaard supposes that he nced only say somcthing which
goes without saying and nced not cxplain anything, because
Geismar has quite another unanswered question to put to
Kierkegaard. He thinks, in fact, that when in the Nachschrift
a paradoxical-dialectical existence is ascribed to the Apostle
by which he possesses authority, this must be ‘“‘utterly impos-
sible, according to the Brocken; such a teacher, cndowed with
such authority, would teach truth in the same way as Christ,
cven though he were a man.””® We have seen (above, g1, n. 14)
that the Nachschrift, in its historical form, trcats exactly the
same problem as was abstractly treated in the Brocken. Hence
there can be no question of any contradiction, rather the
authority of the historical orders, the Apostolate, and the
priesthood, is of decisive importance, for it prevents that
dissolution of time in eternity as a result of which the historical
fact of revelation would become simply an ecternal truth.
Geismar says that this theory of the Apostle “would lead
straight to Catholicism if it were worked out”; and if, as
Kierkegaard wants, “it applics also to the ordained clergy,
then we are half way to Catholicism.”. No, for if that
in itself were a forbidden Catholicism, then there would
be no Church and no preaching ministry at all; and all
dogmatics would be dissolved in existential philosophy.
Kierkegaard has seen this point more clearly than Geismar.
Geismar is right in saying that then the hearer, in regard to the
recognition of the truth, stands over against Apostles and
clergy in the same position as contemporaries stood to Christ.
But it is just this which Kierkegaard means and which he
regards as of such decisive importance.

The equation of the Apostle and clergyman, in this respect,

! See above, 140, n. 18.

* Geismar, §. K., 321 ; cp. also 362.
3 0p. cit.y 321.

4 Op. cit., 320-1.
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which at first sight does not seem to fit into Kierkegaard’s
thought, quite understandably arouses doubt and repulsion
again and again. Thus Légstrup recently has occupied himself
with this question. Unlike Geismar, he finds, however, that
what is said about the Apostle is consistent with Kierkegaard’s
thought—though in his view it stands in complete contrast to
Luther’s position—but he does not think that the statements
about the ordained clergy fit in and considers that “no room is
made for the ministry of proclamation in general.”’® He men-
tions the passages which we have quoted, but comments:
“These and similar observations are neither supported nor
closely examined—the reference to ordination is neither the
one nor the other—they stand as pure assertions. The essential
presupposition for the authority of the Apostle, namely that
his existence is subsumed in his commission, does not apply to
the pastor. But on what then rests that parallel between Fhe
call through revelation and the call through ordination which
constitutes both the Apostle’s authority and the pastox_"s?
There is no answer to this question. Nor can it be otherwise,
because the ministry of proclamation lics outside Kierkegaard’s
categories.””” We may grant simply that Kierkegaard nowhere
uses the idea of ecclesiastical office, but his many remarks
about ordination are there, and because we trust that Kierke-
gaard, with his systematic thoroughness, knows what he means
by them, we have not just eliminated them as unintelligible
contradictions but have investigated them and have thus
reached conclusions quite different from those of Logstrup.
We have found that those questions which the latter has put as
una‘nsw_erablc can well be answered and that the idea of
ord1pat1on is not a foreign body in the thought of Kierkegaard,
but 1s of decisive importance for his whole dialectic, so much
so that it would emerge from the system of his thoughts even
if he had not mentioned it so repeatedly and emphatically.
Almost everything that Kierkegaard has written both in
criticism of current preaching, and especially in supplying
positive norms for true preaching, proceeds from just this
assumption of the authority of the preacher. It would be
relevant to ask whether according to all that Logstrup himself
says ‘“‘the decisive presupposition for the authority of the

¢ Logstrup, “Die Kategorie und das Amt der Verkiindigung im Hinblick

auf Luther und Kicrkegaard,” in Ev. Th., 1949, 249 .
& Op. cit., 263. 7 Op. cit., 263 L.
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apostle’ is in fact for Kicrkegaard ‘““‘that his c.\‘cistcnc0 1s sub_-
sumed in his commission.”” So far wec have iou.nd that this
presupposition is rather his call which confers on him the essen-
tial authority. And in that respect he can be classed along
with the pastor. We have yet to enquire how, in rcgard to
both, absorption in their commission works itsclf out. y
Loégstrup has allowed himself to be led astray thus by Kierke-
gaard’s researches into the nature of authority in the essay
“Concerning the Difference between a Genius and an Apostle.
There Kierkegaard says that all sccular authority is only
“ecphemeral,” a “transitory thing,” in contrast to that of the
Apostle, of whose commission it is said that “‘by this paradoxical
fact the Apostle is different to all cternity from other men.”®
Logstrup comments: ““This is certainly mectaphysics!  Why
does not the authority of the Apostle vanish in cternity like that
of governors and parents? The answer
authority of the Apostle is divine.’””®  I'rom this hc draws
very far-reaching conclusions and says: ‘“This mectaphysics
can be explained from Kierkegaard’s attitude towards profes-
sional and official lifc; it springs from his disqualification of life
In its secular forms of authority as somcthing merely immanent
and relative.”!® According to his theological presuppositions
Logstrup may well describe it so, but we might ask whether
Kierkegaard as a result does not stand ncarer to Luther than a
certaip Lutheran doctrine of these authoritics.’! But, in any
case, 1t is incorrect of Logstrup to describe these thoughts of
Kierkegaard’s as metaphysical. We must therefore make clear
W}.Iat Kierkegaard understands by “divine authority.” For
_Klerkegaard, the divine character of authority docs not reside
m any metaphysical qualification—as, would, for example, the
d1v1n_e authority of the King which Logstrup finds missing—
but it comes about because through the commissioning of
the Apostle the eternal is enshrined in the historical and so
transforms him paradoxically that his being marked-out and
resultant qualitative distinction from other men cannot now
be rﬁ-.absorb(:d in immanentist thought, which is only able to
concerve of differences among men against the background of
their essential equality. It is this which Kicrkegaard means
when he says that the distinction of the Apostle will remain
eternally—not a speculation as to whether the Apostle will play

*S. K, S b :
1 Ihid V., x1, g7; Ges. W., x, 144.

is: ‘Because the

® Logstrup, op. cit., 265.
L Cp. above, 125, n. 2.
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a special role in the beyond also. And exactly the same
distinction of a historical fact as an eternal fact applies to the
pastor through his ordination—and this Kierkegaard especially
ecmphasises in this very connexion.?? But to give this authority

to the King also, Kierkegaard has neither occasion nor dog-
matic grounds.

128, V., X1, 101 n.j X, 147 1.



AppeEnDIx II!
LOGSTRUP’S COMPARISON OF LUTHER AND KIERKEGAARD

K. E. Logstrup? has a different interest in his comparison ﬁf
Luther and Kierkegaard. As a systematic theologian, he as S
what answers Kierkegaard and Luther give to the question €01
cerning the category of ccclesiastical officc and proclamation
and comes to the conclusion that their answers arc different
and irreconcilable. One can of course posc this question, but
one should be clear from the outsct that a systcmisation O
Luther’s theological position, is also possible which woul
render it at some points morc discriminating and not sO
undialectical as Logstrup makes it.3 But in the case of Kierke-
gaard it would be more difficult, because he does not develop
thc§c categories as dogmatic positions, it is rather that with him
their corresponding dogmatic ideas have been worked into ant
existential-dialectical procedure. Even though they have thelr
Place within this scheme and are consistent and coherent, yet
a dogmatic position and a dialectical procceding are incom-
mensurable and cannot be so simply compared and contraste
as Lﬁgstrup does when he concludes: “Itis the task of systematic
theolpgy to give an account of the fact when their answers to
Certain fundamental questions arc not only different but
Ireconcilable.””®  But such a method ought to be excluded by
the historical fact that Kicrkegaard does not develop his
lalectic ag an independent system in opposition to Luther’s
Ogmatic position or without taking it into consideration but
only in constant dialectical relatedness to it, as he found it in
the_ Lutheranism of his Danish Church. It scems rather
Unintelligent to confront Kierkegaard with the dogmatic
Positions of Lutheranism as though he had not himself been
aware of the ]atter, and without considering the question which
CSF"“—Clally preoccupied him, namecly what would become of
utheranism when subjected to cxistential dialectics.

; Cp. above, 159, n. 2.  Op. cit.
Sce above, 125, n. 2, and Appendix I. 1 Logstrup, op. cit., 269-



AprPENDIX III?
TuE SUuPREME GRACE ofF Tue CHRISTIAN LIFE?

The characteristic of this life is that it is led to the point of
uttermost weariness and disgust and saticty. He who, brought
to such a pass, can nevertheless hold fast (or whom God
enables to hold fast) to the faith that it is God who out of love
has brought him to such a situation, is one who has stood _the
test from a Christian point of view and who is sealed for eternity.

I have arrived at this point through a fault and against the
will of God. The fault, which in one sense is not mine, but
which nevertheless makes me guilty in the sight of God_, is that
of giving life. The punishment fits the crime; that punishment
is to be deprived of all joy in life, and led to the supreme degree
of weariness and saticty. Man wished to dabble in the handi-
work of the Creator and, although not wishing to create man,
yet to give him life. You are to atone for this fault; for th'e
characteristic of this life is—vyet through my grace, for it is
only those who are being saved to whom I show my grace—
that I lead you to the utmost degree of weariness with life.

The majority of men however are so unspiritual, and so
utterly abandoned by grace, that the punishment simply does
not strike them. Lost in this life, they yet cling to it, and start-
ing from nothing, they rcturn to nothing, their life is a con-
tinuous process of degeneration (i.e., itissomething superfluous).

Those who are more spiritual and are not overlooked by
grace, arc led to the point where life reaches a supreme degree
of weariness and ennui. But they cannot be satisfied with this,
they revolt against God and so on.

Only those who, brought to this stage of life-weariness, are
by the assistance of divine grace held firm in the belief that God
does this through love, so that there is no lurking doubt in
the inner chambers of their soul about the fact that God is love
—only they are sealed for eternity.

And God is concerned about them in eternity too. What
dpes God want? He wants a soul which can praise, adore and
give thanks to Him (which is the business of the angels). For

! Cp. above, 187, n. go. 2 Taken from S. K. P., x1.2(A), 439.
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this reason God Is surrounded bv angels. Thosc beings of
whom there are thousands in so-called Chn’su'anity, who howl
and shout in praise of God for a penny—those He does not
care for. No, the angels pleasc Him. And what pleases Him
even more than the praisc of the angels is the spcctaclc or a
man who, when God, as it were, becomes for him disgusting
cruelty, and sccms to do cverything with the most refinc
cruelty in order to rob him of all joy in life, nevertheless holds
fast to the belief that God is love and does all this from love.
Such a man becomes then an angel. And in Heaven it is casy
for him to praise God, but the time of testing and trial is
always the most severe. As though it occurred to a man to
travel round the globe in order to hear a singer who had a
perfect voice, so God sits in Heaven and listens.  And whenever
He hears praise from a man whom He has brought to a supreme
degree of life-weariness, He says to Himsclf: “That is the
authentic tone I wanted to hear.” He says this as if He were
making a discovery. But He was prepared for the fact since He
Himself was with this man all the time and helped him in so
far as God can help in what is after all the sole work of freedom.
Only freedom can do this; and docs it indeced with surprisc at
what she achieves, thanking God as if it had been a work which
aGbolial ?1ms}f_lfhadh\_~rou§l}t, ]and such a man is so joyful at being
0 achicve this and icels so happy about it that he will not
hear it ascribed to his own doing, but in thankfulness traces
1t all back to God, and asks God that it
God’s own work. For he does n At it may be accepte_d as
S . s not belicve in himsclf, he belicves
only in God. ’



ApPENDIX IV 1

KIERKEGAARD AND THE RELATION BETWEEN
PHiLosoPHY aND THEOLOGY

In his article “Christlicher Glaube und cxistenziclles Denken,’’2
Kriiger, as a philosopher, considers the old question of the
rclation between philosophy and theology, which has a personal
rather than a purely academic interest for him. He says: “If
in philosophy there is achicved a personal union of faith and
philosophic thought, the problem then ariscs as to how the
admitted limit of philosophy shall be observed, without the
independence of thought being given up, or rendered merely
apparent with the conscquence that cither thinking in general
or its genuineness is sacrificed.”® He adds: “In our time this
problem is concentrated in that type of existentialist thought
inaugurated by Kierkegaard. Here it has been shown with
unusual force how near philosophy and thcology can come to
cach other, and how difficult it is to dctermine correctly the
distinction betwcen them.’’* Hence it seems remarkable that
the founders of the philosophy should reject the Christian
revelation.  ‘“Whether it be that the Christian character of
existentialist thought was already doubtful in Kicrkegaard, or
whether in the philosophers of today that type of thought has
undergone an essential change; the fact recmains that here
there is discussion of things which are also contained in the
Christian creed, though it is expressly forbidden us to under-
stand them in a Christian sense.””  Kriiger illustrates this with
reference to Heidegger and Jaspers, and thus gives a good
account of the problems of their philosophy, clucidating their
connexion with Kierkegaard. As regards direct point of
contact, there is not much more than the fact that in both. as
in Kierkegaard, the idcas of care, guilt, anxicty, conscier;ce,
temporality, are the distinctive notes of human life, though,
unlike Kierkegaard, they explain these cmphatically without
taking the Christian revelation into account and in antithesis

Cp. above, 193, n. 44.
In Festschrift Rudolf Bultmann, Stuttgart 1949, 168-8g.
Op. cit., 169. 4 Op. cit., 170. 5 Op.cit., 171.
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to the latter. Also, from the point of view of method, their
proceeding has nothing in common with Kl'crkcggxard’s dialectic
which is all the more important since with Kicrkegaard the
dialectical procedure is the essence of the matter, and it yie%ds
no separable truths which, as results, might be comparcd with
the conclusions of other thinkers attained in different ways.
Hence we would not be able to say with Kriager: “The tcaching
that truth is subjectivity and inwardness brings the existential
concept of Heidegger into line with that of Kicrkegaard. For
the latter also, truth is present only in the process of sclf-
evolving freedom, only in becoming, only in the movement of
personal appropriation where there is no distinct result.””’¢ But
for Kierkegaard all this is just not a dircctly communicable
doctrine, and presented as such is not correct. Hec is not
concerned with any doctrine about the right way of being, but
with this way of being itsclf, i.c., the dialectical procceding by
which such a way of being is to be attained and imparted. If
this dialectical procedurc is neglected, then we have nothing
more to do with Kicrkegaard cssentially. In particular we
could not continuec to say with Kriiger: “With Kierkegaard,
too, man is sovereign, in so far as he alonc can rcally make true
all that is objcctively true. Tor him this applics not only to
human life but also to Christianity.”” The fulfilment of truth
in subjective existence does not crcatc truth but presupposes
Fru‘t‘h as some,t’hing objcctively given: for the Socratic existence
in ‘“‘paradox,” for Christian existence in “absolute paradox.”
Kriiger himself moreover draws attention to this decisive
difference between Heidegger and Kicrkegaard in what follows
and quite rightly points out that ““the project of the Philosophical
Fragments shows in the way it is carricd out that it does not
spring from human invention.”8 Kriiger’s question, then, is
characteristic: ‘““Perhaps Kierkegaard as a thinker stoprcd
halfway along this road because for him his existential thought
only served to show ‘how man becomes a Christian.””? This
is what one is inevitably led to ask when the starting-point is
the relatlgn between philosophy and theology, both of which
as personified sciences agitate about the line of demarcation
between“thcm, and when as a thinker one is compelled to
observe “the admitted limitation of philosophy.” This whole
presentation of the question is not applicable to Kierkegaard.
Perhaps Kriiger himself would have become aware of this if in

s Op. cit., 177, 7 Ibid. ROp. cit., 178. 9 Ibid.



APPENDIX IV 217

observing the method of the Brocken he had also noticed that it
was intended to be a parody of speculation, and had asked how
Kicrkegaard had the freedom to handle the “admitted limits
of the sciences” with such masterly ease—for the reason,
namely, that he knows so much more about the limits of human
thought in its existential realisation, as also about the positive
significance of this thought in its existential relation to revela-
tion.

The trouble which Kriiger then takes to investigate the
thinking of Jaspers and Heidegger to see whether here too there
is not the possibility “that existence constantly involved in
becoming might not be pushed beyond itself,”1° yields some
very interesting insights into the problematics of this philosophy.
Kriiger considers that “if this did happen, then there would
arisc for theology also (and perhaps even for the believer as
such) quite a new situation.” We think, on the contrary, that
this would hardly have any significance for theology.

Characteristic is Kriiger’s question whether the reason for
the rejection of the Christian revelation is that “the Christian
character of cxistentialist thought was already doubtful in
Kierkegaard, or whether in the philosophers of today that
type of thought has undergone an essential change.” It is
just as impossible to spcak of an “‘existentialist thought” in
Kierkegaard as it is to enquire about the Christian character
of this thought. Hence it is not surprising that Kriiger finds
no answer to his question.

10 Op. cit., 170.
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