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i
- THE STAGES OF BAISTERCE

In his book entitied Methods and Results of Kierke-

gaard Studies im Scandinavia, Aage Henriksen, elucidating
[

that interpretation of Kierkegaard's writings which sees as
the foundation of his thought the inescapapitity of man's
retation to God, remarks that according to this view,

"every human being, believer or non-believer, has a rela-

tion to God.“1 Henriksen continues:

By the creation he is bound to Him and belongs so
complLeteiy to Him in thought and feeiing that He
cannot be conceived ag a phenomenon outside con-
sciousness; God is the subject mot the object of
human thought. Man is created in God's image and,
therefore, in contrast with all other creatures,
has been endowed with an eternal self, an absclute
spirit. Thi$ special position entails poth duties
and dangers; the fact that man has been given a
spirit again obiiges him to recognize God as the
creator of himselLf and all things, and to obey
his witl, but on the other hand, gives him the.
possibitity of denying and defying God.

As Henriksen goes on to point out, Kierkegaard believes
that man has taken advantage of this possibiiity, and

through sin has become separated from Gode.

1Aage Henriksen, Methods and Results of Kierke-
gaard Studies in Scandinavia: A Historical and Critical
OUrvey, Lrans. A.I..@ausbﬁLL (Copennagen: unjnar khunks-—
gaard, 1951), p.149.




The correctness of the above analysis of Kierke-
- gaard's thought is substantiated by a careful reading of

such works as The Concept of ODread and The Sickness Unto

Death. In the ratter work, for instance, Kierkegaard's
pseudonym Anti-~Climacus declares that "Man is spirit" angd
has been "constituted [as such] by another [i.e., by God.]"'
However, instead of relating himseif humbly to the Power
that constituted him as "spirit" and "a humen self™, man
freely chose to oppose God by "detaching the self from
f every relation to the Yower which posited it, or detaching
it from the coﬂception that there is such a Power in
ezistence.“z Thus, man by defying and denying God separates
himself from Hilmo

Although it is Kierkegaard's view that all men
have sinned and thereby have become separsted from God,
he believes nonetheless that SOmé individuaLs are less
distant from God than are others. He contends that aithough

all men are sinners, not all men need live their lives at

the same "plane of existence".5 There are various levels

‘Sﬁren;xierkegaard, fear and Trembling and The Sick-
ness Unto _Death, "The Sickness Unto Death™, trans. Walter
Lowrie (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1954), p.l46.

2

Ibld'a 207. See The Concept of Dread, trans. Walter
Lowrie (Prlncaton. Princeton University Prebu, 1957), pp.
19, 35, T3. .

38¢ren:Kierkegaard, Concluding Unscientific Post-
script, trans. David Swenson and Walter Lowrie (Princecton:
Princeton University Press, 1941), p.253. -




of existence to which individuals can ascend or descend

. depending on their own free choice. The specific "exis-—
tence spneres"ior "stages of existence" | of which Klerke-
ragrd speaks aﬁe‘ﬁthe aesthetic®, "the ethical®, "the
religious"” (aLsp caLied "the etnico-religious" or
"reLiglowénesé A"), and “"the Christian® {also called

"{the Cnristian—mengious" or "reiigiousness B", and

"the paradox1cal renglou;ness").z kach of the above
stages of existence are characterized in a specific way.
Hence Kierkegaard writes concerning the first three of the
stages: "While aesthetic existence is essentially enjoyment,
and ethical exiétence, essentially struggle and'victory,
religious ex1stbnce is essentielly suffering,.and that

not as a tran51mlonal moment but as per51st1ng w3

1o;zhen Kierkegaard, Stages Un Life's Way, trans.
Walter .Lowrie (llew York: Schocken Books, 1967), p.430; and
Conciuding Unscaentific Postscript, p.256.

2cf. Stéges On Life's Way, p.430; and Concluding
Unscientific Positscript, pp. 229, 231, 241, 259, 329,

3Concluﬁlng Unscientific Postscript, p.256.
Kierkegaard is here desriping the tnree stages of exis-
tence examined in StagesOn Life's Wav. As I have indirect-
Ly indicated aopve, however, and as James Collins points '
out in The Mind of Kierkegaard (Cnicago: Henry Regnery
Company, 195%), tne dlstlnctlve nature of Lnrlstlanlty

flnaLL% becane b% promineny i Kleraevadrd s thinking
nthat he ceased 10 speax of %ae religious sphere in &n

- unqualified wayl, and thereafter dlstlnbulbned sharply




The stages of existence are characterigzed noﬁionxy
.in the specific ways mentioned above, nowever; each is also
distinguished gy a particular relationship to God exper-:
ienced by the individuals who are at that particurar stage

of existence. As we read in dethods and Results of Kierke-~

gaard Studies in Scandinavia, "The task Kierkegaard wanted

to soive by his exposition of the stages of human Life was
to descripe how the individuali traverses tne distance,
which by his sin he has interposed.between himself and
God — the distance from the state of natural man,
characterized éy more or Less disguised attempts to rid
himself of God, to that of the true peliever which can
be described as commupity'bf will with the creator.“1

‘We have seén thus far that according to Kierkegaard

every individual has been constituted as a free spirit by

between all natural modes of the religious and the unique
Christian reiigious spirit. This distinction beitween
"religiousness A" and "religiousness B" is equivalent to
designating four stages in the dialectic of life. The
immanent modes pf rerigious existence do not exhaust or
naturally blend with the transcendent kind of reiigious-
nesst (p.45)a It mrgnt be added here that for Kierkegaurd
Christian existence is essentially suffering intensified
to the greatest possibie degree, and joy in the midst of
such suffering. cf. Concluding Unscientific Postscript,
PP.384, 493ff.; The Last Years.Journals 1855-13855, trans.
R.G. Swmith (New York and wmvanston: Harper and Row, 1965),
PP.258-259, 279, 339-340; Christian Discourses, trans.
Walter Lowrie (New York: A Galaxy Book, UOxford University
Press, 1961), pp.97, 99ff.

<

o

) TMethods and Results of Kierkegaard Studies in -
Scandinavia, pp.149-150.




God, and as such is confronted with the choice of relating
himself hunmpblLy to God in obedience, or of dénying and
defying Him. By choosing the lattter possibiilty, men

have become se@arafed from their creator. We saw, however,
fhat in spite of thne fact that all men have sinned and thereby
have pecome separated from God, Kierkegaard betieves that
not all men i1ive their liVéS at the same plane of exis-
tence. Some are Less distant from God than are others,
depending on the stage of existence to waoich they ascend

or descend. We noted thnat the lowest stage is "the aes-
thetic", and that this stage is cnaracterized by enjoyment,
and by the attempt to rid oneself of God; the highest

stage was said to ve "the Cnristian“, which is charscter-
ized by joy in fne midst of intense suffering, and by
comaounity of wilkl with Gode 1t was pointed out that
Kierkegaard in his exposition of the stages of existence,
was attempting to describe how human belngs traverse the
distance which their sin has interposed between themselves
and God.' T4 is' my view that an.examination of tais attempt
to describe how an individual moves from one stage of

existence to another, disclioses the meaning of commitment

Tonis is not to say that Kierkegaard's exposition of the
stages of existence served one purpose alone. Although it
constituted a méans of clarllenb the various types of
reldtlonbnlp men have witn God, it also served as a means
of clarifying tne rival views of Life heid by hunma peings
the various modes of Living encountered among them, and
the different vaitues that they hold dear.



as it is séﬁ forth in the phiiosophy of Spren Kierkegaard.
I believe that the movement in question includes elements
of belaef, action, and raxsk. 1 wouid éay, moreover, that
for Kierkegaard coﬁmltment involves the risks of beiief
and action preéent in the move from one stage of existence
to another. |
The thesxs 1 propose to advance in the following
pages is as follows: in the move from the aesthetic stage
of existence to tne ethical stage, implicit in Kierkegaard's
~understanding of commitment is the‘risk of believing there
is "a morm" outside omeself which prescripes what one must
d01, and the risk of humbiing oneself under "the ethical
task"zg in the move to the reirigious stage, implicit in
Klerkega&rd s understanding of commitment is the rlsk of
believing *with the passion of the infinite" that there is
a GodB, and tha risk of fulfiilling "an absolwte duty toward

God“4; in the move to the Christian stage, implicit in Kierke-

1b¢ren;n1erﬁegaard, Bither/Or, trans. Warter Lowrie,
David Swenson and Litlian Swenson 2Garden City, New York:
Anchor Books, Doubleday and Cowmpaay, Inc., 1959}, Voi.II,

P.298. This 1s the risk of beLlef referred to above.

2°tage$ On Life's Way, p.2%30. This is the risk of
action referred to above.

5Conchding,Unscientific Postscript, pp.182, 188.
The risk of belief.

4Fear and Trewbling and The Sickness Unto Death,
~"Pear and Trempliug", p.830. The risk of action.




gaard's uﬂderétaudiug of commitment is the risk of believing
that "3od has existed in human form"}, and the risk of

®forlowing Chrlstﬂ as “Patteru“az

In Chaper Two, sectiom one, I wiil discuss the risk
of believing there is a norm outside ouneself which prescrives
what one mustjdo, and will show that to believe this is.a
rask because to do so is (A) to believe ou the basis of

3

a "peautiful notion" and (B) to venture ome's view that

flafe is . » amean1ngless"4m In sectiown two I wiil discuss
the risk of humbling oneself under the ethical task, amd'
will show that to do this is a risk because to do so is
(A) to witl “despalr”5 and (8) to experience the "con-

scaiousness"” of "duty"

- 100nc4ud1ng Unscrentific Postscrlpt p.194. The
risk of beiief. -

ZSpren Kierkegaard, The Gospel of Our Sufferings:
Christian Discourses, traus. A.S. Airdworth and W.S. Ferrie
(Grand Rapids, Michigan: W.B. Eerduwan's Pubrishing Co.,
1964), ppq14,‘2ﬁ, and For Seif-gXawination and Judge For
Yourserves!, YJudge For Yourselves!", trans. Walter Lowrie
(Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1944), p.159ff.
The risk of actiou.

38ither,/0r, I1I, 296.
4 Ibldo, Ig 28’ :55"'
> Ipid., II, 225.

6 Ibad., II, 149.



In section one of Chapter Three, I will examine tae -
risk of beLieﬁlng with the passion of the infinite that
there is a Go@, and will demonstrate that to believe this
is a risk because $0 do s0 is (A) to veiLieve on the bas1ls
of "objective!uncertainty”1 and (B) to "venture every-
thing“z. In section two 1 will examine the risk of
fulfiliing an absolute duty toward God, and will demon-
strate that to do this is a risk pecause 50 do so is

Wj

(A) "to will suffering™” and (B) to experience "the

consciousness of guiLt"éﬁ

In Chapter four, section one, I will concern myself
with the risk of pbelileving that God has existed in human
form, and will show that to believe this 1s a risk pecause
to do so is (AJ to beilieve on the basis of "testimony"S

)
and (B) to venture omne's “thought““. Ir section two

1Conchuding Unscientific Postscript, pp.182ff., 540.

2Ibid., p.380.

: 55¢ren‘Kierke6a21d Purity of Heart is to Will One
Thing, trans. Douglas Steere (New York: Harper lorchuvooks,
Harper and Row, 1948), p.171.

4Conclpding Unsclentific Postiscript, pp.468, 470~
4778. ’ .

5

; ¢ren Kierkegaard,Philosophical I"ragments or A
Fragment of Philosophy, trans. David Swenson and Howard
Hong (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1962), pp.
105~106, 125-126, 13%3.

6

Concluding Unscientific Postscript, p.%34.




I will coucern myself with the risk of following Christ
as Pattern, anﬁ will snow that to do this 1s a risk because
to do so is (AD to will "to suffer in His J_ikeness"1 and
(B) to experiehce ﬁtha~consciousness of sin“z.

The concluding chapter of my thesis will sum up
the foregoing chapters, and will discuss thé relevance
for today's world of Kierkegaard's understanding of the

concept of comitient.

1S;éren‘Kierkeg,aard, Training In Caristianity,

trans, walter Lowrie (Princeton: Princeton University
Press, 1944), pp.172=-173.

2ConcJ.udlng, Unscientific Postscript, p.518;
Philosophical Fragments, p.53; attack Upon Christendomn,
trans. walter Howrle (Princeton : Princeton University

Press, 1944), p.213.




IT

TO THE WTHICAL STAGE

1
A NORM OUTSIDE ONoSELE

It is my contention that according to Sdren Kierke-
gaard, in the move from the éesthetlc stage of ex1sten§e
to the ethical stage, commitment involves the risk of
believing there‘is "a norm" outside oneseirf which prescribes
‘what one must doe,1 Before discussing why 13t is a risk to
berieve this, I will first examine what Judge William tne
ethicist means in sither/Or when he speaks of a norm out-
side a man Whi@h prescribes what that man must do.

In the passage under consideration, Judge WiLliam.
is discussing “the ethical thesis that every man has a
cailingﬁ"2 It is the judge's opihﬁoh that every man should
have to work in: order to Live, and that the higher the
scale of human Life, the more evident:is the necessity of
working. lan's Life does not Lose its beauty when he must

work, obut gains in perfection pecause in work is his Zhuman

P

'“itheryur, II, 298.

2ﬁither/0r, 11, 297



1

d;‘.gnity.1 The ethicist regards his wofk not as a hard
necessity, but és some thing beautiful, pleasurabvle, and
importent. He sees it not simply as that which earns him
a living, but aﬁl“a calling". ﬁven the most insignificant
human pbeing has a caitling, comments Judge William. What
that calling is tne individual must discover for hiumself,

but when he has'discovered it, though 1t be an insignifi--
o

cant one, he can nonetneless be faithful to it.
The ethical ihesis that everyone has a particular
calling which he must discover for himserf, expresses the

conviction that “"there is a rational order of things“3

a

“Sither/0or, II, 235-237. Judge William goes on to
say that 1f a man not only nas to work for a living but
also has to put up with great hardships in his struggle
for dairy bread, then his 1ife is ennobled stiil more,
and made more beautiful pecause of tnis conrfiict. It is
true, remarks Judge William, that many people disagree
with/this view; even some persuns who betieve their work
has significance, and take joy inm 1t, would cringe Irom
the thought of having to endure real cares about daily
pread. But, says tne judge, the harder the conflict, the
more beautiful is the victory.

2Ibid.,'II, 297. This thought is found also in
Purity of Heart is to Wiitl One Thing where Klerkegaard
Writes: "1 do berieve . . . that at eacnh man's oirth
there comes into pbeing an eterhal vocation for him,
expressiy for him. To be true to nimserf in relation to
this eternal vocation is the highest thing a man can
practice®™ (p.140).

S%ither/Or, 11, 297.
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in which man can fill his prace if he so chooses - g
conviction 1m$truwentaL in giving rise tovthe belief
that there is "a nora" outside oueserf which prescribes
what one must do. In SpeaKlng‘Of this "gporm" we shousd
note here that aithough vudge Wiiriam talks in terws of
the wnorm telilling a wan what he must do, he acknowxedgés
that the actuéL decisiom as to whether an individuas wiil
or wiii not db what the norwm prescripes, 1s a choice the
ardarvigdual nxmseLf wakes. ILu other words, wan 18 uot a
slave to the morm. wevertheress, the norwm im questioun does
prescribe such thiugs as a wan's C&Liiﬁg, i.e«, his
work, aud his waritar status. With regard to the Latter,
for exampire, $h¢ norm tells him he ought fo warry so as to
;bring avout the transf¢guratlon of rowmantic _Love1 -
aithough faisure to marry 1s not wroug "except in so far
as he himself is to brame for 1%.“2

The “norw" apout which I have been speaking 1s
referred to vy Judge Williaw as "the uulversar® and

as "the ethicdi"’. Johannes De Sitentio, in Fear aud

181ther,0r, IT, 31-32, 306, 309.

2Thrd., 1L, 306.

3Ibldo, IIs 260, 306"‘507~
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Trembling, uses the same terminolbgy.1 Both the judge and
Johannes are speaking of that norm which "applies to every--
one"zbas something with which one's actions should comport
at every moment. Thﬁs far we have referréd to this norm as
being "outside" a persomn. Although we have been foilowing
what Judge William himself says of the norm, it shouid be
mentioned that he declares also: "personality has not the
ethical outside 1t but in 1t."3 Wwnat he means by this is
that the ethicist is an individual who stands not in an
outwardlrelatioﬂ to "the ethical" but in an inward relation
to it. The "norm" does in fact prescribe what he should do;
however, he regards i1t not so much as that which imposes-
something on him from witnout; but rather as that which
seeks expression from deep within his souLo4 In speaking of
the norm as veing outside a person, 1 beLievevJudge William
is contending tnat it is experienced by the individual as’
something which simply confronts him and demands to be
realized. In this sense it is outslde'oneseLf and prescribes

what one must do.

1Fear and Trembiing and The Sickness Unto Degth,
"Rear and Trembling", pp.od4ff., 73ff. .

®Ibid., p.64.
7 -
wither/0r, II, 261.

“1pid., II, 259-261.
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(A) A Beautiful Notion

I have stated that to believe tnere exists "a noru™
as outlined above, 1is one of the risks involved in the
cominitment of moving froﬁ.tne aesthetic stage of existence
to the ethical stage. To believe in the norm in question
is a risk, first of all because to so believe is to bpelieve
on the pasis of a "beautiful notion"'. In the following
pages I will elucidate this point.

The "beautiful notion" of wnich Judge William
writes in‘Eitner[Or{ is the notion referred to eariier
that there is a ﬁatlonal order of things in which manvcan
fitl his pilace by discovering and remaining faithful to

is catling, and by bringing aovout the transfiguration of
romantic love thﬁouga marriage. Concerning faithfulness

to one's calling, we Saw that Judge Wiiliaw believes work is
not simply a meaﬂs of earning a living but is an ennobling
and significant thing. The judge deciares that whenever a man
regards his work in tnis way, i.e., as a calling, that man
generally believes there is a norm outside himself direct-
ing him in what Qe must do. He beltlieves this because his
sense of having a calling , in conjunction with his sense
of the rationaiity of the universe, gives rise to his
belief that there exists a norm which is the ground of

nis calling, and in ovpedience to which he can find his

Yyitner/or, I1I, 296.
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rightful place in the rational scheme .0of things.
The above is the view of Judge William, the ethicist

in Lither/Or. It should be pointed out, however, that Kierke-

gaard wishes us7to'know that this view.1ls unacceptable to
the person who 1s an aesthete. Ine aestnete is more likely
to Look upon work as "“the seamy side of existence“1, than
he is to regard it as something ennobling. Judge William
may regard work as meaningful dut the aesthete who composed
~the "Diapsalmata®™ can see nothing significant in working
for a living. "Working for a living canﬁot be the meaning
of Life," ne writes, "since it would be a contradiction to
say that the per@efual production of the conditions for
subsistence is an answer t0 the guestion avout its signifi-
cance winich, by the heip of this, must be conditioned.“2
Not onlLy does tne aesthete dispute the possibility
that working for a laiving could be fne meaning of Life,
but he actually disparages work as a ridiculous way to pass
bne's Life = "Of all ridiculous things, it seems to me the
most ridiculous is'to be-a pbusy man 6f affairs, prompt to

meals, and promp 10 workn"j From the viewpoint of the

1Either[®r, I, 295.
21 s
: Iblde, 19 30.

>1pid., T, 24.
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aesthete, the notlion of work as something ennobling is
more "ridiculous" than "beautiful", and to belieﬁé in &
. determinative norm outside oneself on the basis of such
a notion is a definite risk.

‘Thus far in my discussion of the risk of belief based
on & "beautiful notionﬂ, I have concerned myself with
what the ethicist says about man's work. I will now turn
to a discussion of what he says about marriage, for with
recard to this also there is a basic disagreement between
ethicist and aesthete as to its valuéo

I pointed out.earlier that Judge William is of the
opinion that a man ought to marry so as to bring about thne
transfiguration of romantic love. To be of this opinion is
not to disparage romantic or first Love - the Judge actually
extols it as "one of the most beautiful things in the
world." ' He acknowledges'that "First love has in it the
factor of beauty, and the Jjoy and fulness which is found

2

in the sensuous when it is innocent."“ But though he

acknowledges its worth, he believes nonetneless that it is

Yiither/Or, II, 44.

°Tpid., II, 50.

P
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ennobled by marriage,1 b0 then, Jjust as Judge Williem
regarded work as an ennobling thing, he regards marriage
also as something ennobiing. “larriage" he szs, "is the
transfiguration of firét Love, not its annihitation . . .
its friend, not 1its enem.y,"2 | |
The above conception of marriage,'like the con-
ception of work described earlier, is a constituent part
of that "beautiful notion" on which the ethicist bases
his belief that there is & mnorm outside himself which
prescribes what he must do. That this is the case, can

be seen in the ethical portion of Stages On Life's Way -

*“Various Observations About Marriage In Reply To Objections".
Commenting that he regards marriage as “the hignest Tgﬁcs

of the individual human existence"59 the blarried Man claims

: 1£ither{@r, 1T, 61-b62. The judge remarks that first
love and marriage both are "sensuous and yet spiritual.”
However, he says, the word "spiritual" in reference to
first love refers to the fact that first love "is soulish
. . . is sensucusness permeated by spirit". Hence, "the
spiritual factor iln marriage is higher than in first
love." Tnhis does not mean, however, that sensuousness is
renounced in marriage. "Ho veautiful is marriage,"™ concludes
the judge, "and the sensuous 1s by no means renounced but
is ennobled."” '

2
ibid., IL, 52,

5Stages On Life's Way, p.107.
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that "being in iLove 1is something that looks forward to
being apsorbed in matrimony." Aécording to the Married
Man, in otner words, the ennobling function of marriage
(ip relation to romaﬁtic Love) is determined by the very
nature of things, just as is the ennobling function of
.work. This view 0f marriage as a,TéAOS of human existence,
written as it were into the fabric of the world, is basic
to the ethicist’s belief thaf there is a norm in obédience
to which man can take his rightful place in the universe.
Once again, this time in relation to marriage,
I have first of all discussed the ethical point of view.
As stated earlier, however, there is a basic disagreement
between ethicist and aesthete as to the value of marriasge,
Just as tnére is 'a basic disagreement hetweén the two
concerning the V&Lue'of work. We have seen that Judge
William pelieves marriage is "the transfiguration of first
love, not its anmihilatlone « « 1ts friend, not its
enemy." This is exactiy the opposite of what the aesthete
believes. He regards marriage as the annihilation of
first Llove, and its enewmy; he thinks 1t 18 not possibLre
for love to be united with or persist in marriage. It is
the zesthete's view that Love cannot be preserved in the
midst of the "terrible monotony,‘the perpetual sameness in

the appalling still-life of the domestic regime of uwarried
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peOpLe.“1 The judge may speak of conjugal love, and describe

1t as contented, patient, constant and faithfuLz, but to

the aesthete such talk does not mean very much. "How does
a marriage usualtly work out?® asxs tne aesthete in "The
Rotation Method", and responds to his own question:

In a littlie while one party opegins to perceive
that there i1g souwething wrong, then the otner
party complains, and cries to heaven: faithiLess!
faithiess! A littie Later the second party
reaches the sawme staandpoint, and a neutrality
is established in which the wutual faithLessness
is mutually canceled, to the satisiaction and
contentment ¢f poth parties. But it 1s now too
late Eto discover that Love cannot be preserved
in marrlage]gfor there are great difficulties

connected with dlvorce.“'j

It 1s-obvious from tae anove that the ethicist and
the aestnete are at loggerheads on this question ol the
value of marriage and tae reiaflonsﬁip vetween Love and
marriage. Tne one sees marriage as something ennobiing,
the other as sométnlng appaliling; the one regardsilt as
characterized by faltﬂfuLneSS”'the other as characterized
py falthiessnessy tne one is certain that Love can be

preserved in marriage, tae other that it caunot be. In

'Bither/Or, II, 128.
ipid., ILI, 142.

Ibid., I, 292-293.



whatever they say of love and marriage, 1t seews that the
ethicist and tne aestnete disagree. The etnicist in Stages

On Life's Way, for iunstauce, beirieves that the bliss of
M)

marriage 1s nc less than love's first bliss, and exper-—
" iences happiness in his conﬁiction that in the breast of
his wife "there bheats a heaft, guiet and lLowly, but
steady and even"j, and that it beats for him and his

welfare, The aesthete in gither/Or, however, believes

20

that the biiss of first love cannot persist within marriasge
Oy

and experiences concern over his conviction that "woman is

and ever will be the ruin of a man, as soon as ne contracts

a permanent relation with her,"e

In view of what 1 hﬂve written ithus far about the
differencé of opinion vetween ethicist and aesthete con-
cerning love and marriage, one can see that the gesthete's
reaction to the view that marriage is an ennobLing thing,
is similar to his reaction to the view that work is an
ennobling thing. Not only does he dispute the possibility
that marriage could be the transfiguratian of romantic
Love, but he also disparages marriage as a véry fooiish

enterprise - "The man who once has perpetrated a folly

1Stages On Life's Way, p.132.

%gither/0r, I, 293.
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is pursued by the consequences. The folly is to have got
into all this, the revenge is that now when 1t is too late
ne perceives what he has done.“1 From the viewpoint of the
aesthete, the notion of marriage as something ennobling
is more "foolish" than heautiful, just as from his viewpoint
the notion of work as something ennobling is more "ridiculous"®
than beautiful. |

In the preceding pages I have attempted to show
that what the ethicist regards as a "peautiful notion", upon
which he sees fit to base his belief in a norm outside
himself prescribing what he must do, the aesthete regards
as a ridiculous and fdoLish no tion. from the'aesthete's
viewpolnt, . to berieve in a determinative norwm outside one-
sell on the ba51s‘of such a notion as this, 1s a definite
risk. The reader shouid note nere that it is the aesthete’s
viewpoint Kierkegaard has in mind, in his consideration of
the risk involved in moving from the aesthetlg stage c¢f
existence to tne ethical stage. This is so because it 1s the
'aesthete who must make the move of commitment; and to him
the move appears to be a risk, however ennobling 1t may

appear to someone else.

Ta : . -, e
Stages On Life's wWay, p.75.
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(B) Venturing Meaninglessness

I have sald above that for Kierkegaard, in the move
from the aesthetic stage of existénce to the ethicair stage,
commitment inquves the risk of pvelieving there is a norm
outside oneseirf which prescribes what one must do, and that
to belleve tnls 1s a risk pecause to do s0 is to peirieve
on the basis of a "peautiful notion™. To believe this is
a risk for the foliowing reason also: 10 pelieve it 1s to
venture one's view that "life is . . . meanlngiessa“1
The view that Life is uweaningless 1s expressed

again and again by the aestnete who, according to Victor

o L2 . vt .
Eremita™, authored tne aestnetic essays of pither/Or. This

1Eitner/®r, I, 28, 35.

2Victor Eremita is the pseudononymous editor of
Either/Or. At this point it would be appropriate to say a
few words concerning Kierkegaard's use of pseudonyus, and
L woyed pegin by referring the reader to James Collin's
The Mind of Kierkegamard, pages 34-42, and to Walter
Lowrie's Klerkegaard (New York: Harper forcnvook, Harper
aund Brothers, 1962), pages 280-290. Both of these books
discuss the various motives present 1n Kierkegaard's use
of pseudonyas, and glve tne reader some 1dea of tne
important piace pseudonyms occupy in his writings. For the
purpose of this tanesis 1t 1s sufficieut to say that one
resson Kierkegaard's literature 1is Ypseudononymous and
poiynonymous' o quote David Swenson in.gowething Apout
Kierkegaard (kinmeapolis: augsourg Publishing House, 1945),
p.32 1 1s that he wisned to present with tull force the
attitudes of mind and the convictions of persons represent-
ing all the stages of existeuce. [0 do this he created
authors, editors and personages, and with marveious skill
imoued tnem with the anility to present theilr own particuLar
view of Life to the reader. An excellent exampie of this is
found in the passage from gither/Jr, which 1L quote on page 24
where a memoer of the Symparanekromenoi is portrayed as
aflame with eutnusilasu for his view of Life.
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view is found particurariy in the "Diapsalmata", and one
of the passages most expressive of the view 1s the following:

Life is so empty and meanlngLesa. - We bury a man;
we fcellow him to the grave, we throw three spade-
fuls of earth over him; we ride out to the cemetary
in a carriage, we ride home 1n a carriage; we take
comfort in thinking that a long life lies vefore
us. How Long is seven times ten. years? Why do we
not finish it at once, why do we not stay aud step
down into tne grave with him, and draw Lots to see
who shall happen to be the rast unhappy living
being to throw tne lLast tnree.spédefuls of earth

over the lLast of the dead‘?1

The above view of life is prominent also in those

sections of fZither/Or having to do with the Symparanekromenoi

- "the fellowship of puried Lives."2 Here, as in the "Diap-
salmata", it is suggested that lLife is so meaningless that
death is to be preferred. In a lecture entitied "Shadowgraphs"®,
purportedly delivered before the Symparanekromenoi on a wilid
étormy night, the author pfefaces his remarks with words to

the effect that the storm outside is an appropriate backgzround
to the meeting of a society which emphasizes the confusing
nature of existence. Then in a moment of passion his speech

builds up like the fury of the storm itself: "Aye," he exclaims,

'gither/0r, I, 28-29.

°Ivid., I, 450.



"~ let the storm break forth in still greater
violence, making an end of Life, and of the
world, and of this brief speech, which has at
least the advantage over all things else, that
it is soon’'ended! Let that wild vortex, which
is the inmost principlie of the worLd1, alfhough
this escapes the attention of men, who eat and
drink and marry and- increase in heedless
preoccupation - iLet it break forth, I say,
and in pent-up resentment sweep away the
mountains and the nations and the achievements
of culture and the cunning inventions of man-
kind, let it break forth ‘with that last
terrible shriek which fmore surely than the
trump of dawn proclaims the destruction of
everything.z

Confronted as he is by a méaningless existence,
the aésthete'whose words are quo ted in the aboﬁe passages
reacts in different ways according .to his various moods.
At times his natural reaction is -to clench his fists and
cry out against such an existence = "Pais life is topsy-

nJ

turvey and terribie, not to be endured. At other times

' 1“Certain Greek philosophers, called the Atomists,™
we are told in a footnote on page 452 of Volume I of

Fither/Or, "assumed a constant wairling motion in the atoms
pusa il H &

of the universe.®

2Either(0r, I, 166.

3Tvid., I, 24.
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his reaction is to grit his teeth and meet head-on the
emptiness confronting him - "Arise, dear Symparanekromenoi.
The night is spent, and the day begins its unwearied
activities, never weary, 1t seems, of everLastiﬁgLy re-—-

peating itself," !

Sometimes he tries to reach out and
grasp whatever cornsolation can be had in the midst of
life's meaninglessness - "1 am like & young girl in Love
with Mozart . . . to whom I owe it that I did not pass
thrbugh life without having been stirred hy something."2
Af still other times his outstretched arms are Lowered
'as his whole peing seems to droop 1n agonizing hopeiress-—~
ness - "ily soul is lLike tane Dead Sea, over which no bird
éan fly; when itlhas flown midway, tnen it sinks down
to death and destructiofn."

in outLining various ways in whicih the aesthete
reacts(to his view that life is meaningless, I have not
referred to the aesthetic pursuit of pleasure. The "Diary
of the Seducer" in Either/Or is a good exampie‘of this

type of reaction. Speaking of the seducer, the aesthete

1either/0r, I, 228.

°Tpid., I, 46-47.

>Ibid., I, 36.
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who discovered his diary says of him, "his whole life-

—

was motivated by enjoyment." The seducer was one of whom
it could be said that hévlng found no inbherent meaning

in 1ife, he created his own meaning; i.e., enjoyment. In
" this way he escaped the acuté sense of meaninglessness
which hung over the aesthete who found the diary. Howevef,
‘as the Latter aesthete realized, aesthetic enjoyment is
not an uiilmateKSOLution to the probliem of Life and its
meaning:

As ne [ the seducer] has led others astray, so
he ends, I think, by going astray himself. The
others he perverted nct outwardly, but in their
inward natures . . . He who goes astray inward-
Ly « . . soon discovers that he is going about
in a circle from which he cannot escape. 1
think 1t wiitt be this way with him rater, to a

still more terrible extent¢2

Having examined the aesthete's contention that
" Life is meaningtess, and having seen how he reacts to a
meaningless existence, let us now considér the ethicist's
viewpoint as set forth by Judge Willian.

The judge's viewpoint regarding this matter, and

its contrast with tne aesthete's, ‘can best be shown by

1Either[0r, I, 301.

°Ipid., I 304. oo



placing together two comments from Bither/Or - one from
"Diapsalmata™ and the other from "Hguilibrium Between
the Aesthetical and the Ethical in tne Composition of
Personairity". The first is from the pen of the aesthete
and the second from the pen of the judge:

Ky life is absoluteLry meanlngLess.1

My life has significance f&r me.2
In these two comments a world of difference lLies!
The first symboiizes not oniy meaningLessﬁess, but also
emptiness and hopelessness; the second symbolizes .
meaningfulness, fulfillment and hope. One is the dohment
of a man who dwells in the deptias of existence and
expects to remain there - "Life has become a pitter
drink to me, and yet I must take 1t Like medicine,
slowly, drop by drop"j; thé other is the cry of a man

who dwells in the heights and expects to rise still

higher - "I feel joyful and content with it Emy Lifé}. .
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I count myseLi blLessed . . » Thus I Love existence because

it is beautiful and nope for an existence still more

1Either/Or, I, 35.

°Ipid., II, 329.

5Tbig., I, 25.
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beautiful." .

Prom the above we see that Judge William does not
share the aesthete's view that Life is meaningless. He -
contends that existence is beautiful, and suggests that
tne aesthete wouLd tike 10 berieve this but is hampered
by pride in his own wisdom whica telis hiwm 1t 1s not so.
He suggests airso that the aesthete would iixe to feel 1%
i1s important how a person employs his Life, and encourages
him to resist the urge to throw his Life away: "Stop
this witd flignt, this passion of énnlnlLation which
rages in you.“2 Finaily he exhorts him to cease struggiing
against ail tnose better 1nmost feerings whicn wourd
propel hilw into the etnical sphere of existence.

Judge William 1s hoiding before tﬂeAaesthete )
view of itire tnat 1ucludes in 1ts composition the beriref
in a norw outside 5nese¢f which prescrives what one must
do. This norm, we have said, is experienced by the indi-
vidual as sometning tnat siumply coufronts him and demands
to be realized. Thus it coanfronts the aesthiete. But it
confronts hin aiso as tnat which 1s in opposition to the

whoie tenor of his feelings apout life. He is convinced

'8itner/0r, II, 329,

zlbido; II, 164‘0
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life is topsy-turvey and purposeless, whereas ﬁhe norm
in question signifies order and weaning. This peing the
case, the aestnete must regard 1t as a risk to veiieve
in such a norm, pecause if he were to beiLleve in it he
wourd have to venture his own strongly held view .'that

1ife is meaningless.
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2
THE BTHLCAL TASK

In section one it was my contention that'
according to ﬁierkegaard, in the move from the aesthetic
stage of existence to the ethical stége, commitmenf
involves the risk of believing there is "a norm" outside
oneself which prescribes what one nust do. I will now
attempt to show that in the afore-mentioned movement,
commitment involves also the risk of humbilhg oneself
under "“the ethical task,“1 Before discussing why it is
a risk to do this, however, I will examine what lt.means
to s0 humble omneself,

Concerning the norm whlch prescribes what one
must do, 1 said earlier that 1t is spoken of by Judge .
William and Johannes De Silentia.as "the universal®m and
"tne ethical". On occasion Johannes refers to it as "the
moralnz’and<dudg@ William sometimes speaks of "the
urw.»:i_versal-—humau’x.,"‘.5 All of thnese terms, we noted, are
indicative of fnat which applies to everyone as something

with which one's actilons must comport at every moment.

1Stages On Life's Way, P.250

- 2Fear and Trembling and The Sickness Unto Leath,
"Fear and Trempling", p.o5e.

BbitherfOr, II, 2380, 30C6.
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Speaking of an individual whom he describes as being
basically "like most people are"1; Judge Williamvremarks
that "the universal-human . . .Ais set before him too as
a.task which must bé realeed,"z In this particutiar
case 1% is marriage that is regarded as tne fulfillment
of the task - "He who marries realizes the unlvérsal"j,

writes the judge.

'8ither/Or, II, 281.

Ibid., II, 306.

’1pid., II, 306-307. Again it should be pointed out
that accordlné to Judve NlLLlam, the person who faiils to.
marry through mno fauit of hls or her own, does not offend
against the universal-hunan. Also, at this time I would
refer the reader to Stages Un Life's Way where the idarried
Man discusses possible exceptions to the ethical rule
concerning marriage. -Although he confesses ae does not

‘know "whetner there is or ever has been a Justified eXcept-
ion (p 171),; he outiines what he believes mignt coustitute
such an exception, and sums up his comments as foilows:

“[A justified exception] must not feel himself higher than
the universal, but more Lowly, he must g tout prix want to
remain within the universal, pbecause he is really in Love,
and what is more he is marrled [i.e., he is confronted with
the agony of hearing the cry of the fatherless child and the
deserted mother); he must want to remain within the univer-.
sal for his own sake, and for her sake for whom ne is will-.
ing to sacrifice his iife, wnereas now he peholds her
wretchedness . . « without the slightest means of communi-
cating his feelings [i.e., no one can understand his action].

Accordingly he must Ieel nimself tne most miserable of wmen,
an offscouring of wankind, and must feei it doubly bpecause
he knows, not in dObtraLtO but in concrete, what the beauti-

ful is. So down he sinks, desperate in all his misery. .
This 1s the beglnnlng of becoming an exception, 1i there be

such a thing; if this 1s not given, then he is without
Ju%tlflc&tlon" (p.175). '




In Stages On Life's oy, we again meet with the .

view that marriage is a means of realizing "the. ethical
task". The suitor in "'Guilty?'/'Not Guilty?'" has come %0
the conclusion that he and nis fiancée do not really under-
stand one another, and that if he were to wmarry the‘girl

he would cause her to nave an unhapby Life. The sultor

has certain religious feelings which are unshared by his
fiancée and he is beginning to believe that he has received
‘"a divine counter order"1 prohibiting his marriage. However,
before this belief has become strong enough to dominate

his life and to make him pbreak the engagement,.he does

what he feels he must with regard to his fianc€e - he

admnits that he regards her engagement to him as a sacrifice
.on her part, aud he beseeches her to forgive him for |
initiating this re;ationship in which she must play a
sacrificial part. Later, in réfledting upon his admission
and plea for forgiveness, he is amazed tnat he ever could.
nave come to the point of humbLiné himself before anotaer
human being. But the very moment tnis thought is expressed, .
he realizes tnat he was not humbling himself pefore his |
fiancée; he sees that ne was humbiing himself before the

relationship he had with her. I+t was his wish that the

1Stages On Life's Way, p.245. : ;
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relationship would result in marriagé (if the young lady
would not be made unhappy) , but alsc he believed this was
how it shouid end, 1.e., in conformity with tne "universal--
human' whicn teaches that every maﬁ ought to marry. Later
the "divine counter order" would cause him 0 break Als
engagement, out untit that order pecame definite, he
humbled nimseiI under ﬁhe rerationship he nad with nis
fiancée. In his own words - "Verily I never dreamed that.
ever I mignt humbie myself pefore a human being. Well,
of coﬁrse, 1t 1s not precisely under her 1 humble myseirdf,
it 1s under tne reirationship and the etnical task.“1
Thus far we have spoken of marrlage alone as the
fulfillment of the.ethicaL tasx. dTbe universal" has
reference also 1o cone's work, as we saw in sectiou one,

and to one's relation with others. ln Fear and Trempbling,

for example, the relation between fatner and son is
examined. ¥rom the etnical standpoint - and 1t 1s this
standpoint we are concerned wita right now - a father

has "the hignest and most sacred ob_ngation"2 to his son.

This etnical obrigation caunot be 1gnored witnout trans-

1S‘sages On Life's Way, p.230.

2 . - » .
Fear and [lrempllug and The Sickness Unto Jeath,
"Fear and Urembling', p.3Y. '
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gressing the universal,and according to Johanﬂés De
Sllentio, the transgression occurs "as soon as apAlndi~
vidual would assert aimseirf In his particularity over
against the uﬁivérsal.,“1 Self-assertion suchn as tnis
constitutes insuvordination, and is the opposite of that
submissiveness required of tine person who would mﬁve from
tne aesthetic stage of existence to the etaical, by

bumbling himseif under "the ethical task",

(A) Willing Despair

1 stated earlier that to humbLe oneself under
"the ethical task", 1s, according to Kierkegaard, one of
the risks invoived in tne cowmmitment of moving to the
etnical stage of existence. It is a risk to so hﬁmble
oneself for tne following reason - to do so is to wilil
"gaspair".Z

In order to show why it is a risk to will "despair“;
wé must know svmething of tne aesthete's philosophy of life,
I noted in e first chapter of my = thesis that Kierkegaard
categorizes aesthetic existence as enjoyment. It cah'oe

pointed out now that for the aesthete there 1s a categorical

1Fear and Trembling and The Sickness Unto Jeath,
"Hegr and Trembling”, p.od. :

243 ther/0r, II, 225.
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imperative - "mnjoy thyself?.1 In g;gner[Or'Judge William
describes various aesthetic views of ilife which are ceﬁtred
around the principle "that one must enjoy life,"2 One such
view teaches that-health and beautly are the most precious
goods in Life that one can pursue; another view teaches
that wealth and honour are the highest goodé; a thirdjviéw
claimé that the developuent of one's talent is the good a
person should pursue in crder to enjoy life; a fourth viéw
contends that to enjoy life a person spould satisfy his
taste for pleasure; a fifth view teaches that to enjoy
Li1fe one must enjoy onegelf in the enjoyment; and yet
another view claims tnat oné must enjoy oneself while
constantiy casting aside the conditions for enjo;)ment,'5
Judge William declares that as Long‘as that in which the
aesthete finds enjoyment continues to give him enjoyment,
it will appear 1o other people tha% ne is happy.=— altnough
the Jjudge himself doubts that such a person really is
happy. On the other hand, if that inlwhich the aesthete
finds enjoyment comes to an end or ceases 1o give enjoy-

ment, he will despair. Why is it that men despair in such

TStages On Liife's wWay, p.3d1.

°gitner/Or, II, 186~187.

5David Swenson , in his vook Sometning About Kierko-
gaard,describes tne proponents of this latier view as "those
cynics who seck- to enjoy the power to dispense with enjoy-
ment" (pp.168-169. ‘
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circums tances, asks Judge WiLllam, and proceeds to answer
his own question:.
Is it because they discovered that what they
built their Life upon was transient? But is that,
then, a2 reason for despalring? Has any essential
change occured in that upon which they built
their 1ife? 1Is it an essential change in the
transitory that 1t shows i1tseiLf to be transitory?
Or is it not ratner something accidental and
unessential in the case of what 1s transitory
that 1t does not show itself to be such? Nothing
has happened which couid occasilion a change. S50
if they despair, it must be because they were in
despair peforenhand. The only difference is taat '
they did not know 1it. But this an entirely
fortuirtous difference. So it appears tnat every
aesthetic view of life 1is despair, and that
everyone who lives aesthetically 1s in despair,

whe ther he knows it or not.1

At this point in hlé remarké on'the aesthetic philo-
sophﬁ of Life, Jdudge Wiliiam turns his attention to the
specific case of the aestnete to whom he is writing. -The
aesthete in question has not encouﬁtered-any major externaL
mlsfortune; he stilt hashin.nls power all ‘the elements ré—?:
quired to find enjoywent in an aestiaetic way of Llfeﬁl
However, his thought has comprehehdéd the vaulty of Life's

pleasures and his melancholy becomes greater day by day.

14.‘)113?1@1‘{01‘, II, 196‘_1970

e
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He is in despair,'and he cannot hide the fact from himserf
- which may bve to nis advantage, says the judge, for when
one knows that one is in despalr this opens up the way
for that person to attain a higher mode of existéncea In
fact, writes tne judge, "when one knows it (and you ihdeed
know it), 2 nigner form of existence is an imperative |
.requirement,"1 The aesthete who has reached this point
in iife must either divert nimself, in an aftempt to forget
there is an immortal spirit within him démanding a higher
form of expression, or he must move on to the ethical stage
of existence. |

- There are those, comments the judge, who wouid
advise such a person to choose the firstg alternative
outlined above. fhey wouid advise nim to get married or
to look for a job in ordef to nave something new to think
ébout, and in this way forget his melaacholy. But Judge |
William has'other'advicez~e |

What then must you do? I have only one answer:
despair . . . 1 shout it to you, not as a.
confort, not as a condition in whicn you are

'uither/or, 11, 197.

2Judge William is an etnicist, so marriage and
vocation are important in his sight, but he realizes that
these are not to be entered inte for tae wrong reason. 1If
.they are undertaken simply as a means of diverting one's
attention from the splritual sickness that pervades one's
-1ife, then they will cause tnat sickness to break out in
an even more dreadful wanner than pefore.



-to remain, but as a deed which reguires all the
power and seriousness and concentration of the
soul. . . . B0, then, despair with all your soul
and with all your mind; the longer you put it
off, the harder tiae conditions pecome, and the
demand remains the same . . . S50 then choose
despair,1

The judge is saying here that to try and ilgnore one's
despair is not the way to deal with it. It must be ack-
nowledged as existent, and faced up to, if it is to be

overcome. As Eduard Geismar comments in nis Lectures On

the Religious Thought of 3dren Kierkegaard:

There is but one way out, says Judge Wilhelnm.
This is to take despalr up into one's con-
sciousness, to face 1%t with a clear mind, and
to will to despair as an act of repentance and
transition to another mode of 1ife. In this
voluntary and conscious despair the individual
1s afforded the opportunity to affirm himself

in his eternal validity as a moral personaLity.2

l5ither/or, II, 212-213, 215.

ZEduard'Gelsmar, Lectures On the Religious Thnougnt
of Sgren Kierkegaard (iinneapolis: Augsourg Publisning -
House, 19Y%3), p.55. In nis discussion of choosing or '
willing vgespair', Judge William speaks also of choosiug
"onesel{¥. When a persdm cho0ses despalr, he says, that
‘person chooses himself: "And when a wman despalrs he cnooges
again - and what 1s 1t he chooses? He chooses himseLf, not
in his imamediacy, not as this fortuitous individual, but he
chooses hiumsesf 1n his eternal validity" (£ithers0r, II,
215). In other words, the person who chooses despalr bpecomes
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In the above paragraphs 1 have been examining the
aesthetic philosophy of Life frow the standpoint of dudge
William the ethicist. I have referred to his view thét
"every aesthetfic view of Llfe is despalr, and that everyone
who Llives aestnetically is in despair, whether he‘knows it
or not."™ 1 nave stated his beriel tnat the aesthete whé
knows ne 1s 1in despalr has the way opened up for him to
attain to a higher wode of existence. According to.the
judge, he can pass to th;s‘higher stage of existence'oy'
wiliing his despair, or (as the judge expres besvlt eléé;
where) by bowing "w1th genulne humility hefore the eternal
?ower“T, waich is fantamcunt to humbling oneself under the
etnical task. With this we rgturn to my original point
that to huable oneself under "the etnicali task" is a risk
becausevto do so is to will "despair". How; howevér, we are
in-a opetter position to see why it is a risk to will

despair. It is a risk because from the aestnhete's point of

aware of himself as the person he really 1is, i.e., a free
selLf, and gives birth to that seif. Unlike the azsthnete
whosc deveiopmeént 1s similar to taat of a prant ana who
"pecomes what he inmediatery 1s", the 1PlelduaL who de-
velops ethically "becowes tnat which he becowes [i.e.,
pecomes what he cnooses to becowe 35 for even when he
atlows tne aesthetical within him to possess validity
(which for him has not at all the same meaning as for the
wan who lives aesthbticdllj) it ie nevertheiress detnroned®
(p.230), This is what gduard veismar means oy saying that
the despairing individual has the oppor uunltj of affirming
himzelf 1in his eternai valldity as a wmoral personaiity.

o
i
o+

v

gither/0r, IT, 194.



view the ethicist's exhortation - "choose despair", is in
extfeme opposition to the categoridaL imperative governing
aesthetic.existeﬂce - "bnjoy thyself". To despair, would
seem to be a rejection of the rule governing thé aesthete's
tife. If things are geoing well for him Why should he seeck
a change in his mode of existence? If, on the otaer hand,
despair is beginning to haunt ais Llife more and more, why
should he not attempt to forget.it py following his incLiﬁ—
ation to "travel aobroad, go to Paris. .. . . sue for the
smile of effete WOmen"?1 To do otnerwise wouid be to risk
being engulfed by the despair wnhich (governed as he is by
the aesthetic categorical imperative) he so greatly seeks
to avoid. The ethicist claims that atthe moménf when tne
aesthete chooses despaii“and thereby humbles himself before
the eternal Power, "melancholy is essentially done away
with“z, From the aésthete's viewpoint, however, it wouird
be 2 risk to do what the ethlclgt.advisas, w1thout_ahy
guarantee that his despair wiil in fact be bfgught 40 an
end rather than augmented.

- To will "despalir” 1s a risk'fér another reason

also - the aéstnete stands to lose that which he holds

Y$ither/0r, 11,210

2Tvid., II, 194. g

g
i
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gear. That this is the case can be seen from an examinatf
ibn of the Life of the IEmperor Nero, says Judge William., .
Heroc lived in order to satisfyvhis taste for pleasure, and
he lacked mone of tae conditions requisite for fulfilling
.his desires. fhe %hbie world made obeisance.pefore him so
that he comstantly was surrounded by a great throng of
ministers ready to oblige'his every wnim. But in spite of
all this Nero was dominated by meiancholy,claims tie judge,
who describes his Life in the following manner:

he grasps after pleasure; all the world's clever-
ness must devise for him new pleasures, for only
in the instant of pleasure does he find repose,
and when tnat is ?ast he gasps with faintness.
The spirit constantly desires to oreak through,
but 1t cannot attain tne metamorphosis, it is
constantly disappointed, and he would offer it
the satiéty of pleasure. Then the spirit within
him gathers iLike a dark cloud, its wrath broods
over his soul, and it becomes an anguishing dread
which ceases not even in the moment of pleasuré".1

S0 it 1s with tne Zmperor Nero, writes Judge William. His
inner nature is tormented with anguished dread, buf he will
not "choose despalr"; the spirit demands a metamorphosis,

i.e., a higher form of existence, but he will not accede

'Rither/0r, II, 190.
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to its demand. Why will he mnot choose despair, thereby
humbiing himseif before the eternal Power and rising to
the ethical sphefe_of ex1stence? Because "if this is to
come about, an instant will arrive when the splendor

of the throne, his might and power, will pale, and for
thls he has not thne courage."T In other words, the aes-
thete .fears that by wiilling "despair" he will lose that
which he holds dear. The ethicist may believe this fear
is ill-founded and attempt to enlighten the aestneté as
to the good effects of despalrz, nﬁt from tne aesthete's
viewpoint it still remains a risk to humole oneself

under "the ethical task" by willing "despair".

Ygitmersor, II, 190.

2"1 bid you despair," writes the judge," and
never more will frivolity cause yo to wander Like an
unquiet spirit, Lige a ghost, amid the ruins of a
wortd which to you is lost. Despair, and never more
will your spirit sigh in melaunchoLry, for again the
worid will become beautiful tO %ou and _joyful, al though
you see it with different eyes ‘than pefldre, and your
liberated spirit will soar up into tne worid of freedom
« « . By despalr nothing 1s destroyed, all of the aes-
thetical remains in a man, oniy 1t is reduced to a
ministering roie aund thereby precisery 1is preserved.
Yes, 1t 1s true that one does not lLive 1in it as before, but
frow this it by no means follows that 1t has been lost;
it may perhaps be employed in a different way, bpt
from this it oy no means follows that 1t is gone®
(gither/0r, 11, 223, 253. ‘ o
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(B) The Consciousness of Duty

We have seen thus far in thié $ectiun ﬁaat for
Kierkegaard, in the move from the aesthetic stage of
existence to the ethical stage, commitment involves
the risk of numbling oneself under "the etnical task",
and that to so humbLe oneself is a risk bvecause to do
do so is to will “despaif"s It is also a risk because
it entails experiencing the "consciousness™ of "duty"l
$0o which I now wiil turn my attention.

In his Introduction to Kierkegaard, Regils

Jolivet characteriges tne aestnetic stage of existence
as that stage which manifests "The Primsacy of PLeasure“Z,
and the ethlcal stage as that stage which manifests

"The Primacy of Duty"j. With regard to the aesthetic

stage of existence it-would be more correct to speak of

the primacy of enjoyment4; with regard to the ethical

lither/0r, II, 149.

ZRegis dJoLivet, Introduction £0 Kierkegaérd,
trans. #.H. Barber (New York: m.r. button and Company,
Inc., 1952), p.124.

SToide, pel134.

4Tnat this is the case, 1s seen in the descript-
dion of the various aestnetic -views of life in Zither/Or
(II, 185-196) where Judge William makes a distinction
between enjoyment and piLeasure. In tae paragraphs in
question he comsiders "enjoyment" to be the chief end
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stage, however, tne phrase "The Primacy of'Duty" is
perfectly descriptive, as is evidenced by Judge William's
declaration in Either/Or that "tne ethical is defined as
guty" .

In writing about duty, Judge William indicates
that duty creates a sense of respomsibility in the
ethicist. It is something "required" of tne ethicist,
and "though 1t is impossible for another to say what my
duty is, it wiitl always be possiblg for him to say what

is his duty.“z

However, 1n spilte of the fact that duty
impiies respomsibiiity and oniigatioﬁ, tne ethicist
does not regard it as a cruel taskmaster. The judge

has oniy praise for it. "I.have not been afraid of duty™

he writess; "1t has not appeared before me as an enemy

pursued by those persons who lLive aesthetically, and
"pleasure” to be one of several means to this end. Some

of these means are the following: heal th, beauty, wealth,
honour, talent, pleasure, one's self, etc. HNot only do
Sduard Geismar (op. cit.; p.29), Gregor Malantschuk
[CKierkegaard's Way to tne Truth, trans. Mary uicheison
(Minnezpolis: Augsburg Publisning House, 196%), p.35)7],
and bDavid Sweunson (op. cit., pp-166=169) prefer the

term "enjoyment" to tane term "pleasure™ in their descript-
ion of the aesthetic stage of existence, but so does Kierke-
gaard's pseudonym Johannes Climacus when he is speaking

. 0f the aesthetic stage in the Postscript, p.261. For the
atove reasons I believe 1t is more correct to speak of

the primacy of enjoyment with regard to tae aesthetic
stage of existence, than 1t 1s to speak of the primacy -

of pleasure.

TBither/0r, II, 258.

ZIbid., 263.



which woutd disturb the bit of happlneés and joy 1 had
hoped to preserve through ilife, rather it ﬁas appeared
before ﬁe as a friendgn

Turniyg now to the'aesthgtic point of view apout
duty, we find tnat tne aestnete regérds duty as an ﬁn-
desirabie limitation of his freedom. In "The Rotation
Method", an essay in the theory of social prudence, the
author at one point discusses marriage and fatherhood.
As an sesthete, he belleves one should never enter into
the marriage relationship where duty rules. He contends
that alithough 1t is said that in this relationship hus-
band and wife becoume one, this is ratner doubtful. The
spiritual aspect of tne oneness 1n question is a secure
Lové'for and Jjoy in one another, but the aesthete
intentionaily disregards tnls aspect of the oneness. He
suggests that even:if,it were tne ‘case that husocand and
wife become one in marriage, tne one would soon become
two by virtue of the pbirth of a child. But in fact, he
'says, it is mot the case that husvand and wife becoue
one; tne fact is that they remain two persons, .the
difference now being that tney have both lost their
freedon. One should not enter into any‘relatlonship‘

involving the possibility of severail members, he remarks,

'5ither/Or, II, 155«
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and this applies especially to marriage where daty is
éven more in evidence than 1t is in a dangerous relation-
ship such as frlendship; The author, being a man,'is of
course more concerned about the restrictions duty imposes’
on men, than he 1s about the restrictions it imposes'on
woilen. Hence his comuents about duty and marriage afe
meant primarily for tne penefit of chér men. "When you
are one of several," he writes, "then you have lost your
freedoms; yoﬁ cannot send for your tfaveling hoo ts wheﬁeVer
you wilsh, you cannot move aimlessly about 1n the worsd.
1f you have a wife 1t 1s difficult; if you have a wife and
perhaps a chiid, itlis troublesome; 1f you have a wife and
chiidren, 11t is impossiblé."1

From tne above we can see that the aestnete looks
with disfavour upon tne Llimitation of his freedom which
accompanies duty. The aesthete is self-indulgent; ne
wants to have his own way in Life; he does not want to
have his wings clipped, and his soul's flignt checked.?
Duty to hi@ is sometuing abhorrent like a rod poised
above'him ready to deiiver a blow. The Latter metaphor

.is especially appropriate with regard to marriage, he

Teither/0r, I, 293.

Zlbiday I, 30; 11, 265 11 , 235; II, 293.

L
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helieves:

Conjugal iove. . « seems so mild and heartfelt
and tender, but.as soon as the door is ciosed
behind the married pair, then before you can
say Jack Robinson out comes the rod called
duty -« - . Lo express it quite crudely. - in
place of tane baton with which the director of
the orchestra indicates tne tewpo for the
graceful attitudes assumed in the dance of

first love . . « [is] tne unpleasant stick
of tne policeman°1

The major difference between the ethicist's view
of duty and the aesthetefs, has aLreédy heen mentioned.
According to the ethicilst, duty is a friend,‘but accord-
to the asesthete, it is an enemy. Just how great an enemy
it is to the aesthele can be seen [rom the fact that ne
feels compelled fo begin "a-campaign"2 against it,
plotting its "assasinatien"mj'
- - 1t is mot difficult to see now why the aesthete
regards it as a risk to numple himself under "tne ethical

task". To so humble ovneself entails experiencing the

Teither/or, II, 147-143.
ZIbida’ Ilg 1500

S1bid., II, 15%.
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"consciousness" of "duty". To the ethicist duty is a
friend, and he is.not fearful of losing his happiness
or joy vecause of it. To the aesthete, however, duty is
an enemy which wouid Limit his freedom.: In other words,
to the aesthete, the "comscicusgness" of “duty™ is the
conscilousness of a threat to his welfare., For this reasoh
the aesthete regards it as a risk to humbie himself ﬁnder
"the ethical task", and thereby experience the "conscious-

ness of "duty".



ITY

1O THis ReELIGIVUS S TAGE
1
GOD

Having examined the move from the aesthetic stage
of existence to the ethical stage, we will now examine
the move to the religious stage of existence. 1t is my
contention that according to Klerkegaardy commitment here
involves the risk of pelieving "with tne passion of the

infinite" tnat there is & God .

. Before examining why it
is a risk to believe this, nowever, I will first of ail
briefly 1ntroduce tne concept of believing in God "with
the passion of the infinite".

In Chapter Two of my thesis, whiite examining tae
move to the ethical stage of existence, I attempted to
elucidate the philosophies of Life of the aesthete and the
etnicist. It was evident that tne aesthete's Life is
ruled by tne desire for enjoyment, and not oy any such
nofm as "the universal" or "the ethical task". The ethicist,
on the other hand; acknowledges that there is a norm outside

himself and humbles himself under it. This is tantamount

to bowing "with genuine humility before the eternal Power",

1Concluding Unscientific Postscript, pp. 182, 138.

49
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we sald. We saw also that by willing "despair®, the person
who develops ethically chooses himself in his eternai
validity as a moral personaiity. To do. this, according

o Judge William, is to choose "his self . . . out of the
hand of tne eternal God."

I+ would appear from what I have said thus far
that the ethlcist pelieves in God. Inat ne does beiieve
in God 1s substantiated by what the Married #an says in
"Va?ious Observations About Marriage in Heply to Object-
ions". Hepresenting the ethical stage of existence, he is
attempting to defend marriage against those who oppose
the joining togetner of love and marriage. In his defence
he claims not only that marriage "is holy and blessed by
God", but also that love itself "is the gift of the Deity"
and that the Lover wno resolLves 10 marry puts himserf "in
rerationship with Yod tarougn tﬁe ﬁnlversaLb"z |

There seems to be no doubt that the ethicist, &s
Kierkegeard conceives hiw, believes in God. He seems also
fd believe that he is put in reratiounship with God fhrough

the unmiversal. In fear and Irempling, however, Johannes

De Silentio argues against this belief. "Duty pecoues

.

Lithers0r, II, 221%.

ZStages On Life's VWay, pp.121, 147, 161,




51

duty by being referred to God," he writes, "but in duty
rtserf I 4o not come into reration with God.n b Jonannes

Climscus, in Concluding Unscientific Postscript, agrees

basically with Johannes Da vilentio, as against tne
etihicist. He couteunds that the nighest task proposed to
a huwau being is "the task of peCcowlng suoaectlve“Z. To
become supjective 1s of the utwmost iwmportaunce because
"God is a supject, and therefore exists only for sup-
jectivity in :‘meardmess."‘_j Lf the 1ndividual is to come
into rerationship with vod, this must occur not tarough
"the universal" but rather’through "the infinite passion

of the individual's inwardness".4

1Fear and Trembling and Tae Sickness Uuto Death,

“Pear and Trempbling", p.{3. Jonannes De Silentio clainms,
for example, that in performing. tne duty of Loving one's
neighbour, a peérson comes into relation not with vod but
with the neighbour. S :

2ConcLuding Unscientific Postscript, p.146.

31vid., p.178.

4Ibid., p.182. In their book Klerkegaard's

Authorship (London: George allen and Unwin Ltd., 1963),
George B. Arbaugh and George n. Arnaugh, point out that
"The kind of supjectivity [ inwarness) intended is that
kind of passion which is aroused when a man encounters
the passion of God and finds himself responsinle to 1it.
If one truly.encounters God, one cannot view him from
the standpoint of a spectator. . . lReligious] respon-
siveness is thus not speculative or contemplative but
impassioned and dutiful" (pp.224-225).




From the above it can be seen taat the religious
individual believes not only that thére is a God, but he
believes this "with tae passibn of the infinite". Inerein
;ies one of the major differences between éucn an iﬁdi—
vidual and the ethicist. Therein Lies also a major diff=
erence bvpetwesn the ethical and the religious s tages of
existence. In the ethical stage God has a place, out his
importance tends to ilie in his being the giver of the
moral law, rather than in his being "a subject" with whom
individuvals can come into relationship through the infinite

passion of their inwardness. In his took Something About

Kierkegaard, David Swenson comments upon this difference

he tween the two stages of existence under discussion, in
the following way:

There are many who would call Kierkegaard's
ethical sphere religion, since it everywhere
presupposes in the background the existence

of a divine bpeing. The ethicist recelves an
ideal self, embedded in concrete.historical
situations, from the hand of God, tne human
self is always recognized as a derivative
self, and tne obligation of realizing in the
concrete thils true or.idea;'self is recognized
as an obligation which places a man in contact
with the divine. But for XKierkegaard the

subjective mode of constituting the reilation-
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ship to God is decisive for the religious
sphere; and he does not recognigze ‘tne attitude
described above as reLigious. The etihicist hnas
no other relation to God than that which comes
through accepting his duty as from Him, he has
no other relation to God than that which is
universal to all men, and universal as a
common public tie which binds them together.
"His relation to God is never private; it is
not reatly to be distinguished from his reiat-
ion to other men: the ethical Life is an o%ert
life, without secrets, without mysteries, and
without privacles. God is the universal back-
ground for the etnical +1fe, but He does not
in any speclal sense break into it; His
position is tae pcsition of tne point which
determines tne perspective of tue picture,.
but which does not form a part of tane picture
itself.

As opposed to this, God is all-important for the religious
man, who comesg 1utdo reratiounship Wlth'Hlm,th:ough the

infinite passion of inwardiess.

1

Something About Kierkegaard, v.171.



54

(A) Onjective Uncertainty

Turrning now to an eXaminétion of why it 1is é
risk to believe "with tne passion of the infinite" tnat
there is a God, we Ifind thét'it is a risk becéuse to so
believe 1s to beiileve on the pasis of "dbjectlve uncer-

talnty"?

. Kierkegaard's pseudonym Johannes Climacus states
emphatically his view that thers can be no objective cer=-
titude upon which to base one's belief in God. The A;
traditional arguments for the‘ex1stence'of God prove
notning, he claims, and wnen tney are finished God}s
existence is as hypothetical as it was when they began.

"Whoever therefore attempts to demonstrate the existence

of God", comments Climacus in the Philosophical fragments, ' |

"( . . . without the reservatic finalis .. . . that the
existence emerges- from the demonstration by a Leap) proves

in ;iéu thereof something eLse'[i.e., that he is a fool]"?

1Conuuding Ungcientific Postscript, pp.182ff.,540.

ZPhiLosophicaL Fragments, p.54. Climacus is of
the opinion that when one demonstrates tne existence of
God, God's existence does not emerge straightway from the
demonstration "without any creacih of continuity" (p.53).
A gulf exists between the demonstration and tne incontest-
able certainty one would Like,; and tnis gulf can be
traversed only by "a leap". As James Coilins points out
in The sind of Kierkegasrd: "It is Kierkegaard's conten-
tion that God's existerce can ve grasped only by being
pelieved. His existence is assured to us, oniy when we
'let tne proof go' and execute the Leap of belaief™ (p.147).
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In the Postscript also, Climacus writes that the attempt
to arrive at certitude 2oout God's existence via the

traditionar arguments is futiie, since "the sum of all

thisglactivitjl is aﬁ,ohjective uncertalnty.“1

Concerning the ontological argument for the
existence of God, ClLimacus points out that in this argu—.
ment the attempt 1s made "to introduce God's ideal éssenca
dialectically into the sphere of factual belng;"2 But
when one argues that God or the highest being must'pbssess
all perfections, and that existence is a perfection; there-
fore.God exists: this 1s & deceptive moveument of thought -

For if God is not really conceived as existing
in the first part of the argument, the argument
cannot even get started. It would then read
about as Foilows: 'A supreme oeing who does not
‘exist must possess all perfections, including
that of existence; ergo, a supreme being who
does not exist does exist.' this wouird he a
strange conciusion. sitaer tae supreme heing was
non-existent in the premises, and came into
existence in the conciusion, which is gquite
impossiple; or he was eXistent in the premises,
in wnién case‘he cannot come into existence in
the conclusion. for 1in the latter case we have

1Cthlud1ng'Unscientif1c rostscript, p.132.

2philosophical fraguents, p.52.
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in the conclusion merely a deceptive form for
the logical deveiopument of a concept, & decep-
tive circumlocution for a presupposition.
Otherwise. the argument must remain purely
hypothetical. If a supreme veing is assumed

to exlist, he must also be assumed in possesion

of all perfections; ergo, a supreme being

must exist - if he exists. By drawing a con-

clusion within an hypothesis we can surely

never make the conciusion independent of the

hyp‘othesis.1

Concerning the cosmological and teleological

arguments for the existence of God, Climacus holds that
in these arguments the attempt is made to show that when
one considers the works of nature one must conéLude they
are such that only an omnipotent and wise God can be
responsible for them. But, he asks, is 1t really the case
ﬁhat the works of nature unmistakably manifest wisdom and
omnipotence? Or do they Leave room for doubt? "I contem-
plate the order of nature in the hope of finding God,"
he writes,,"amd_l see omnipotence and wiédom; but I also
see much else that disturbs my mind and excites anxietyn"z

If then it 1s the case that wisdom and omnipotence are
not unoistakably manifested in the works of nature, how

1ConcLudir;g Unscientific Postséri9§5 pP.293.

2ipid., p-182.

e
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can one derive proof of God from them? One cannot,
Climacus contends. From what'works then does one pro-
pose to derive proof? "From the works [ of nature] as
apprehended through an ideal interpretation, i.e., such
as they do not immediately reveal tnemselves", answers

Climacus, and continues:

But in that case 1t is not from the works

that 1 make the proof; I merely develop the

ideality I nave presupvosed, and because of

nmy confidence in this 1 make so wvold as to ;

defy all objections, even those tnat nave

not yet been made. In veginning my proof T

presuppose the 1deal interpretation, and

alsc that 1 will be successful in carrying

it through; but what eise is this but to

presuppose that the God'exlsts, so that I

really 5egin oy virtue of confidence 1in

hi:n."1 |

For Johannes Climacus, the so-called "proofs®

for the exaistence of God do not prove that there is a
God. Neither the existence of Yod nor his attributes

can be grasped by man's reason because God is the desige-

‘ P _ ) _
nation for "the Unknown"® with which "Reason" repeatedly

1Philasopnlcal fragments, pp.52=-53.

2Ibid., p.55.
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comes into collision. sven if God were present‘withAan
individual, that person cou;d not prove his ex1steuce'by
means of‘"Reasmn”. Moreover, to attempt 1t.wouLd pe
preposterous. "Rather iLet us mock God, out aﬁd out, as
has been done before in the world",.writes CLimacus,

" ~ this is ailways preferable to the disparaging air of
importance with which one would prove God's exaistence.
For to prove the existence 0of one who 1s present is the

acst shameless affront, since it is an attempt to uake
n

nim rldicuious. -
Climacus remarks, however, that there is a proper

way to go anout showing tnat God exists. In the case of

an earthiy king, he wrlteé, the correct way to acknowLedge

his existence, or his presence, is to offer an appropriate

expression of submission - "and thus it is also one proves

God's existence by worship . . . not oy proofs."2 This.

same 1dea 1s expressed by Kilerkegaard in "What 1Lt ieans

To Seek After God" - the first part of a discourse written

for the occasion of Confession. lrn that discourse Kierke-—

gaard claims that God's presence is with the person who

1COHCludLng Unscientific Postscript, p.485.

°Tbid., p.485.
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“

truLy seeks after Him: "God is raight beside hlm, very

near, near on every hand, ounlpresently neare"1 Also in

that discourse, as in tne Postscript, the appropriate

manner of demomstrating God's presence 1s said to be
"worship". Hence in speaking of the Unknown which he
equates with God, Kierkegaard writes: "where the Unknown
seems to show itseif, there 1s wonder, and wonder is the
sense immedlacy has of God and . . « the expression of

wonder 1is worship.“2

We see then that for Klerkégaérd and his pseudo-
nym dJdohannes Ciimacus, the only way 1o prove the existence
of God is through "submission" and "worship". Of the
person who acknowiedges God by an appropfiate expression of

submission, it can be said, "his Life is the proof"B.How~

1bta ges Un Life's Way, p.461. In another of his
discourses -~ "Remember Now [Ihy Creator In The Yays Of
Thy Youth" Edifying Discourses, (minneapolls: Augsburg
Pubiishing House, 1945), vol. III 1, hlprkegaard commpnts
wryly that "To youth God dwells ciuse at hand; in the
midst of sorrow and joy ne nears God's voice calling"(p.33),
but "When one grows oider, then everything becomes so
wretched. God in heaven nmust sit and wait for the fates
to decide whether He exists, and Tinally He comes into
being by means of some roofb, men must put up with walting
un il the matter is decided" (pp.a32- 33).

20.“

Stages Un Life! S Way, pp.457-453.

5The Juurn 2ls of boren Kierkegaard, edited and
translated by Alexander Dru (London and New York: Oxford
University Press, 1938), p.367. Kierkegaard uses this
particular expression when ne is talking about proofs for
‘the immortality of the soul, but what he says here concern-
ing belief in immortality applies Jjust as readily to bellef
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Jectively, will find no proof but only "objective uncer--

teinty". Socrates looked out upon the world, writes

Glimacus, but found no okjective proof for the existence

of God. Although it is saild of him that he "put forth

the physico~-teleological proof for God's exi.stence,"-1

actually he presupposed the existence of God and under
that presupposition sought "to interpenetrate nature
with the idea of purpcse."™ The point is that al though
Socrates realized the resuit of his attempts to know God
objectively wéS "objective uncertainty“, ne nonetheless
held fast to a belief in bod. He acknowledged his ignor-
ancé of God, but bowed numbLy‘oeforg Him. To respond to
the Unknown in such a manner as this is to come into

relationship with God through "the infinite passion of

in God. He remarks tnat "Socrates did not first of all
get together some proofs of the immortality of the soul
in order then to lLive in tnat oeiief, on the strength

of the proofs. The very reverse is the case; he said,
the possibility of there being an immortality occupies
me to such a degree that 1 unquestionably stake umy whole
life upon 1t as though 1t were the most certain of all .
things. And so he lLived - and his Ltife is a proof of the
immortality of the soul. He did not pbeirleve merely on
the strength of the proofs and then Ltive: no, his life
is the proof, and oniy with his martyr's death is tne
proof compiete." '

1

Philosophical Irragments, p.54.
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the individual's inwardness® of which we spoke eariier;
it is to beiieve in God "with the passion of the infinitev,
and thereby move to the religious stage of existence.

It remains to be said, that from the viewposint
of the person wh& has not yet made the move to the re-
Ligious stage of existence, to believe in God "wita the
passion of the infinite" is a risk, because of tne element
of "objective uncertainty" tnat is involved. vuch 2 pecrson
would Like to have certainty oefore committing hiwserf +to
God; he wants to have the truth avout God in his nand.
But to make this a condition of committument is to tack
thé'religious faith ﬁecessary for iiving in the retigious
stage of existence. "When Socrates believed there was a
God," ﬁrites Cilimacus, "he neld fast to the objective~
uucertainty Qlth the whole passion of his inwardness, and
1t is preciseiy in tﬁis contradiction and in this risk,
that faith is Ifootedo"1 However, when the person wao is
without faith considers committing himseitf to God as So-

rates did, he 1s confronted with a situation in wnich the

1Conchd1ng Unscientific Postscraipt, p.18z. Although
Climacus uses tne term "faith" in reference 1o Socrates’
belief in God in fhe face of "objectlive uncertalni;", he
gqualifies this by saying tnat "tne Socratic form ol faith®
(p.188) is only "a kind of analogy to faita" (p.502), since
"faith perongs essentiaily 1in the sphere of the paradox-
religious" (p.%05). Climacus holds that tne term "IlzithH
actually rerers not to the passion of berlef with,ut cer-
taiuty out to the passion of belief against the understand-
ing. this latter concept I will examine in detait in <hapter
Four ssection 1, of wy taesis. See arso footnote numnper &
page 72. o




truth about God seems to have become "objectivelj a-
paradox“1 -~ 1its paradoxical character lying not in itseif
but 1n tne fact that a pefson must passionatery comnit |
himseif tO'lt even thougn he lacks certainty concerning
its veracity. ln such a situation as this "The paradox
repels 1n the anwardness of the existing individual,
through the objective uncertainty and the corresponding
Socratic ignorance."2 Hence, the person who has not yet
moved to the religious sitage of exlstenée, considers it =2
risk to do so wheu 1n order to make the move he must be-
lieve in God "with the passion of the infinite", whica
means that he must 1n the face of "obgectLVe'uncertalnty"
commit himself to God decisively "as if all the evidence
were in and reason-could demonstrate tne justifiability

a3

of the decision.

1Concj_udi'ng Unscientific Postscript, p.133.

2Tvid., pp.187-1838.

3Kierkeggard‘s Authorship, p.154.
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Kicrkegaard is suggesting tnat mere acknowledsement of God

existence does not raise a person to the religious stage of

xistence, but that to be religious in the true sense of the

..

word is to Let one's belief deeply alffect one's Life.- The

1Goncluding Unsclentific Postscript, p.33U.

s

douse, 1945), vobL. IV, pei?
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peréon who "with the passion of the infinite" beLieves
there is a God will allow his‘entire existence to'be
'transforméd. According‘to Johannes Climaous,~hekwill
"submit his entire immediacy with all its yearnings and
desires to the inspection of résigﬁation.“1 In other
words, he will examine his Lifé, along with the goals hé
nas set for himself in 1i1fe, and ask himself if in all
of this there is anything antithetical 1o his reiation-~
ship with God that he 1is ﬁnwilling to give up for the
sake of that reLtationship. If there 1s, then he does not
believe in God “with the passion of the infinite®.

The religious individual realizes that "God may
require everything of every human being, everything and
for nothing?z, but he 1is willing nonetheless to renounce
all relative ends in order to maintain an absoiute re-
‘lationship to Goda‘He volitionally reLegafes "gll finaite
‘satisfactions . . . to the status of what méy‘have to be

renounced“5 for the sake of God and eiternal happiness.

1Concluding Unscientific Postscript, p.353.

°Ipid., p.122:

’Ibid., p.350. "But wihy all?" asks L.L. diller in
his book In Search of the Self (Philadelphia: WMuhlenberg
Press, 10627 "surely thne infinite does not reguire him
to commit suicide? Ho, it 13 Jjust that because he cannot
tell 110 advance wihich particular one of the many 'finite
satisfactions' ne may ve required to give up in a future
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This is taking the Eternal & tout prix writes Climacus,
put to do anything Less is to escape fhe'risk invoived
in the God-relationship. Nothing Less than total reﬁun—
ciation is required, and nothing less ié accepted. Thefe
are those, of course, who will "venture everything® for
the Eternmal oniLy if they are apie "to obtain certainty
with respect to such a good, so as to know that it is
really there"1° These persons may be willing to veunture
all if they can have certaiunty with respeét to God and
eternal life, but what in fact 1s a venture,; asks Clki-
ﬁacus, and responds thus:

A wventure 1s the precise correlative of an
uncertainty; when the certainty is there the
venture becomes impossible. If our serious man
acquires the definite certainty that he seeks,
he will be unable to venture all; for even if
he gives up evefything, ne will under such
circums tances venture nothing - and if he does
not get certainty, our serious man says in

ail earnest that he refuses to risk anything,
since that would be madness. ln this way tne

venture of our serious man becomes merely a

decision that he must keep himself in readiness to renounce
any or all of them. All are candidates for renunclation,
and it is by his willingness to place them in candidacy for
renunciation that he finds out 1f he actually is in an
absolute relationship to the Absolute" (p.193).

1Concl.uiding Unscilentific Postscript, p.380.
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false alarm. If what 1 hope to gain by ven-
turing is itself certain, I do not risk or
venture, but make an exchange. Thus in giving
an apple for a pear, I run no risk if I hold
the pear in my hand while making the exchange
« + o When 1 give all that I have for a pearl,
it is not a venture if I hold tae pearl in ay
hand at tne moment of making the exchange. 1If
it is a faise pearl, and I have been cheated,
it is a poor exchange; but I cannot be said

to have risked anything to get possession of
the pearl. But if the pearl is in a far coun-
try, in Africa for example, in a secret place
difficult of access, if I have never had the
pearl in my hand; and I leave home and kindred,
give everything up, and undertake the long
and toilsome journey without knowing for a
certainty whether my enterprise will succeed:

then 1 vénture.1

In the above quotation from the Postscript, an

important point to note is Climacus' remark that the indi-
vidual who 1is thinking of venturing everything, will not
do it uniess he has certainty with respect to the Eternal,

because to do so "would be madness." In other words, from

1Conclwding Unscientific Postscript, p.330. In
reading this passage one cannot.help but think taat kKierke-
gaard is referring to tae "pearl of great value" (matthew
13:46 R.S.V.) equated by Jesus with "the xingdom of
heaven" for which a man is called to leave "house or
brothers or sisters or mother or father or children®

(Mark 10:29 R.5.V.) ,i.e., home and kindred.
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the standpoint of the person who has not yet made the
move to the retigious stage of existence, it is folly
"to venture everything" when the outcome of the venture
is uncertain. But it is foily not just because of the
uncertainty: it is foolish also because of what is being
ventured, namely "everything", i.e. all finite satiéfac-
tions and relkative ends. Urdinarily, says Climacus,
people do not want to deny the usternal outrightly, but
neither do they want to venture ail for it; as a conmpro-
mise they include 1t among variousYother goods in life,
all of which tney hang onté zealously. "1 do not know
whether to laugh or to weep over the customary
rigmarole® Climacus remarks, ":a good living, a pretty
wife, health, a social position on a level with an
aldefman - and then, too, an eternal happiness; which

is as if one were tb suppose the kingdom of heaven to

. o s T A .
be one among the kingdowms of this earth" . Climacus is

1Concluding Unscilentific Postscript, p.350. Cli-
macus makes this same point 2 lLittlie furtner on when he
declares: "1t may pe very praisewortny of tne particular
individual to have attained to tne dignity of an alder-
manic titlie, to be known as a clever worker at the office,
to be first ranking Lover in tne dramatic club, almost an
expert on the vioiLin, a champion rifle-shot, a mewper of
the Hospitail Board, a nobte father carrying himself with
dignity; in short, to be a devil of a fellow who can
attend to poth-and, and nas time for everytning. But Let
him veware of pecoming altogether too much of a devii of
a feilow, so that ne can both do all this and at the same
time find leasure to direct his Life toward tae absolute
telos. For tnis both-and means that the absolute telos
is on the same plane with all the rest" (p.359).




68
saylng that the person cutside the religious stage of
existence may want to have a relationship witn God, but

not at the price of venturing everything else for tae

éake of that reLationship. The reLigiouS person may cilaim
that when you venture all finite satisfactlbns and reiative’
- ends, you wiil have gained "that God cannot 1n.ai1 eternity
get rid of you“1, but from the vlewpoint.of tne person |
considering tne veniture, it 1s a risk 1o "venture every-
thing", since "In tne finite sense tuere is nothing whatever

. . , 2
to gain, and everything to lose.®

1CdnoLudlng Unscientific Postscript, p.153.

®Ibid., p.360.
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2
AN ABSOLUTE DUTY

We have seen thus far in Chapter Three of my thesis
thaf for Kierkegaard, in”the move to the retigious stége‘
of existence, commitment involves the risk of believing
fwith the passion of tne infinite" that there is a God.

It is ‘my contention that in the above-mentioned movement,
compitment involves also the risk of fulfilling "an
absolute duty toward Godﬁ"1 Before examining why 1t is

a risk to do this, however, I will discuss what Johannes
De Silentio means when he speaks of "ah absolute duty
toward God."

in Fear and Trembling Johannes De Silentio poses

‘the problem, "Is tﬁere such a thing as a teleological
suspension of the efhlcal?“z In approaching this probLenm.
he points out that "The ethical as such is the universadl,
and as the universal it applies to evéryone_. « « Con-
ceived immediately asphysical and psychical, the particular
individual 1s the i1ndividual who has his telos in the

universal, and his etnical task is to express himself

'Pear and frembling ana The siciiness Unto Death,

e

"The Sickness Unto Deatn", p.30.

°1pid., p.64.
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other hnand, Aoraham beileved he was Justified in suspend-
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constantly in it, to apboiish his particularity in order

to become the universal."1

This means that whenever tae
individual feels the impulse to oppose the‘uniQersaL by
asserting himself in his parﬁicularity, “he is in temp-
.tation"z. And yet, the story of Abraham recounts a sit-
uation in which this great Biblical personage felf the
impulse to transgress the universal and take his own son's
life. From the viewpoint of the moral raw, Abraham was
peing tempted to suspeﬁd the ethical QbLigation he had
tgwafd nis son, and there was no justification for doing

!

/
ﬁnls; if ne were to do it he would be a murderer. Un the

ing the ethicat. lie believed moreover, says Jonannes, that
in his case temptatloﬁ did not reside in the impuise to.
transgress the universal, but resided rather ;h the uni-
vefsai 1tserf "which wourd keep hl@ from doing God's
Wil,l.“3 In preparing to sacrifice his son "he overstepped

the etnical entirely and possessed a higher telos outside

Tpear and Trembling and The Sickness Unto Death
"Fear and Lrembling", pp.o4-05.

2Ibid., p.65.
. 3Ibid., p.T0.
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of it, in relation to which he suspended tae former."1
Accord;ng to Jchannes, then, there is such a thing
as a teleological suspension of tne etnicéL.2 But to anéwer
yes to tae question posed earlier concerning tne possibility
of such a suspension, is not to soive tae provblLem created
by the suspension in question, for as Johannes points out,
when Abraham teleologically suspended the ethicaL he was
ﬁot justified in tnis‘”by virtue of anything universal"Bo
He did it as one who possessed faith, and to faith alone
could the suspension of fhe ethical be regarded as justi-
fiable. from the viewpoint of the universal-human, it is
paradoxical "that the individual as the particuiar is
higher than the universal, is Jjustified over against 1it,

is not subordinate but superior . . . it is and remains to

1Fear and lrembling ana Ihe Sickness Unto Death,
WRear and Tremniing”, peoY.

ZWaLter Lowrie, speaking of tne teleovlogical sus-
pension of tne éthical, writes: "Wnat he [Kierkegaardl
means may be riilustrated by the modern proposal to enact
a law to sanction the occasional necessity of putting a
beloved person to death to save him from the anguisn of
a hopeless disease. Tnis proposal is perverse, because,
though the individual may be justified before wod in
killing out of wmercy, tae 'universal human' is expressed
in the commandment 'Thou shalt not kill', and tihe law is
the expression of the universal human. 'dMerciful killing'
must be regarded as a teleological suspension of the
ethical, and hence of tne Lregal" (Kicrkeganrd, pp.329-350).
Lowrie goes on to point out that "Ihe proovlenm. arises in a
nmore general form when a definite religious belief emerges
to trouble an etnical normn which exemplifies 'the univer-
sal human'.™

3Fear and Trembling and Tne Sickness Unto Dea th,

[ e} i v B "
fear and Trembling", p.72.
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w1

agll eternitiy a paradox, inaccessible to thought. And

yet, adds Johannes, "faita is this paradox . . . [and]

Abraham is the representative of faith."2 .

lgear and Irembl ; and Tne Sickness Unto Death,

iy
“iear and Trembling', p.bb

“\ ;3

2£Q;QA, pp.6o=67. Unce again we come across the

use of the word "faith", this time in reference to Abra-
ham, and once agaln an éx (plangtory note is in order. I
sazid earlier tmat in the Postscript Climacus qualified
his use of the term failth in reference to Bocrates by
saying that the Socratic form of faith is only a kind of
analogy to faith, since rfaith belongs essentially in the
sphere of tnhe par"*ox religious. This is wnhy dJohannes De
Sitentio says in Fear and Iremoling that abranam "is the
representative of fa1tn” (pe.b7), whereas Socrates "never
reached it" (p.79). shoutd be noted, however, that
although Abrahan ani uOCEateS are contrasted in this
manner, both bpelong essentially to the reliaglous stage
‘of existence. We have seen that in the Pustscript caere
is a distinction made between "religiousness A" (what I
call "the religious"), and "religiousness B" (waich is
also called "the Caristian r&lelouuneSH" "tne Christian®
and "the paradoxical religiousness"). It is apparent in
the Postscript, that although Avraham as describked in

ar and Ipembling qualifies for existence in "the para-
doxlcal reliagious", he cannot he subsumed under 'the
Christian"” stage of existence. Walter Sikes in his obook
On Beconing fne Truth (5t. Louis: The Bethany Press, 1968),
remgrzs: "1t 1s very interesting and significant for the
understanding of Kierkegaard's more mature thought that
ne subsequently concluded that he had falied to make a
necessary distinction vetween tne faith of Abraham and
Christian faith. He . . . goes to some Lenbthb T0 make
this point - taat Avrahamic faith is foruwally properiy
catled Fdltﬂ vy virtue of the absurd L tae pdradax 1that
it ewubraces, but materiaily it 1s not Caristian faith.
RefLectlng upon the knignt of faith depicted in fear and
Trembiing, he qubequentLq conciuded taat he 'was ouLry a
daring and omawnat reckless anticipation' [fobuocnlot Pe
dd?t}. o e om tne context of this statewent,it 13 cirear
that S. K. ;eédrdb Abraham as having reached existence in
fa1th but not fmith in 1ts higaest form" (pp.150,152).
Hlence, Avraham Like socrates peiongs to "the reLl gious"
rather than to "the Christian' stage of existence.




We havé said that the paradox of faith as mani-
fested in the story of Avranam is that the individual 1is
higher than the universal. "The paradox can alsdo pbe ex-—
pressed by saying fﬁat tnere 1s an absolute duty toward
God" remarks Cirimacus, "for in this relationship of duty
the individual as an individual stands related ansbLuteLy
to the amosoiute . . . [and} the ethical 1s reduced 1o a
-position of relat1v1ty."1 To say that there 1s “an abso-
lute duty toward God"™ and that "tne etnlcal 1s reduced to
a position of relatavaity", is not fo say that the ethical
is abolished. Tne apvsoilute duty to God may lead an indi-
vidual to do what etaics foroids, but in doing this tne
individual 1s simply giving the etnical a ﬁaradoxicaL
expression. Moreover, as L.L. bdaiLler points out in In

Search of the velf,

this interruptloxn.[«af the usual expression

of tne etn;oaL} 1s =2 suspeusion, not an aoro-
gation, of the etaircal and . . . the suspeusion
is teleoiogical, purposefuLr, not arbitrary or
whimsical. It 1s preciselLy because tae ethical
is not abolkished, not strictly even superceded
but only suspended wnile still pressing its

n

lvear and Trembling and The Sickness Unto Death,

"Pear and Trewmbling", p.89.
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claims, that the religious individual is thrown

into a state of fear and trembling oy the awe-

someness of the decision he has to maKe.1

The view that in the religious stage of existence
"an absolut duty toward God" takes priority over "tae

universal', is expressed not only in Fear and Trembling

Ty

but arso in Stages On Life's Way. The author of "Quidam's

Diary", according to Kierkegaard's pseudonym Frater
Taciturnus, is a man whose life-view at one poinf was

"an aesthetic-ethical one in iLLusion"z - whlch is to say
that although for a period his existence coukd be classi-
fied under aesthetic and ethical categories, the reiigious
" possibiiity was "constantiy the deepest thing in his soul. . .
without his knowing 1't."j In.time, tae God-reiationship
took precedence over poth his reiationship to his fiancée
and his reLationsnip to tne un;versaL—humaﬁa As was pointed
out in an eariier chapter, ane desired‘to marry the girl
because of his Love for her and because of "the universal-
human"'under whicn he had_humbied himself, but he received
"a .divine counter order" prbhibiting'the marriage. In his

own words, "y idea was to construct my life ethically in

11n Search of the Self, p.185.

2Stag¢s gn Life's Waj, p.394.

STbid., p.394.



my inmost being . . . Now I have been forced farther
back within myself, my life is constructed for me reLi;
giously . . . Who would ever think of assuming an air of
importance direcfly before tne face\of.God? But my
situation is as‘if God had chosen me, not I God."1
Finding himseif in this situation the Lover was confront-
ed with the choice of continuing to humble himself under
"the universal—human", or of giving priorify to "the Goa-
relationship". Although his choice would appear para-
doxical from the standpoint of the universal-human,
nevertheless he decided to téleoLogically suspend the
ethical and fulfill "an absolute duty toward Godﬁ.vHis
decision is summed up by frater Taciturnus, who says of

‘him: "in .his passion he holds fast oy faith to the
5

Deity".

1Stages On Life's Way, p.323%.

21pid., p.407.
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{A) Willing Suffering
I have stated that according to XKierkegaard, in
the move to the reiigious stage of existence, commifment
‘involves the risk of fulfilling "an absolute duty toward
God®. Turning now to an examination of why it 1s a risk
tc do this, we find it is a risk because to fulfill "an
1

absolute duty toward God" is to "will suffering".

In the Postscript Johannes Climacus summarizes

what was sald in Stages Un Life's Way concerning the

aesthetic, ethical and reitigious stages of existence.
Speaking of the reLigiouslstage, he points out that "{iﬁ
the Stages:}smfferlng is posited as something decisive
. for a religious existence, and precisely as a character-
istic of the religious inwardness: the more the suffering,
the more tune religious existence ; « « Religious exis-
tence is essentially suffering, and that not as a
transifional movement, but as persisting.m

What Glimacus says about the Stages' interpretation
of religious existence is verified by a pefusal of |
"quiLty?'/'Not Guilty?'". In that "Passion Narrative®,
as 1t 1s called, tae suitor experiencgs the pain 6f loving

a girl immensely, and desiring with all his heart that he

1

2

Purity Of Heart Is To Wiil One Thing, p.171.

Concluding Unscientific Postscript, p.256.

m



might marry her, but relinguisning her out of deference
to his reLationship.Wlth God - "Oh, if if were possible,
if it were possikle! . . . To gratify her every wish,
to employ the days in giviang her joy, that indeed is a
pleasure, had 1 been permitted to do it"T. The suffering
of this lover is not due simply to the fact that he Loved
the young woman and felt constrained to give her up, how-
ever. It is magnified by the fact that in giving her up
he must do something else he does not wish tbAdo, nameiLy,
transgress "the universal-human Whléh has directed his
Life thus far and which requires him to do what ne actually
wants to do, i.e., marry his true Love - "I Love her more
deeply than ever, and yet I dare not, I (nota bene) who as
ner fiance -am bound [by‘the universal]to love her . . .
It was my wish that she might become miue, 1t 1s wy pain
to relainguish 1t; 1t was my duty to remain in the reration-
ship, it is enough to consume one's strengfh'that 1 have |
broken a reiationship of duty"g. _ : .

In commenting on tae situation of the suitor who
has given up His fiancée, and marriage to ner, Frater

Taciturnus remarks that the reiigious person suffers as

1Stagas Oon Life's Way, pp. 215, 282.

ZI-b'id.‘, ppo 291 y 5590 ' . -
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greatly as does the psrson one ordinarily thinks of as
being a sufferer — the poor man, for example. "Let the
poor feel the hard pressure of poverty and anxiety about
2 livelihood,™ he'writes, he wWho elects a spiritual
existence by virtue of the religious will have the com-
fort, which 1 well understand he needs, of knowing that
he too suffers in Life and that before God there is mno
respect of persons.“1 The individual who has moved to the
religious stage of existence, suffers because he has died
away from immediacy tnrough the ahnihiLation of himself
before God. His suffering is unlike that of tane poor
person, and unliike the suffering of anyone else who 'is
afflicted by external ciréumstances such as poverty,
pérental oppoéition to one;s marriage, competifion for
tne hand of one's love, etc. His suffering is uniike that
suffering involved in the afore-mentioned cases, because
it does not come from without and is not expressed out-
wardly; it has both "its origin and ekpression in the
individual himself_ﬁ2 Moreover, this inward suffering
persists thro§ghout one's Lifefimef The feLigious man

"lies donstantly out upon the deep and with seventy

1Stages On Life's Way, p.402.

2

Ibid., p.413.



79

thousand fathoms of water under him", points out Frater
Taciturnus, and adds: "However long he may lie out there,
there is no assurance taat Little by Littlie ne will find
~himselrf Lyingiupoh land, stretched out at his ease. He
may become calmer, more accustomed to his position . . .
but up to the last minute he Lies above a depth of seventy
thousand fathoms¢“1

A finaL point that should be noted with regard

to religious suffering as elucidated in Stages On Life's

Way, is that the religious man's suffering is to a great
‘extent due to the fact that he knows he will be misunder-
stood by other people. Such misunderstanding is so
inevitable that he cannot even confide to others his
beliefithat "the ethical" bécomes tne temptation when

a person seeks to.fulfill "an absolute duty toward God®.
"In relation to men misunderstanding is the foreign .
language I speak" writes the author of "Quidam's Diary",
aﬂd continues:

Ah, blessed is an understanding with God, but
the fact that by providence or by my own act

I am so surrounded by misunderstanding taat I
an constantlLy forced back to the lonely under-
standing with God has also its peculiar pain.
Who would hesitate to choose a confidential
relationship? But my choice is not free. I an

15tag¢s Un Life's Way, p«402.
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sumzery in the Posiscrivt (see my thesis page 74) of

what the Sitages says about religlous suffering, is veri-

fied by cur examination cof "'Guilty'/'Not Guiliy?'e,
And when Climacus himself deacrikes the religious stage
of existence he spesks im the samalﬁanmer as do Fratier
Taciturnas and the author of “Quidam's Disxy". He too
claims that suffering ls decisive for & religiocus exis-
tence ané is characteristic ox the Lellglows inwardne EY

n inwardness o o e

s

"Suffering is the highest @ctidn
féniltc be without suffcering means to be without re-
lxgionﬂzg Climscus too clalms that the person who has moved
to the reiigious stage of existence guffers because he has

died away from immediacy through the snnihiiation of himself

1Stages;ﬂm Life's Way, pp. 322-3%23.

<

“Concluding Unscientific Fostscript, pp. 388, 406.
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pbefore God =

sufferiﬂg‘has its ground in the fact that the
individual is in his immediacy absoluteLrLy
commltfedyto relative ends; its significauce
Lies in the. transposition of the rerationship,
the dying away from ammediacy, or in the ex-
pression existentially of the principre that
the individual . . . is as nothing before God
. . . and: seilf-anninilation is the essential

form for the God-—re)-.atlonship1 :

Ciimscus too claims that retigious suffering does not
come from without and is not expressed outwardly -

when the individual . . . suffers only
outwardLy, then this is not reliigious
suffering . . . £31ncé] inward suffering,
lisl the suffering attached to the God-
reiatlpnshipz H

Climacus too ¢laims that reiigious suffering persists
throughout one's Lifetime -

religious suffering. . . persists even in
the most highly developed religious person-
atrity, and even though the religious
individuaL may have succeeded 1n fignting
his way through the suffering which is
invoived in the dyiug away from immediacy.
The suffering perslsfs as iLong as tae

individuar is alive.”

1Con¢Lud1ng Unscientific Postscript, p.412.

bid., pp. 405, 411.

J1kid., p.412.
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We have seen thus far that according to the Stages

‘and the Postsdgript, suffering is the essential expression

for -the God-relatlonship, and that cessation of suffering
means tne cessation of religious existence. To live in

the rerigious sphere of existence is to suffer as outlined
1n the preceding paragraphs, and the task of the religious-
individuasr 1s "to comprencnd tne suffering and to rewain
in 1t, so that refiection is directed upon the suffering
and not away froam it." In other words, the person who
moves to the religicus stage of existence from a lower
stage, does so by fulfilling "an zbsolute duty toward

God" in the God-relationship, which necessarily involves
him in suffering - suffefing that he must not seck to

avoid. This is what Kierkegaard means in Purity of Heart

when he speaks of wiiling "suffering".z Writing about
the individual whno has not contrived to escape suffering,

but who instead has united his will with the Good, Kierke-

1Con_cl;udingg Unscientific Postscript, p.397.

Z"Can one be said to will suffering? Is not suffer-
ing something that one must be forced intuv against his
will?" (p.171) he asks, anticipating the reaction
.of the individual who has not yet made the wove to the
religious stage of existence. Sjerkegaard himself pelieves
fhat the religious individual must cdme to the point of
willing "sufrfering", but he realizes others may helieve
that "If one can be free of suffering it is either
fenaticism or insanity to will it" (p.172).



'gaard says that such a person "is committed, mot in that
commitment by*which'ne is exempted from suffering, but in
that by which he remains intimately bound %o God, in
-which he wills only one thing: namely, to suffer éll,
to he and to remain loyally committed to the GoOd".1
At this point it must be nmoted that what has been
said about suffering in the above pages, conveys only the
viewpolnt of the religious individual who sees éuffering
as something éssentiaL to religious existence and fhere—
fore as somethhing desirabples From the viewpoint of the
person who has not yet moved to the relLigious stage of
existeuce, hoﬁever, to "will suffering" is to incur one's -
own annihilation before God, and nisunderstanding on the
vart of otneripeoplé; 1t 1s to deliver the death -blow.
to immediacy,iand}to invite not simply this or that par—-
ticular suffering but persisteﬁt suffering. In the face
of all this, the.person outside the religious stage of
existence mus& regard it as a risk to fulfill "an absolute
duty toward God" and theré@y "will sufferihg“. He must
regard it as a risk to welcome an existence in which "there.

. | . . . i Wl
is not only no reward to expect{}n t1m§ but suffering to bear.m

.

'Purity 0Of Heart Is To Will One Thing, pp.158-159.

_ZConC}uding Unscientific Postscrint, p.360.




84

According to his way of thinking, as pointed out in an
earlier footnote, "if one can be free of suffering it is

nl And yet from

either fanaticism or insanity to will it.
the reLigious‘vieWpoint, it is necessary for a person to
risk everything, suffering included, if he is to move

to the religious stage of existence. Hence the author of

"Quidam's Diary" write in Stages Un Life's Way: "Although

I have the most enthusiastic apprehension of God's love,
I have also an apprehension that He is not a dear old
grandpapa who 'sits in heaven and induLges péople, but
that in time and in temporal existence one must be pre-

pared to suffer everythingﬁ"2

(B) The Consciousness of Guilt

We haVe seen above that according to Kierkegaard,
in the move to thé religious stage or existence, commitment
involves the risk of fulfiiling "an aosoLute duty toward
God". We have said that he regards this as a risk bebause
in fulfiiling such a duty one must "will éuffering". He
regards this as a risk for another reason also, the reasoﬁ
being that to fulfill "an absolut duty toward God" is to

experience "the consciousness of gullt"jo

1Puriﬁy Of Heart Is To Will One Thing, p.172.

2Stage$ On Life's Way, p.342.

JCOnchding Unscientific Postscript, pp.468, 470- 4783,
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In thﬁ Postscript, "the counsciousness of guilt" is
declared to be "the decisive exbreésion for the péthetic
relationship of an exister tOo an efernal happiness"1, i.e.,
to the Eternal.‘CIimacas holds that when an individual
attempts to cast guilt aside, thisbvéry act proves‘that
he is not without guilt since "To him who 1is essentially
innocent it can never occur to1cast‘guilt away from him,A
for the innocent man has nothing to do with the determin-

2

ant we call guiitt."" On the other hand, when an individuaL

concedes he is essentially guilty because of the totaLitj
of guilit that‘olingé to him at every moment,.this opens.
up the possibility of his entering into reiationship with
God. Why? Becéuse guiitt is guilt to God, regardless of
its magnitude, and must be ackhowledged. As L.L. Miller
points out,

the religious individual will never arrive at
the correct or truthful consciousness of-guilt
as a total quaLification of existence 1if he
shourd avail himself of several easy 'outs'
lying ready to hand. The most obvious Qflthese
is [ as Climacus says] to tay the blame for tae
guiLt on é¢xistence itserf, or on the one who
placed him in the embarrassment of existence,

1

Concluding Unscientific Pustscript, p.470.

°Tpid., pp.d70-4T71.
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the earthly or the heavenly father - 1t does
not much matter which. We may note, for exam-
ple, that this is what is done in some
Orientsl religions, as well as in Manichacan
heresies, where the 'biame' is in efifect
removed from the individual and placed upon
the evilness of 'matter,' or upon tie involve-
ment of the individual in an impersonal,
fateful changeability, such as the Wheel of
Kharma., #uch of modern literature reilects
the diffuse sense of guilt that affects all
the more sensitive elements in our society,
along with varying degrees of the tendency

to blame this fact on existence itseLf, on
the very TIact of being norn, which (as in
Kafka) resenmbles waking up in the middle of
a trial to find oneseri tne accused . . .
Tor] to shake it [guilt] off by attriouting
it to a plethora of antecedent childhood and

family coniditions..1

There are those who have a consciousness of guilt
and who do not try to cast it away, but wno attempt to
minimize the seriousness of taeir guilt. chh persons are
accused by Climacus of having a childish and/or comparative
consciousness of guilt. Ghildishneés with regard to ®the
consciousness of guilt", is the attitude that assumés oﬁé
1s guilty tod@y because of some particular wrong thing

one has done, innocent for a week in which one behaves,

'11n Search of tae self, p.207.
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and then guilty again due 10 a new wrong one has
committed. Comparativeness with regard to the con-
sciousness of guiit, is the empioying of a standard

outside oneseill by which to decide one's guilit,
ratner tnan Liptering to the judgement of Eternity.1

But though people may attempt to minimize thne serious-—
ness of their guilt in the above ways, it cannot be
done, claiws Climacus:
there can be no guestion of the childish thing
of making a fresh start, of being a good child
agaln, but meitner is there any question of
the universal i1ndulgence that all men are like
that. One guiit is enough, as I said, and with
that the exister who along with this is rela-
ted to an eternal happiness, is forever caugnht.
For human Justice pronocunces a Life sentence
only for the third offense, but eternity pro-
nounces sentence the first time forever. He is

"Iy Purity OF Heart Is To Will One Taing, Kierke-
gaard azain pdinws outl that we are to concern oursslves
with sternity's judgeuwent of us rather than with the
judgement of otner wmen or with the standards of otaer
men. God does not ask us how we have done in comparison
with others, says Kierkegaard. He asks oniy whether we
have lived in accordance with our individmal eternal
responsibitity before God. "mternity seizes each one oy
the strong arm of conscience, holding him as an individual.
Bternity sets him apart with his conscience . . « eternity
places him where to be under pressure is to be alone,
stripped of every excuse; to be alovne and to be Ltost . . .
For where there are uwany, there is externality, and com-
par%son, and indulgence, and excuse and evasion" (pp.192,
211 ). ' .
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caught forever, harnessed with the yoke of
guiit, and never geis out of the harness¢1

In face of the ahove, one might ask if there is
any possible way of’escaping the hold guilt has upon one.
Can one, fcr instanée, "make up for the guiLt"?Z Climacus
replies that warious low conceptions of guiit offer wvar-
ious low cbnceptions of satisfaction for guilt. The civil
conception of guilt, believiﬁg as 1t does that the indié
vidual is at fault only because of this or that particula:
guilt and not because hé is totally guilty, holds that
punishment by the law for the offences in question is the
satisfaction for guilt. The aesthetic-metaphysical con-
ception of gujilt, berieving that the guilty person must
experience nemesls as jthe consequence of "the righteous-
ness of naturb"B, holds that the satisfaction for guilt
is "the suffering of temporal punishment” and "death",
Another conception of guilt, the wmedieval conce@floh,-
beLieving thait punishment can be seLf—inlected'and,there;
by be made commensurable with the guiLt ihvolved, holds

that satisfacition must take the form of seLI—lnfllcted_

1Concl@l.udineg Unscientific Postscript,p.475.




periance. Climacus himself believes that all of the above
conceptions of gulLf, and taelr corresponding views of
satisfaction for it, are at a loWer level than that conQ'
ception which defines guiilt as a totality and enmpnasizes
"the eternal cpnservatlon of tne'recoLlection of guilt
» » o Which adcepts therefore no satlsfactlon".1

In answer then to the question posed earlier,
"Can one make up for the guilt one has iﬁcurred?“, tie
religious indlwidﬁaL must reply "No". Climacus remarké,
however, that of all the attempts to "make up for the

guilt", seif-inflicted penance is superior because 1t

has itseLf sincereiy sought to discover guilt rather than

waiting for the police or nemesis to make the discovery.
It wmay be childlike to berieve that one's self-infiicted

penance can be made commensurabie with one's guilt, but

89

at least "it is a chiidliize and hearty endeavor on a grand

scale; and . . . t0 himself tne individual applies the

absolute standard.”z Moreover, God is not Left out of the

picture 1rn the medievaiL-type conception of guiit, but "is

included abSOLutELy."§ Therefore, although all attempts

1

Concluding Unscientific Postscript, pp.479, 431.

2Tbid., pp.482, 486.

3Tbid., p.483.
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to make up fon one's guiit fail, seif-iuflicted penmance
comes clousest to thé true religious realigzation that in
féce of the total guilt of the'ind1V1duaL and the faof
that it is before God that he stands accused, there‘is

no satisfaction for guilt. The feligiuué individual will
repent of his§guiLt1, but thé consciousness of guilt will
rewain with him.

We have seen above that "the bonsciousness of
guiit® 1s the decisive expressionlfor the pathetic rela-
tionship of an individual to the Kternal, aud that any
attewpt to mirimize the seriousness.of one's guilt must
.fall, in face of the totathy of an individual's guiit
and 1iu face of the fact ﬂhat 1t 1s before God that he
stands accused. However, although no one can ultimately
évade God and the ¢teruax responsibility that is has

before God, the person who has not vet passed to the

1KierKegaard emphasizes this point in Purity Of
Heart Is To Will Une Ihing. "There must be repentance and
remorse™ he wprites; ". . . But repentance shall not nave
its time in a temporal sense. It will not perong to a
certain section of Life as fun and play beitong to child-
hood, or as the excitement of iove belongs to youth . . .
Por in the temporal, and sensual, and soclal sense, repen-
tance 1s in fact something that comes and goes during tne
years. But in the eternal sense, it is a silent daily
anxiety. It ig etermally false, that guilt i1s changed by
the passage of a century. To assert anything of this sort
is to confuse the sternal with what the =ternal is least
like - witn human forgetfulness . . . Do, then, repentance
should not merely have 1ts time, but . . . i1t shourd be
z sitent daily concern" (pp.38, 42, 45, 47).




o1
reiigious staée of existence tries to do this very thing
by his retusal to fﬁLflLL "an absolute duty toward God";
Instead of coﬁcedlng that he 1s esaentialLy guilty, re-~
‘pentiug of nis guitt, and fulfiliizang his duty toward God,
he chooses to ‘give his allegiance to the standards of |
mankind. This appears to him to be less of a risk than
futfilling "an absolute duty toward God" because men are
less exactlng than God, and men do not expect him to pe
forever "harnessed with the ybke of guilt"\as does God.

To.fuyflll "an absolute duty toward God", which
entails experiencing "the consciousness of guilt" as the
déclslve expréssion of this God-relationship, is a risk
from the viewpoint of the person who has not yet moved
to the~rel1gidus stage of existence, for the following
:reason also, rnamely that finite common sense "is inciined
to say that uo man can endure such an eternal recollection
of guirt, that 1t must lead to madness or to deat‘n".1
Climacus attempts to meet this argument by p01nt1ng‘out
that "finite cbmmon sense often talks this ﬁay s0 as to
prate indulgence"; he caustically remarks that

such taik geLdom fails of its eifect when
men are gatnered in three aud fours, for I
doubt if auy one in solitude has been abre
to deceive hiumseri with this talk, but when

1Conthdlng Unscientific Postscript, p.477.




there are a number together and they hear that

the others couport thewsetves thus, one is

Less troubLed. Besides, how inamane 1t is to

want to be better tnan others! . . . 50 then 1t

1s possible that this eternal recoliection of

guilt way lead to madness or death. Oh, well

then, you know that a wan cannot endure bread.

and water for a very long time; but then 1t 1s

for a physician to estimate how things may bpe

arranged for the particu.ar individual, in such

a way, be it noted, that he does not come to

the pass of Living with the rich, but that tne

fasting réglme 1s so precisely reckoned for hinm

that he can Just keep a.lee.1

Climacus is saying nere that Jjust as a physiciaun

makes sure that tne patient under his care wiil not die
from undernourisihment on tne meagre diet he has prescrib-
ed for him, so God ensures that the eternal recollection
of guilt which 1s the decusive expressiou 0f tne God-
relationship, will not pe too great a burden on an
individual so as to lead to madness or death. Climacus
perieves that "the consciousness of guilt" experiericed
by a person who fuifiils "an avsolute duty toward God"

is a small price to pay for the reirigious mode of exis-—

tence. To the jperson who has A0t yet experienced tnis

1
Concimding Unscientific Postscript, p.4/7.
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existdnce, however, it appears to be a grave
enter into a relationship with God which will
the 1ddividual to avstage of existeunce wnere-
eterunal récoliectlﬂn of guilt is ... preserved,

the exister should be about to forget iton]

-

1Concguding Unscientific rostscript, ».497.
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T0 THE CHRISTIAN STAGE

.
THE GOD-MAN

Turmag now to an examination of how one moves
to the Christian stage of existence, 1t is wy coantention
that according to Kierkegaard, commitiment here imvoives
the risk of believing that "God has existed im human
form“q. Beforefdlscusalng why Lt 1s a risk to perieve
this, however, lLet us cousider 1u some detasl what
Cliumacus meauséby the above stateweut coacerming God's
existeunce 1u hhman forw.

The first refereuces made by Climacus to God's

human existerice, are found in the Philosophical Frag-

ments, He begins that work with the questiom, "How far
sk lbidin-4 . it

does the Truth admit of being Learned?"® This question

is acknowiedged as a Socratic oune, and the Socratic answer

199@;&@13_1@&@;&3&_2_‘0_51:%@9@ p.194.

2PhiLoBoph1caL dragments, p.11. It shourd ne
noted here, as Hrers Thurstrup pozruts out in his "Couwmen-
tary" on the ﬁragmeuts, that "The phrase the Truth does
not mean the same in Piatouic (Socratic) thought ou the
one hasd and ilu the New Testament and for Kierkegaard
on the other . . . In this work Kierkegaard takes as has
"pornt of departure tne Piratonic understandiug of truth as
ontoLogical and 1mmauent and thea proceeds to give the
term 1ts New Testawent contemt amd to draw the cousequen-
ces of this" (pp.163-164).

94




95.

to 1t s glveﬁo For Socrates, says Ciimacus, every huwman
being possesses the Truth; 11t 1s within each imdividuar

in the seuse that 1t was kunown by the sout 1in the tatter's
'preexistent stateland simplLy needs to wve rememnered,,to,ne.
recalled. Slﬂde the learneé is "in his own person the

- comditiou foriunderstandlng the Truth“1, the teacher is
merely am occaslion whereby the learuner is assisted in re-
mEMmUeriug LtoﬁThe teacher is a mwidwife who helrps the »
.Learuer recast tne Truth.

Haviug outliued the Spcraflc answer to the question
poéed‘at the veginning of the Fraguents, CLimacus outlines
another possid;e answer - oue which he Later calls the
Christiau answer. According to this answer, the iLearuer
is "destrtute of the Truth up to the very mowmeut of his
learning lt".a This does not uean Slmpiy that he 1is ignor-
ant of it,but‘lt méans that he Ls'actuaLly 1n “a state of
Error® - a state characterized vy the fact that imstead of
approaching the Truth he is "departing from 1t".° Since
this 1s the case, says Cilmacus, the learsner is not im

his owi persod the coundrtion for understanding the Truth.

| 1PhlLQSOpthai Praguweuts, p.17.

2Ib1d{, p.16.

31b1d.}, pp.16-17. Once again, HieiLs Thusstrup's
remarks in his "Couwmentary" are moteworthy. "It 2s of
great importadce to Kierxegaard" writes Thuistrup, "to
affirm man's originatly right retfationship to the Truth
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the presence, iu the Last anatysis, of the
reguisiie condrtion; 2f this ws lacking, no
ceacher caa 4o enything. For otherwise he wouid
find 1t uecessary not ownty to transform the
iearaer, put to recreate him peiore oveglaning
to teach him. But this 18 socwething that no

hunan wpeing can dos 1f Lt s to be dome, 1%

"

must oe dome py the God hiwself.'

and nis own responsioility for his currzat couditzoun® (p.
190). Claimacus hiwse.f states with regard fto this:s *In so
far as the learner exists he 1s aiready created, and

hence God must have endowed him with the condition for
understanding tne Truth. For otherwise his eariier exis —
tence must have peen mere.y brutish ¢ « . But « « « the
iearser is degititute of this condition, and wmust therefore
have been depraived of 1%. This depraivation caunct have
been due to am act of the God (wnich woulLd pe a contrzilic=-
tiom), nor to au accident (for 1t wouwrd ce a contradiction
$0 assumwe tnat itne Llower cocurd overcowe the hlgher); 1t
must tnerefore pe due to himserf. . . Error is then not
oniy outside the Truth, but poiewic in 1ts attitude toward
1ty which 1s expressed by saying that the learuer himself
ferfeited the coadaticn[for understandiag the Truth] and
is eugaged ia forfeiting 1t (pp.18-19).

~,

1 .
Phitosophicat Fraguweuts, p.i8.
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In sum@ary - to the quéstlou "How far does the
Truth admit oﬁ berug learned?®, Crimacus. discusses two
pOSSLbLe aaswers. The first is that Truta is within thne
lundaviduar (1{e.,'1t was knuown by the sous 1m a preexisteut
state aud simpLy ﬂeéds,to be recaLLed), that every iadivid-
uaL is in his 'ows persoa the condition necessary for uuder-
standiag it, ﬁhat as a learuer he uneeds oaly to recall it,
and - the teacnér serves a;,a midwife who assists him in
recalling 1t°§The second answer is that the imdividua.r is’
destrtute of the Truth (1.e. up to the very moment .of
learning it),?that he 1s im & state -of Error and as such
is not in his own person the condition for umderstanding
the Truth, and that 2f he is to acquire the Truth 1t wust
be prought toihlm,(éLOug with the coudition ﬂecessary;for
wderstanding 1t) by the teacher (God). According to the
first viewpoiﬂt, wan can learu the Truth ou hlS-OWnT.
According to the secoud viewporat Truth is wot sowething
that can pe attained by the powers of huwan uudersfandiug
and reason alone; God wust be included im the picfuré as

the One through whose interventiom the Trutn is acquired.

1 When I say that accordimng to the Platoaic view-
point wan can learn the Truth on his owm, 1 aw not peing
uomindful of tae fact that for Prato a teacher serves as
an occasion by meaus of which the learner recails the

" Truths; I awm s;mpLy poiuting out that according to this
viewpoiut, divine reveration 1a. the Judalc—Chrlstlau sense
does aot pLay an iwportaut part 11 man's appreheu310n of
the Truth.



.98

And, says CLl@acus, according to this viewpoimt God ;§ 
included in tﬂe picture 1n the forw of the God-man %ho

is the teacheﬁ of the Truth. Otherwise expressed, God
‘made hiwse.f Wlnto the Likesess of mam“1 to briug the
Truth to wan. With this in miad, Cirimacus iu the Post-
Scrlgﬁempha51%es the fact that airthough God is the Teachér
who briugs thé Truth to wan, the osject of falfh for the
Christiaun is ﬁot g doctriu&"‘or g teacher:witn.a doc=--

trime" but "tﬁé reality of the teacher, that the teacher

"2

really,existsf[i.e., exlstedl. He coumtinues:

The obgecf of faith is heuce the reality of
the God-wan . . .God's reality in existence
as a particular individuas, the fact that
God has existed as an imdividuas human being.
Christiauity 1s no doctrime comcerning the
unity of %he drviae and the huwan® . . « nor
is 1t any;other'of thé_logicaL transcriptiouns

of Christianity . . . but the fact that God

-l

‘1PhlLbSODhlcaL Pragments, p;44,

QCOMGgudlug Uuscientific Postscript, p.290.

5In Training In Christiamity, Anti-Ciimacus reiter-
ates this sawle point. "The God-Man is not the uurty of God
and mankind" he writes; "™ . . . The God-Mau 1s the unity’
of God and an individual man" (p.84). '
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has existed.

The hisﬁoricaL assertiou is that the
Deity, the Etermai, cawe 1:t0 peing at a
definite mowent in time as an individual

man.

(4) Testimoug‘

“Having examined what Cilmacus says awpout the
reairity of the God-ian ( about God's haviug cowe into
exXisteuce as g particuiar man ), it remeius for us to
discuss why 1£ 15 a risk to believe that "God has existed
in huwan forw®. It is a risk first of all because to «
beirrieve this 1s to believe ou the basis of<"test;m0ny"2.
When God pecame a man 1n order to bring mankind
the Truth, says Crimacus in the Fraguwents, it courd not | : :
have peen his intentlon 4o Live his sife inm such a way
that no oue wduLd pecowe aware of his presesce iun the
worLd; tc have dome that wouid nave_peeu to mock the mean
he came to save. Therefore, says Ckimacus, he gave ars1gnv
'~to‘attract the attentlou.of'maukluda,ﬁitnough he took
‘upon- himseif the form of a comwoner, his cdncerns diaffered

frow those‘oficommon men, just as tney differed frow the

concerns of men of distioction, and 1t was this difference

1Concﬂud1ng Unscieuntific Postscript, pp.290-291,512.

®Phiigsophical Fraguents, pp.105-106,125-126,133,
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that caught the attentiom of his contemwporaries. "His
thoughts and dares are not rike those which fill the
minds of mewn iu generai® writes Cliwacus;

He goes his way indifferent to the distri-
pution aud divisiou of earthuiy goods, as one
who hsas né posseSSLOMS and desires none; he
is not coﬁcerued for his dairy oread, like
the birds of the air; he does unot troubre
hiwserf aﬁout house aud howme, as one who
unerther hés 1or seeks a shester or a rest-
ing piacei he 1s not coucerued to foriow
the dead %0 the graves; he does not tura his
head to icok at the things that usua.rly
ciaim the atteution of wer; he is not bouund
to any wowau, SO0 as to be charwed by her and
desirous of preasing her. He seeks one thiung ‘ : .
~onty, the iove of the discipre o . . This |
lofty aosérptlon‘ln his mwissiou wiil of 1t~
self suffice to attract the attention of
the multitude.’ |

So it was, says Cirimacus, that Uod in huwau forw
‘Lived a Life in which his meat’and.drlmk was t0 make
knowis his teachiung. Wherever he went crowds gathered to
see aad hear hium, after which they enthusiasticaiiy toxrd
others that they had seen aud neard~n1mw'As a result,
hisvappearancé becawe "the news of the day; 1n the market-

place, 1u the nomes of the peopie, in the council chauwber,

1Ph1Lb50phxca; Fragwents, pp.69-70.




101

in the ruler'sipaxace."1 However, 1n spite of tne fact

that everyoue %new of him, that everyoame knew of n;é claim
to be the Messiah, omly a few individualis. became believers.
Why? Because, $ays Cleacus, desus "was not iLmmediately
krowabie |as umd]" ‘We shouid note here that Auti-.

- Cliimacus maKgs}this'same point rn Trasming In Chrzstiénity:

"hecause of thé coutradiction invorived in His appearauce'
it was not . . . the case . . . that it was darectiy
obvious to the:eye that Christ was indeed what He said
He was"B. Even%Jonn the Baptist who stood 1u the great'
traditioa of the prophets had to ask hiw 1f he were the

EXpected Oue, pecause~there was "nothing directiy to be

'1PhiLosopnlcaL Fragmants, p.71.

2Ib1d., Pe 85 Crimacus points out arso that the
si1ga the God—wan gave wankiud So that he wourd not pass
through the worid without anyone vecoming aware of his
presernce, was capabie not omey of drawing wmen uearer but
also of repelLlng them. Men 1n generatr have a teadeucy
to ask.subplcﬁousxy "Is 1t right for awanto ve as care-
free as a pird . . . Ought he not rather to take thought
for the morrow . . . Is 1t perwissioble thus to becowe a
foot~i100se wadderer, stopping whenever evemiug overtakes
n1u?* (p.70). It 1s oaly the individuar who can “lose
himself 1n the service of the spirit" says Ciimacus, who
can be uncoucerned apbout wmeat and driuk, etc. To others,
such uncoacern tends to be repulsive. B

3

Tralﬁ;ng Io ChriétLanltz, p.97.
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seén“1 in Jes@s,that would prove his Messiaghship to the
behorder. He performed wiracies, and said that 1t-was
mirécxes he pérformed, says Anti-Ciimacus, but thlsiwas
'_not a direct ﬁroof of his Messiahship. It signified onLy
that he made himself cut to pe "more than a wan", that he
made himself dut to pe "something pretty near to oceing
God"z. Also, it caused pPOpLe‘tO take offeﬂce.at him, -
and those who 'dxd sot belleve that he was what he said

3

he was, denled the wiracies.

We see then that for both Jdohaumms Cxlmacus and
Anti~CL1macus; there was nothing about Jdesus that directly
proved to hlsicoutemporarles that he was God iu human
| form. HLS “thcughts and oares" so different from those

of men i generai his "lofty aosorpt¢on in his mission™,

1Tralﬂlug In Christianity, p.99.

°Ibid., p-99.

3In tne Pragmeuts, Ciimscus a2iso emphasizes this
point when he says that "a miracie does not exist for
immediate appﬁehenamon, put onry for faith," and that
twhoever does not peirieve does not see the miracre" (p.
116). What Klgrxegaard says through his pseudonyms is
substantiated by events both in Jesus' day and our own.
. In his day, fdr instance, there were those who saw
Jdesus healk a3 DLlud and dwnb warn, out saw 1o wiracise =
"It is omy oy Be-elgebul, the prince of demons, that thls,
man casts out demons® tney said (Matthew 12:24 R.S.V.).
it is in our day aLso. There are wany instauces of "falth
heating", for exampxe, in which some persous see & miracsie
whereas others see on,y coincidence, or psychsomatic
heaiting, etc. .
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and his "miraQLes“, served onkly to focus the attention“
of mankind up@n him. These things did 1ot compet belief
in him; rather, they creafed within fhe individualk a
state of tensmon characterlzed by the rearization that
the choice must be made between taklng offence at nim

or believing in him. Jesus made it evideut, writes Anti-
Ciimacus, | |

that in reiation to Hiwm there cam be no
question df any proofs, that a wan does not
cowe to,ﬁim by the hesp of proofs, that
there is no direct transition to this thinug
of oeéowi@g'a Christian, that at the most
the proofé might serve  to make a man atten-
tive, so ﬁhat once he: has becowe atteuntive
‘he may arvive at the point of deciding
whether he wiil berieve or be offended . . .
1% is onLy oy a choice that the heart is
reveated . . . by the choice whether to be-
rieve or to he offended . . . Christ Himserf
says nothimng more than that the proofs mignt
lead a wan - ot to faith « . . but up to the
pbimt wheﬁe faith may come into existesce,
that they might heip hiwm to pecome attentive,
and thereby to cowe into the diarecticadl
tension out of which faith issues -

. the temsiou of, Wil+t thou berieve, or wilt
thou pe offended?’

JonandeS‘CLiwacﬁs_especiaLly, spends a great

deal of tiwe in attewpting to show that for the contem-

TTraldlng Ia Christianity, p.98.
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poraries of JeSus, desus "was not immediately knowable
'.ﬂAas God]<." Hé does thais in order to ewphasize the fact
that the person who has not had the 0pportum1ty to see
desus in persoh, 18 not thereay any further.from_faith
than the person who did see.hlmJ.batggthe contempbrary,
and the persomifurtnest removed in time from'the point in
history when God "existed in human formﬁ, are equatly
near fhe poinﬁ where "faith wsy come imto existence".
This is so beqﬁuse although both lack direct proof that
Jesus is the @essiahj neither lacksAthe occasion whereoy
faith in his miaim may @ecome‘an,aaﬁuathy. "Just as the
historicalil giﬁes occagiog for the contemporary to becoume
a discipire," gays Climacus, ". ai.iso tne testimony of
contewporaries gives occasion for each successor to be-
come a dlscipj.fe“c1

This prings us back full circle to wy earlier
éontention thdt:it is a risk to believe "God nas existed
in human forw®, pecause 10 SO pecieve is to berleve on
the basis of Wtestlmqﬁy"m In other words, the persor who
has sot seeu the God-Man but who mnonetheiess desires to
move to the Cﬂrlstian stage of,éxistence, mast beiieve
oun the basxs-df "testimony" that God did come 1nt5 being

at a definite moment of time as an individuat huwan being;

1Ph1x$soph1ca1 Fraguments, pp.125=126.
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however, “tesﬁlmmny" cannof pr6V1de proéf that God existed
in time as a @an, but can oniy provide an occaéion'for
‘believing‘tnat he did. ALl a<contemporary can do for a
SuCCessSor, says Cilmacus; is to inform him that he the
coutemporary mas hlmSELf peiieved that God took the form
of a parthuLdr man (Jesus). But tan is all the coutew=-
porary need dd since every LﬂdLVlduaL must make up his
‘own mind as té‘whether he wilt believe or he offended.
“If", decrares Climacus, |

the costemwporary gesmeration had reft nothinmg
pehind tném pbut these words: 'We have peirieved
that in s@ch and such a year the God appeared
among ws in the humo.e figure of a servant,
that he sridved and taught iz our cowmumity, and
finairy died,it wourd ve more than énougnu The
contemporary generatiom would have dome ail
that was mecessary; for this tLittie advertise-
went, this nota bene on a page of umiversadi
hlstory, wourd oe sufficient to afford an
occasion [to pecome a bexlever} » and the most
volumlnous account can im all eternity do

no thing mmre.1
I havéisaid that 1t 1s a risk to oerleve on the
basis of "testimony" ‘that "God has existed im human forw®
beCduse testimony cannot prov1de proof of this, but can

provide only an occasion for beiieving 1t. The Christian

1 | '
Phiiosophicat Fragmernts, pp.130=131.
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mey feel it is advisibie to choose belzef rather than

offence so that "faith way come into existenceM. However,
to the persosm who has uot yet woved to the Christian stage
of existemce, 1t seeuis tosgreat a risk tc take tc base
one‘'s etersss happlness on the berzef that God pecame g
wan, wheu therk 18 no direct proof tnét»thls fealiy dl@
occur,1 The no@-bellever wduLd like certaiuty rather than'
uncertainty infthis matter,hbut there is no certaiutY»

“One who 1s not contemporary with the historicai,? writes

1Kierkegaard discusses this at some iength in one
of his Jjournas entries for 1850. As transtated oy Arexander
Dru in The Journals of Kierkegaard, it reads in part:
"here is sowething historicar, the story of desus Christ.

But now is the historicar fact gquite certain? . . .

How then do we proceed? Thus. A wau says to hiwseif. . .
here is an hisltoricai fact which teaches me that in regard
to wy etersasi nappiuess 1 wust have recourse to desus
Christ. dow 1 lwust certaiuLy preserve mysesf frow taking
the wrong turning into scientific engquiry aad research,
as to whether it is ‘quite certaimy historicat; for i1t is
. historicar right enoughlethe testimony is a fact of his-
‘tory 3 s if it jwere ten tiwmes as certaim in all iis detairs
it wowrd still be no heip: for directly 1 camnot ve heiped.

And so I say to myserf:; I choose; that historica.r fact'
mweans so much to me that I decide to stake my whore iife
upon that 1f¢iThen he lives; lives emtirery fuirl of the
idea, riskiug his 1ife for Li: and his 11fe is the proof
that he berleves. He did not have a few proofs, and so
berieved and theu began to rive. Mo, the very reverse,

That s calﬂed riskings; and without risk faith is an
iwpossibrlaty o « .

But a1l unspirituai natures turu the guestiom round.
They say: to stake everythiug upom an if, that 1s a sort
of scepticismy it rs qurte fauntastic, mot posartive. That
is because they wiii not take the 'rask'"® ?pp5367—36ak




Climacus,

has, instead of the 1mmed1acy of sense and
cognition, . . . the testimouy of conteum-
porariés,%to which he stands reiated in the
same mannér as the countemporaries stand re-
Lated to ﬁhe said immediacy . . . The
iwmediacy of the testimony, i.e., the fact
that thet&stlmony is there; 18 what 1s given
as immédléteLy present to him; but . . .
umceftaimﬁy « « o Will exist for him as well
as for a éoutemporarYB his wind will oe in g

state of éuspense exactLy as was the mwimd of
8 coutemporary.. '

It is this un#voidan;a uncertainty and state of suspense
00ncerniﬁg teétlmOny about the God—Man,'tnat constitutes
for the ﬁbuécnflstxan one of ﬁne seemingly fobl;sn risks.
an 1Ad;v1duaximust take 1f'ne'1s_to wove to the Christian

stage of existence.

o

1PhikdsophlcaL Fragments, pp.105~106*
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Bariler 1o wy thesis, wnlle discussing the move
to ¥ithe religirous™ stage of existewce, I caid that
Climocus vegards 1Lt 2s a risk to Leszeve "with the pasoion
of the iufinste™ that there is a God, because to sc believe
to venture “everythrug". "Lverythiag! in the anove
contert refers priwsrily 1o asi relative ends and fiunite
saptisfacticns. When discussiug the move to the Christian
stage of existece, however, Climascus adds socwelhing eise
to hus List of what wmust pe ventured if this move is to
be wade. YChristianity®™ he writes, %, . . reguires thati
the tudividuss shoudd exzstentrally veuture asl o « . This
is sowethiug thet a pagau can alsc do; he way for exawmpie,
venture everythiug on an lwmoritality's perhaps. But Christ-
iasity also reguires that the individuai risk his thought,

i 2 .
venturing to believe agaiust the understacding®.” To this

distinction I wiii now turn wmy attention.

1CGnCLuﬂxug Unscientific Posiscript. p.384.

’Ibia., p.384.
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To speak of veuturing ome's thought by believing

"against the understaudimg®, as Cliwacus does nuwerous

~tiwes iu the Pbstscrigj, is not to aumply that the believ-
‘er is or must be devoid of understauding. He who believes
"agaiust the unders tandrug" says CLiwacus
may very weil have undersiauding, (iudeed he
must have 2t 1in order to believe agaimst the
understanding), he cau use 1t xm all other
: conﬂectLOn@, use it 1u intercourse with other
men . . - he willi be weal abie 1To see the
point of ehery op)ectron, indeed %o present
it hamseif as werl as the best of them . . .
So the beireving Christian not onLy possesses
put uses his understanding . . . he makes so
much use of the uuderstandimg that he becouwes
aware of the incowprehensiole, and then he
hoids to this, beiieving against the uuder-
standing.1
" What is the incomprehensibie t0 which the beiiev~
‘er hoids, berieving "against the understanding"? Climacus
sowetimes calls it the absurd@-and "{the apbsurd isg" he
writes, "- thdt the eternal itruth has cowme into being in
tiwe, that ﬁod has come i1nto berug, has wveen boru,:has

grown up, aﬂdiso forth, precise.y iike any other iudivi-

duai huwan beiug, quite rndistinguishapie from other

_1Coné¢ud1ng Uuscieutific Postscripi, pp.503-504.

210 speak of believing the apsurd i1s not to speak
of believing uuintelizgently. This wilil become ciear shoritly
in wy discussion of what Kierkegaard means oy "the apsurdi
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individuairs.®

| That fo which Cliwacus refers as "the. iscompre-
hensibie® andﬁ"the apsurd", he:also ¢alis "the paraddx"‘
or "the apsosute paradox": "that God has ex;sté& in
nuwan form, has.been porm, grown up, and so forth, is ; o« e
the apsoiute Qaradox."z

It shdu;d ve pointed out at this tiwe that wneh

Climacus speaﬁs of "fhe 1ncomyrehensin$e", "the absolute
paradox® and “the ansurd“, he is not referring Just to
the Iucaruatlon. The doctriue of tne ‘Encarnation, the.

doctrine of the Atomewent, and the other doctriues of
Christianity are all paradoxXicak he claims, put "the
paradox™ 1in aigenerailzed.Seuse is Chrlstianltywltseif -
"Christiantty, whlch.is=oﬁce for atlk the,paradox, and
paradoxicar at every point . + o Lt 18 . .. the apsurd. . .
It is the absolute paradoxg"’3 And Christianity "is not a
doctrine but an existeasntias cowmunication expressing an |

existentiaw cbﬁtradictiomﬁ4, the contradiction being its

TCouciuding Unscientrfic tostscript, p.188.
°Ipids, pp.194-195.
>Ib1d., pp.194, 388.

AIDldb s Pe 3%9.



1711

affirmatioﬁ thét "the eternas happiness of fhe individuai
is decided 1n tiwe through the rerationship to sowething |
hlstorlcai, wh#ch 18 furtherwore of sucn:a cﬂaractér'as to
.izctiude 1in its composition fhat which by virtue of.ité
essence cannot. becowe hlstorlcai, and must therefore
become such by virtue of an absuditye“T

We havb seen thus far that for Climacus, that to
which the believer holds (beiléV1ug against the under-
standing) is “&he rncomprehensibie™, "the apsurd", "the
-apsolute paradbx“, ard tnat these terws refer mot to d
particusar docitriue but to Uhrlstiaﬂlty concerved as "an
existentiar coumuuicatlon expressiung an ex1steut1al‘
contradiction”. The contradiction in question 1s the
affirmatiou,tuat.the.eterna;,napplnesé of an 1ﬂdiv;duai
is decided.in?tlme through his réxatlonshlp to Christ-
ianity as s0métnxmg nistoricas, aud that the latter -
includes 1ﬁ 1ﬂs composition "the Deity, the Eternain
wﬁich because of its esseuce caunot pecome historacal.
éXCept'by virtue of an auéurdlty - out which according
to'“the'hlstorica; assértion" did cowe into peang "at a

definite mowent in tiwe as an-redividual wan.®

1Coucﬁudlgg‘Unscmeut1fic Postscript, p.345a,

PIpid., ps512.
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A qﬁestion arising naturally at this point in
our discussion, concerns the sense in which Climacus
uses the terms "ahsurd" and "absoLute paradox" in his
consideration of what it meanS'to venture one's "thought“'
by<believinj "gegainst bhe understanding” . Hermann Diem

in Kierkevadrq S DWameCth‘Oi Existence, equates

Klerkegaard“s use of "the abburd“ and "the paradox"

with belf-coﬂtradlctlou'
Inasmucn as it [thevChristian reveLa%ionJ
states that God has entersd into the process

of beco@ing, it contains a self-contradiction,
- | . - < . .
for it predicates historical becoming of God

althougﬂ the very nature of God is that He
is eterdal and is not subject to becoming
By this self-contradiction, the Christiam,
absolute paradox . . . repels us not merely
by dint of its objective uncertainty but
also because of its sheer absurdity.1

‘On the other hand, N. H. Sge ln his article

entitled "Kierkegaard's Doctrine of the Paradox",

-

1Hermann Diem, Klerkegaard's Dialectic of Exis-
tence, trans. Haroid Knight (Edinburgh and London: OLiver

and Boyd, 1959), P.64.
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contends that those persons aré mistaken who
maintain "that [ for Kierkegaard | the paradox
represenfé}'é theoretically comtradictory con-
ception'“1; Sge goes on to say that in Kierke-
gaard}s usé of\"the absurd" and "the paradox®,
these term#lare equated neithér with "the

absurd in‘the vulgar sense of the word", nor with
"nonsense"? but only with “tne‘incomprenenSLble"a2
He is of tke opinion that "for Kierkegaard the
'paradox; is an expression for what is supra

rationem féther than for what is contra ration-

3

_%E]:“"

1N¢ H. Sge, "Kierkegsard's Doctrine of the
Paradox", A Kierkegaard Critique, ed. H. Johnson -
and Niels Thusstrup (Chicago: Henry Heguery Co.,
Chicago, 1962), p.219.
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Recogniizing there is no easy amsﬁer to {he prob—
“lew af hand, I beiieve nonetheless that one solution
which fits thé facts as well as any other and perhaps
better than tde ofhers, 1s that which holds that for

Klerkegaard "ﬂhe paradox" is both contra ratiowem and

supra IatLOnem. This wview 1s expoundeu oy Hernert M.

Garelick. Garelick writes:

The Paradox violates the Laws of reasone.
Reasou thérefore caun riever accept the Paradox
as ratlon%l « « « Reason, however, can be

made aware of .ts own limits. In the Post--
script this is indicated oy the cryptic oput
highly siéulflcaut'critlclsm3"of reason
offered by Crimacus . . . Siunce reason is lim-
ited to the sogical sphere oniy, 1t camnot
make judg@ents about the reaslty or existence
of the Pa#adox but oniy avout its ratiouality.
Faith, therefore, 1s apbove reason iu the seunse
that the Paradox may exist even when founmd to
pe irrationar. The Paradox is for reason tne
symboi Of:lts limits. In coufronting the Para-
dox reason knows 1t to be dirrationasr but not
thereforeiimpossibke, It is the Paradox that
revea:s that irratiomaliity is not eguivateunt

to existentia. iwmpossibirlity and rationality

|
is not equivarent to reaiity or existence.

When resson examlines the paradox, it has ex-
tended 1téeif to xts very limuts, that is,

to the reéognltlon of the arbitrariness of 1ts
presuppositions and the rearizatiou that some-
thiug mayfne peyond rt. LIt must find the Para-
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A

dox to befagalnst reason since the Paradox is
self«coatﬁadictory [cf. Pragmesits, ppg107—1101.
However, ﬂaVLMg discovered 1its ximits we must
admit that, siuce reason caunot deterwinme '
ex1stent+an facté, 1t cannot say that the
Paradox c@nﬁot be. Reasou must, when coafromi-
ed with tne Paradox, understand that 1t cannot
understand. In this seuse tne existence of the
Paradox may ece warked oy terms of possiviilty,
probabiliﬁy, rmprobability, etc., all indicat-
ing the disParity between reason's certarnty

of the irrationality of the Paradox and its
mwere suspicions asout the existemce of the Para-
dox . . . When reasonm reakilzes 1ts lLimits we can
say that reason is 'agaiust' faith and yet that
faith 1s éabove"reason . o o The two notions
~are not cdutrary; they refer to different
aspects of reasosn, faith against reason, indi-
cating reascn's rignt to judge ratiomarity or
irrationality, fa.ith apove reason, iandicating
réason‘s recogMLtlou of the aimpossibilaty of
judging the rearity of that which deuies

reasorn. L

'Heroert M. Garerick, The Anti-Christiamity of
Kierkegaard: A Study of Conciuding Unscientific Postscript
(The Hague: Martiuus Nijnoff, 19065), pp.44=-45. The titie
of this pook - The Anti~Christiamity of Kierkegaard - is
misreadiug rn that Garerick's thesis comcerns what he
beileves to ve the aunti-Christianity of Kierkegaard's
pseudonyw Climacus. "Lt 1s my thesis" he writes, "that
there is au 1mportaut difference 1n the vaiues assigned
to suogect1v1ty and Christiauity, that Cliwacus is pri-
warily a supjectivist, and that, therefore, his position
iu the Postscript is anti-Christian, for oune caunot wve
both a suobjectivist « . . and a Christian® (p.59),.
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AS'ﬂndicated earkier, 1 believe that thé above
interpretation of "the paradox" fits the facts not onky

as well as dther interpretations but perhaps better. 1t

canmot be denied - and even Sge admits this - that there-
are passagés in fierkegaard's writings which definitely
state that "the paradox" of the God-Man's existence

conflicts with reason in the sirictest sense of the

word "conflict". At one point in the Postscript, for
example, Cliwacus is coutrasting the Socratic belief
that there is a God with the Christian beiief that =
“"God has existed in human form®". He femarks first of
all that |

When Socrates believed that there was a God,
ne heird fast to the objective uncertalntj

. w1th the whoie passion of his iunwardness,
and it is precisely in thuis contradiction
and in this risk, that faith is rooted. '

The contradiction of which Climacus here speaks is not
.a logical cdntradlctiou; it is a contradiétion based on
the aisprOpdrtion 5etw¢en the i1ack of proéf Socrates had
for his belief, and the magnitude of the passion with

which he belilevede With regard to Christian belief,

1Cochuding Unscientific Postscript, p.188.
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nowever, Cliwacus impries that a Ltogical contradiction

ig involved. He writes:

How it i# otherwise Ewmth Christianity's
belief .that "God has existed in huwaun

-~
_

form"} . lnSteadfof the opjective un-

certainty, there is here a certainty,

nameiy, that objectively it 1is absurd;
and this absurdity, heid fast in the

passion of inwardness,

is faith.1

In the case bf Socrates, 1t was an objective uncertainty

which was he@d fast in the passiom of inwardness, but

in the case bf the Christian believer, it is an absurdity

which is held fast im the passion of iuwardness.

In the first case there is belief in spite of ignorance

as to the truth or falsity of what is believed; in the

secornd case fthere is belief in spite of the logical

contradiction involved in what oune accepts as true.

Hence Climacus goes on to say:

The Socratic igmorauce

in comparison with the
facing the absurd; and
existential inwarduess

.13 as a witty jest

earnestness of
the Socratic
is as Greek light-

mindedness in cowparison with the grave

strenuosity of faith.?

The whoire point of Climacus’® contrast between Socratic

1COnCLuding Unscientific Postscript, p.188.

°Ivid., p.188.
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.bélﬁef and dhrlstlau‘béiiex is to show the immehse
difference there.ls between Socratic belief in an
objective uﬁcertalntysand Chrxétian belief in that
which objectively is absurd. Reason. can believe that
which it caﬁnot prove to be true, but onmiy faith can
belleve.thaﬁ which appears tp be a Logical contra-
diction.

The above interpretation of Criwacus' remarks

in the Po&técript finds suppport both in the Phiio-

sophicai. Fragwents and in Training In Christisnity.

In the Frag@ents, Cliwacus declares that the "historical
fact {of Goifs coming into existencel which is the
content of dur hypothesis has a peculzar charactér; since
it is not an ordiuary hiStOricaL~fact, but a fact based
on a self-cqutrad¢ction°"1 Anti~Cliwacus, speaking iu

Training'In}Christianity of the paradox of the God-Man

and of "the offeuce™ rerated to the Christian affirwation
that God be@ame a war, refers to "the infinite self-
cont;adictién" invorved in.the cléim that.God has shown
-Himﬁelf to Be “the poor and suffering and at last the
impotent maxji,"2 It is to be noted here that Anti-Climacus

|
1Ph1¢osophical Fragments, p.108.

2Praining In Christianity, p.105.



- -unlike Cilm@cus - 15 not looking at Christianity as
an outsider. He is writiug as a Christian, and he himself

states that dhrmstianity is based on "an infinite seif-

contradiction.”

O ther passages from Kierkegaard's writings which

lend supportfto the view that "the paradox" of the God-
Man's ex1steﬁce COquictS with reason in the strictest

sense of the word “"confiict", are as follows:

Christianity . . . has proclaimed itseif as
tne Paradox, and it has required of tae
iudividuéL the i1nwardness of faith in re-

- iation to that which. stawps itserf as . . .
an absurdity to the understasding.]

that that which in accordance with its
nature is etermal comes into existence in
ﬁimé, 1s‘born, grows up, and dies - this
is a breach with atl thlnklng.z
fﬁat ar indlviduai mag is God is Christ-
ianity, and this individuar wan 185 the God-
Mas. There is uweither in heaven, uor on
earth, nor in the depths, wor in the
aberratious of the most fautastic thiuking,
the possibirity of a (humanly speaking)
more 1nséne compination.”

. The person.wﬁo.llke N. H. Sge believes that in the apove

1CoubludlngUuscientific Postscript, p.191.

2Ibid., p.513.

> Trainiung In Caristianity, p.s4.
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passages Kierkegaard's pseudonymns presuppose not that
the Chrlstlan\“paradox" is a "seLf—contradlction“, but
only that it is "incomprehensinle", must reconcile

his belief wi&h the ear;ier-quoted statewents by
Cliwacus and huti«Cleacus; Also, he should consider
seriously fhelllkexihood'tha£ what makes Lierkegaard
describe the Christian "paradox" as 1nc0mprehen31bxe

asnd absurd 1s his beirief that it is a self-contradlctlona.'

If it is not a logical contradiction‘to say that "God has
existed in human form", what then is so incomprehensible
and absurd avout the statememt in Question? For Kierkegaard
Tthe absolute paradox", "the incomprehensible®, snd "the
absurd" all re&er to.the "serf-contradiction" that the
Eternal did im fact become historical al though "by virtue

of its esseucle 1t canmot becoume historical™.’

If in fact it is the case that for Kierkegaard . the
beLief that "God has existed in human form™ is coatra

rationem, it is no less the case that he regards this

belief as supra rationew, as can be seen by numerous
entries in his Journai:

. A true santence of Hugo de St. Victor (Helffer-

- ichs ystik, Voi I, 368).
'In things which are above reason faith is not

- really sdpported by reason, because reason can-

1concluding Unscientific Postscrivt, p.345.
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not grasp what faith beiieves; out
there is 8lso a sowething here as a
result ofﬁwhich reason is deterwined,
or which determines reason to honour
faith which it cennot perfecthky
understand.'1

The absurd is the negative criterion of
that which is higher than humwan under-

standing #nd knowledge.,2

Human reaéon-haS‘boundaries; that is where
the negative concepts are to be found.
Boundary disputes are negative, constrain-
ing. But ﬁeople have a rattle-=brained,
conceitedfnotion about huwan reason, espe-

cialiy in our age, when ore never thiuks
of a thinker, a reasonable man, but thinks
of pure reason and the like, which simply
does not exist, since no one, be he pro-
fessor or 'what he will, is pure reason.’

micTis as it is nsed in good Greek (PLato,
Aristotie, et al.) is regarded as signify-
ing something far lower than fﬂ&Tﬂuﬁ ﬂ7§ﬂ§
is reiated to probability. Therefore /T(TT(S,
to prpduce fairth, according to the cliLassics,
is the task of orators.

Now cow&s Christianity awd uses the con-
cept of‘féith in an entirely different sense

|

1The Jdurna¢s~of Soren Kierkegaard, P.362.

2S¢ren Kierkegaard's Journaxs and Papers, edited

Rdhde and. transiated b erda kn erSOn (Nem
?grﬁ?tgﬁllo$ophlcal lerary,‘ % % 9 %, DB

31b1d., Pe5e
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as relate@ to the paradox (cousequentriy im-
probablthy), but also as signifying the
nighest certainty (see the defimition in.
Hebrews 11:1), the coasciousness of the
eternal, the most passionate certainty which
causes a person to sacrifice everything and
l1ife itseif for this faith.

But what happens? In the course of time
the pace of Christianity is moderated, and
then the same old paganism returns, and now
we prattle Christianity into the idea that
knowledgei(éRGTﬁLUW) is higher than faith
(TICTGS) W v W

No, from a Christiam point of view, faith
is the highest. The paradexical character of
Christiaﬁity very consistently is idewtified by
the fact that it turns the purely human-
topsy~turvy. For, humanLy speaklng,vﬂTFTWMJx
is hlghen than'VagH%, as paganism assumed
it to be, but it pleased God to make fool-
ishness of human wisdom, to turn the rela-
tionship laround - +» « and to place faith
nighest of all.’

The paradox in Christian truth is invariably
due to the fact that it is truth as it exists
for God. The standard of measure and the end
is superhuman; and there is only ome relation-

ship possible: faith.?

1S¢ren Kierkegaard's dournals and Papers, II, 23.

2ppe Journals of Sgren Kierkegaard, p.376.
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In summing up our discussion of what it means to
venture one’s;“thought“ by belie?ing."against the under-
standing®, I would point out that for the person.who has
not made the moyé to the Cnristian stage of existence,
the beiief that “God has existed iu human form" is contra

ratioasem, but to the Christian it is supra raticnem. This

does not mean that the Christian has a higher rationat
understanding of the avpsolute paradox than does the non-
believer. Rather it means that the Christian recognigzes

the inabiiity‘of reascu. 1o grasp the paradox by means of

"thought". To' the non-bellever and 1o reason, the absoiLute

paradox is irrational; to the Christian and. to faith, it

is above reason. To the non-~believer and to reason, the
absoiute paradox is an "absurdity"; to the Christian and

to faith it ié "truth as it exists for God". From this it
can be seeu wﬁy, according to Kierkegaard, it is a risk to
believe that "God has existed in human form". The Christian,
believing as ﬁe does that the paradox in question is

"truth as it éxists for Goav, maylbe quite willing
confinuoﬁsLy to venturé his "thought" in face of the

paradox. For the person who has not moved to the Christ-

ian stage of existence,. however, the paradox is something

that must be understood if it 1s to be betieved, and to

this person it is a grave risk "to reilinquish his under-
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standing aund his thinking".! Expressed otherwise — the
faith of a Christian "breathes healthfully and bLessedly
in the absurdmg,Abut for the non-believer to venture his
thought in face of an absurdity, is to risk "martyrdom
within hlmsehf“3, i.e.,ltne crucifixion of the under-

standing.

1ConcLLuding Unscientific Postscript, p.4S85.

28¢rdn Rierkegaard's Journals and Papers, I, 7.

3CondLudlng Unscientific Postscript, p.503%. See
~also pp.209, 496,
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2
CHRIST AS PATTERN

In the;preceding pages of Chapter Four of my thesis
"I have contended that according to Kierkegaard, in the
wove to the Chrastian stage of existence, cowmitment
invoirves the risk of oelieving that "God has existed in
nustan forw". It 1s aiso wmy coateantion that iu the move
under consideration, coumitwent involves the further risk
of "foliowiug Christ" as Pattern. Before turning my
attention to the question of why it is a risk to do
this, however, I will first discuss what Kierkegaard
weans when he speaks of "following Christ" as "Patteru®.
"In attewpting to deterwnme "what s dmvorved 1in

the coucept of followiung Chr;st"z, Kierkegaard in Tnhe

Gospelr of Our Sufferlngs declares that to follow a persou
means to go the way that person went wnow you are foiiow-
1ng, and to wawk alone ailoung the sawe way. Since Chfist
huwmbled hlmseiﬁ, goxng tne way of the cross, to foilow
Christ weaus to take up the cross and to béar 1t as he

did “in aun ovedlience uuto death"a. To do thus 1s to opey

1The GbspeL of OQur Sufferings, pp.l14, 21, 23; and
For Serf-bxamination aud Judge For Yourseives!, p.159ff.

2

The Gbspe; of Our Sufferangs, p.14.

Stbid., p.17.
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Christ's commﬂndmentsvabomt denyiung oneself and co@xng
after him, and 1t 1s something that must pe done every
'day rather than omce for all. To foilow Chrast, says

Kierkegaard in suﬁmary, is "to deny oneself . . . to go

by the same way as Christ weat, in the humble forw of

a servaat, 1n want awd scorn aund woOckery, not loving

the worsxd, and mot beloved by 1+t . . . 1o walk aloue,

for onme who 1n seirf-denial forsakes the worid and all that
is of the worid renounces everything that might allure aud
wight distract hlm“.1 |

The 1deas expressed in The Gospexr of Our Sufferiugs

coucerning the following of Chrlsﬁ, are prowiagent in
several of Kierxkegaard's other writings as well. Follow-
ing Christ through ovedience to nis cowmandments is a

prominent thesie in Works of Love where Kierkegaard claiums

that onedlencé rather than achievesent is the important
thiog 1o living the Christian llfe: “Wﬁét a man achie?es
or does not adhieve is not withia his power. He 1s not the
Omne who shaLL;steer the worrd; he has one and only one

thing to do - to obey."2‘1n Traipiug In Christianity

Anti-Climacus emphasises self-demaal when he declares

1

The @ospeL of -Our Sufferiugs, p.19.
2

Works of Love, p.93.



127

that "being a Christiau is to deny onesesf .t That the
follower of Cﬁrlst must watk arome, forsakimg the worsd
wand everything that wight distract hiw, is reiterated

i Judge For EourseLves! where Kierkegaard writes that

Christiau piety imvolves rencuncing everything to serve
God alone, and being "apsolutely aa alien in the wor:d,
without the least comnexiou with auytbimg or with any

single persos in the wor¢d"°2 That to follow Christ is

1Trai¢¢ug In Chraistianity, p.217.

2For SeLf-bxaurnation and Judge For Yourseivest,
"Judge For Yourseives!", p.1380. Thas statewemnt of Kierke-
gaard's, aiong with wauy other simiiar omes, seeuws very
harsh. Kierkegaard himse.f anticipates the reader's
objectiosi, "But then after aii He [ Christ] has disciples®™,
and replies, "Discipies, yes; put 1f they are true disci-
pLes, there 1s no boud in the coanmexion, for in relating
Hiwserf to His disciplies, He resates Hiuwserf atf every
igstant first to God, serviug Him akone" ("Judge For
Yourseives!®™, p.181). His point nere 1s that Jesus says
no ome cag serve two masters (as will pe wentroued rater),
and yet wauy people believe they can serve ovoth God and
‘woridiy attachuenmts such as a business or a wife, etc.
Kierkegaard claiwms, however, that to foliow Christ as to
forsake the worid so that ome "does not go to his faeld,
nor strike a bargain, nor take %o hiwself a wife" (The
Gospet of Qur Sufferings, p.19). This seews harsh as |
pointed out, yet to try and mimiwlize the strictuness of what
Kierkegaard said is to betray the very spirxt of his
writiugs on Christiaunity, for 1t was his belief that all
too often the dewands of Christ have oeer wimimized un-
warramntedly or set aside by those who cali themselves
Christian. On' the other haud 1t wust be poiuted out that
al though Kierkegaard seews to suggest, for exampire, that
one caunot at' the sawe tiuwe oe bdoth married and a foilower
of Christ, he crarifies nis position i the August 30,
1855 issue of "The lastaat" where he writes: "I am unabie
to cowprehend how 1t cam occur to auy man to unite being
g Christian with peiug warried. Note that with this I am
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to go the sameﬂway.as he. dad,. 1s.emphasized both in

Trainiag In Christianity and in For Self-Exawination,

in those passages which refer to Christ as "the way" .

In spebklmg of forlowing Christ, Kierxegaard iu-
drcates that we are to foirrow Him as "Patfern“.,ALthqugh
this 1s the bd81c weaning of the passages we have already
éousidered, Kierkegaard is even wmore specific about this
eisewhere, as 'when his pseudonym Anti-Criwacus decrares
that when Jesms ascended to the Father; His iuterntion
was “that our ﬁa¢e shourd begin to face the test vefore
1t "By llVlngjln couformity with the Pattern".? It us in

Judge For Yourseives!, nhowever, that Kierkegaard deals

not thinking of the case of a man who was already warried
and had a fawi.y, aud thea at that age becawe a Christiam;
no, I wmean to say, how oue who 18 uamarried aund says he

has becowe a dhrxstlan, how 1t courd occur to hiw to marry®
(Kierkegaard's Attack Upou Christendow 1854-1855, p.213).
It as unfortu@ate that foliowxug this stateuwent Kierkegaard
says he bel.eves the Christiaun should refrain frowm marriage
so that he wall not produce "wore lost souls, for of thew
there are reasily enough" (p.214). It seems to we he wou.d
have heea closer to the truth of Christiauity 1f he nad
said that a person wno 1s unmarried and who becowmes a
Christian shousd coasider remaining sSimgle so that he can
devote all his time amd emergiy to the service of God, and
thereoy avoid the dauger of attewptimg to serve two masters.

1Traiqlug InhChrlstianity, p.204ff.; and For Seif-
Examination and Jdudge ror Yourseives!, "For Seif-Exawination®,
po78ff- ‘ :

2Tra1ﬂ1mg iIn Chraistianity, p.198.
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at greatest itength with this thewe, and part two of dudge

¥or Yourselves! is actuaiLy entitled"Christ As Tne Patteru".

Here we are eucouraged to heed Christ's words about serv1mg
only one master. In case we temnd to feel tnat this is an
1mpossxzble thing to do, Kxerkegaard reminds us that we are
not to heed couwmon semse which thinks that God's abpsoiute

requirements wmust ve chauged to suxrt men.1 Also, he setis

Christ before wus as an exawpie of one who did in fact
serve on.y one master. Hence he writes:

Christianyty takes the absoiute requirement
seriousliy, and though 1t way pe that not a
single person nhas peen apre to fulfil the
requirewent - yet One has furfilled it,
futfilled it a0504utégy . o+
It 1s about Hiw we will speak, about the
Pattern. He has said, 'NO wman can serve two

' masters' - and His tife gave expression to
the fact that He served omiy one wastere « .

: 1Iu resation to this poimt, Kierxegaard's prayer
at the pegirmning of his meditation on "Christ As The
Pattern" is worth noting. He prays: "0 Liord Jesus Christ,
it was not to 'plague us wen ovut to save us tnat Thou
didst say, 'No wan can serve two masters' - oh, that we
mwirght pe willing to accept 1t, oy doimg 1%, that 1s, oy
following Thee! Heip us arl and everyome, Thou who art
both wiitling aud abie to heip, Thou who art poth the
Redeewmer aud fhe Pattern, so that whea the striver siuks
under the Pattern, then the Hedeewer raises hiwm up again,
but at the sawe instant Thou art the Pattern, to keep
hlm)contlnuaLLy striving" ( "Judge For Yourselves!", p.
161 L ] ‘ .



130

'Imitation', 'the forrowing of Christ',
this precise.y 18 the point where the human
race winceb, here it 1s pruincipaily that the
difficulty lies, here 1s where the questionu
reaily is decided whether oue wikl accept
Christlanity or 10t « . .

'"Tmitation', which answers to 'Christ as
“the Patteﬁm', uwust pe brought to the fore,
applied, recalled to remembramnce . . . the
Pattern uust oe Oroaght to the fore, for the
sake at least of creating some respect for
Christianity, to get .t wade a littie bat
evident what 1t 1s to ve a Christian, to get
Christianyty transferred from learmed discuss-
1on and dount and twaddre (the objective)
into the suojective sphere, where 1t belougs,
asgsure¢yias the Saviour of the worsd, our
Lord Jesus Christ, brought no doctrine imto
the wor.d land mever Lectured but as the
'Pattern'frequlre@ 11 tation, |

. 1Por Serf-Exawination and Judge For Yourserves!,
"Judge For Yoursetives!", pp.170-171, 197, 200, 216=217.




(A) Walling Suffering In His Liikeness

We have seen that for Kierkegaard, in the move
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to the Chrustiaa stage of exastence, cowmitment invoives

. the risk of "following Unrist" as "Patteran®". Turniug
now to a discussiou of why it uis a risk to do thié, we
find that to io;Low Christ as Pattern4is to wiil "+to
suffer iu His iLikeness." | |

Eariier ia @y thesis, while discu351ug the
wove to the rexlglous stage of ex1stence, I said that
COmmltment w1th regard to that movement iuvolves the
risk of fulfilling "an apsoiute duty toward God", and
that to fuirfill an apsoiute duty toward God s a risk
because to do so is "to WILL sufferiug™. Also, I said
that the su;férlng 1110 question xs wot the sulferxng
caused oy everyday extermnal clrcumstaaces sucn as po-
verty, parenta& oppositicn to ome's marr;age, compe ti-
tion for the nand of one's isove, etc., but ratner it
is an iﬁward suffering which nas both "its origin and
expression 1in tihe individuai nimséxf.“ It 18 the klud
of sufferiug which resu.ts when a person has died away

frow iwmediacy through the aunihiiation of himself

before God, and it is a kind of suffering that per31sts

1Tra141ng 1 i Ghr¢st;an1ty, pp.172-175.
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throughout one's L.ifetiwe; 2t is the essentiai expression

of the God-relétloushlp, a1nd 1ts cessation meaus the
cessation of réligious existeuce.

Ia cousideriug the sufferiug 1n§olved in the
move to the Christian stage of existence, we find that
" all of what has bees said avove applies in this case as
weil. Kierkegaard speaks of the wany "frightful raward

*"1 experxenced oy a Christiran,

confiticts aud suffering
aud of the fact that.sucn‘Sufferlgg occurs because "to
be a Christiam weans to be in a state of dying (you.
must die to the wor.d, hate yourseLf) - and then to

itive pernaps fbrty years 1a this state! [i.e., a L;fetxme]“?

Moreover, remarKs klerkegaard, suffer;ug does not stawnd

"in an accidental reratrouship with be¢ug a Christian. No,

it is igseparable frow 1.0

If‘the:sufferlng in#OLved in veing é Christian
so ciosely reseubles the sufferlug imvolved in iivaing at
the religious stage of exlistence, what thea is 1t that

dlstiugulshes the two types of sufferiug? klerﬁegaard

1 ! j i —-
For Seif-Exawinatioun aud Judge For Yourseives!,
"Judge For Yourseives!', p.209. Tne xtaric s my OwWN.

2The hast Years. JOHTH&LS 1853-1855, pp.347=348,
Itaitics wy owd.

| 3Ibid.j, P.255. Itéllc Wy Owil.
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deais with this questilom in severai .places ir. his writings,
but one of the most direct statements of his view onk‘.
this mafter 1s found 1u his Jourua. ﬁﬂder the headlng;
"Encounter (coufiict) with others.-'tne speelflcaiiy
Christian sufﬂer1ng".1 Here he writes:

The suffering which kew Testawent Christianity
arws at specificaiiy is sufferang at the hands
of wen. .

God wishes to be loved - but ou the other
hand to love God must cowe to mean that you
therepny enter iuto couflict with wen.

The whore suffering of the widdie ages is
therefore;not Christian suffering at arl. ALl
the fastldg and the lLike, as sowetilug u aund
for i1tserf, s uneithér here nor there . . .

No, the conflict was 1s most reructant of
all to euter i1uto, the couflict with otaers
- not velng lLixke the others, haviang to suffer
pecause by LOVlug.GOd one 18 not like the
others. .« = this confiict, which is the
greatest sufferiug for our aniwmal crestiosa,

18 the very sufferiug which Christianity
a1ws at.z‘ ) ' |

And, says Kierkegaard through his pseudOHym Anti-Claimacus,

1

The Last Years. dournais 1853-1355, p.339.

2-Ib:\.d.‘, PP.339-340. Eisewhere 1n his dournai we
find Kierkegagdrd making the sawe point in very siwliar
words: "Christianity comtiouaily alws at . . . sufferiug
at the hands of wen. If fasting and s0 on 1s the genera.
practice (and therefore honoured by tne judgeweut of wen),
1t is siwpry riot Christian iuw tue stricter seuse. o, the
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'.to.suffer in this way 1s to foirow Christ as Pattern to
the poist of berng wirliiug "to suffer na His llxenesé".
It 13 to statiou oneserf or stand beside the cross of
A,Chrlst, not asfan onlooker pbut rather "in the situation |
-of coatemporaméouSuess, where 1t will measn actuaLLx‘to:
1mcuf suffering with Him . . . perhaps to'he nalled
oueserf to a cross atongside of Hlm"¢1
Frow the above we can see that for the persou who
1s cousideriug wakiug the wove to the Christiaun stage of
existeunce, risk is iﬂﬁOLved in "foirtowing Christ" as
"“Patteru®, because to do so 1s to will "+to suffef i His
ii1keness", which 1s to leave oneséLf open to coufizct with
others, to sufferiug at thé hands of others, and to
martyrdom. As Kierxegaard rewarks: "What a risk this is. .
is seen in fheullfe of the God»Man;'Fdr 1t‘was a sife of

sheer misery and dlstress".2 It way be true that in God's

characteristic Christian suffering is to suffer at the
hands of wen. This 1s counected with the fact that as a
comnsequence of Christianity to iove God meams t0 hate the
worid, or with'the fact that in coasequence of Christian-
1t¥sg?ere is enwity oetween God and mewu" (The Last Years,
po L3

1Tralnqulg In Christianiiy, p.171.

2

The Last Yéars. Journa;s 1855-1855, p.259.
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Christizn s the wost iutemse suffer ing of thas Life.wc
The Carsstian way believe that "sullering for a few years

3 thes lafe is infaanlrte, 1mficarte grace®, but the non-
Christian believes Lt 2s ludacrous to wiliiugiy endure
gufferang one cousd be free of if one were not a Chrigtian™-
Frow the viewpoint of the Christiswn, "followazng Chrisi® as
"Pattern® by bezug williug ¥io suffer in his Likeness" is g

necessary and theresfore acceptaecie mesans of woviug 1o the

g

firan stege of existewce, but from the viewpoint of the
non-hbeliever such forlowing of Christ is wadness and there-

fore a fearful risk which can result oniy zin catastrophe@4

e rkegaard defiues “a weak womeut" as "a woment
when the eternas i1s uot preseut to him | iee., to man:™. And,
he adds,"when the eternat s nuot pre Dut to him, the
temporal becomes important to hiw® (Tne Last Years, p.279).

?ppe Last Years. Journais 1853-1855, p.279.

31vid., p.279.

Almld&5 p. 258ff.3 aud For Se.f-Exauwination and
Judge For Yourseirves!, “Judge For Yoursewvesi®, p.198ff.
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Xierkegasrd, in the wove to the Christisn stoge of
Tence, comartwent invelwes the risk of “felrowiig Christ®
gy VPoatltern®, and that this i1s 8 risk ovecsuse o follcow Cnyiaotg

this is awso & risk becsuse 10 4c¢ so 18 to experience

"the couscroususss of zan"™ o This does not awply thet “esus
experienced the counscioussess of sgin  and that tnoses wh
foliow hiw as Patteru wmust experieunce 1t becauss he dids

rather, 1t 2wplies that whenever awn zundividual does follow

g

Christ, he wilt of necessity kuow hiwself to be a 51“uer»2
As Kierxegaard remarks in his Jourmas: "The cousciousness

of sxn 15 and continues to we the comdiiio sine qua n0ga

for all Christianity, and 1f oue could somehow be reieased
frow this, he courd not ne g Ohristian.t?
In Chapter three, section two, of my thesis, in dis-

cussing the move to the reiligious stage of existence, I

1 ; ; . ; \
Gonciuding Unscrentific Postscrapt, p.5185 Phiig-
sophicar fraguents, p.58: Attack Agairnsi Caristendom, p.o58.

2 This point is elucidated, beginniug on page 132

3Soreu Kierkegaard's Journaits and Papers, 1, 17S.
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pointed out that the rerrgious iudividual experierces
"the cousciousuess of gdmlt" as the decisive expression
for "the patnetic relationship" of a huwan beiug to the
Eternast. I séid'that when an wndividual coucedes he is
esse@t1a1+y guilty because of the totality of guiit that
cllugé to him at every wowent, this opens up the possi—
prlity of his emntering aato relatxdmshlp with God. Such
an 1nd;v;duax does not try to mlﬂlmlze the seriousness
of his guirt, and he does not try to cast 1t away myv'
blamiug ex;stémoe for 1t or by blaming the ome who piaced him
in existence. lustead he recognizes that he is "ﬁarnessed
with the yoke of guili™ forever --not because of the
magnitude of has gulif, but bedause:“one guiiLt® is enough
of a pasis on which eternity can bronounce sentence., The
individual canhot,“maxe up® for his gulit, a:id there
"1s no satisfaction®™ for 1t. He may repent 6f 1t, but the
COnSCLouSﬂeSS of guilt will.remalu wirth hiw, 1m the form
ofvan "eteraaLireceHectldn". |

Tursing now to am.examluafion of "the consclousuness
of sin", wé find that whereas guilt-cousciousness 1s the
decisive expreSSLOM for an xrdividual's patnetic rexatldn—
ship to Yod, sin-comsclousuess 18 for K;erxegaard the
expression of an individual's alienatioa frow God. iu

other words - through guilt-conscrousuess an individual
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may come to the pornt of rearizing he is Mot Liviug up

to the etersas respénsiblllty that ts his before God,

of repenting of his gullt, aud of seexing fo fuifall

“"an absoiute diaty toward God"; through sih—00u501ousness,
however, am 1isndividuak recognizes that his shortcowing
cousists not lh failing to lee up to hms respOHSibillty
before God put rather in cont;nuakiyland wrlifutiy
disobeying God; and that because of this chromic wiilifui
dxsobedieﬂce he rewa L1is atvenmity with God Whether or not
he seexs to fuiflLL an absorute duty toward Him. "What

we need to emphasize is that the self has the conception
of God, aud thét thewrs 2t does not wiLL as He wills, and
so 1s disobedient . . . for the Scrapture aiways defiues
siu as dlsooedieﬁée"1, writes AntL—Climaéus. He coutinues:

: ‘ i
What detersrinant is it them that Socrates

[representiug the reiigious stage‘of ex1steucej
lacks 1iu determiming what sin 1s? It is waill,
defiant will. The Ureek imtellectuarisw was oo
happj, tooinaive, too aesthetic, too iromical,
too wltty.;. . too sinful to be abie to get it
into its head that a person kunowingLy cousd
fail to do. the good, or kmowingLy, with knowl-
edge of what was right, do what.was wrong . . .
Christianity . . . describing what proper.y is
defiauce ... . teaches that a man does wrosug

1Fear énd Trewbtiung and The Sickuess Unto Death,
"The Sickness Uunto Deatn, pp.211-212.
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airthough hé'understands what is raight, or
forbears to do right altnougnh he under-
stands what is right [because he does not

wili the rlgnt] ;3 in short, the Christiau
doctriue of 'sin is pure impertimence against
man, accusation upon accusatiom; it 1s the

charge which the Deirty as prosecutor takes

the Liberty of Lbdglug against wan. | .

Having seeun that in Kierkegaard's view the recog-
nitlbn of omése;f as a wilifuirly dasopedient imdividuai,
atienated frow' God becausé of tnxs‘dxsobedlemce, constitutes
sln—c0u501ou3uéss (whereas gul;f—COHSCiouSuess 1s ba81céLLy
the récogult40u that osue has.faxied to live up to dne's
responSLbllity‘before God), it hés yet to be asked how an
1ndsviduar acquires sin-consciousness. The cousciousness
of guisrt hé caL acquire by hiwserf. As.Louis Dupre poisits

out in his pook Kierkegaard As .Theoiogian,

Man dlscovers a disproportiom between his own
existence and 1its transcendent origin. He finds
himserf guilty before God. In sprte of its
transcendent terw, however, this reiation re-
walns essentraily lmnaneut. lndeed, maun of
~hiwself is aware of his negative reiatiodship
to trauscendence. He feels guilty - before the
transcendent, it is true - but stilli in such a

fear ang Trewbl.ng and The Sickness Unto Death,
"The Sickuess Umto Deatn", pp.220-221, 226.
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way that the fee;;ng of guilt arises onLy
from h1 use;f.

However, says Ciimacus 1n the Postscrint, "the rundividuar
1s.unébxe to abqulre Sin-Cousciousaess oy hiwse.f, as he
can gul¢t~00uﬁp10uSnQSS”2; the couselousLess of'sln must
pe reveared 10 him by Ythe Dexty im tame?. Wraites Kierke-
gaard: *Luther teaches so correctiy that wams wust pe toid
Py a,reve;atibh bf the furl depth of sia in whach he 1ies,
and that the anguished couscieuce 15 not sometning that
cowes maturaily, like hm*ug;e:c"".—j

There 1s oune wore pount that rewains to be wade
eoucerning ¥the cousciousaess of sin" and the way 1t
differs from "the 00u8016u8ness of guilt". We said eartier
ﬁhat acccrdlng to Axerxegaard there is "no satisfaction®
for guilt and‘fnat gulitwconsc;ousness wust forever
remé¢n‘w1th tﬂe reiigious zundividual in the forw of an
"eternas recoLlectlbu". L the case of sln-comsSciousness,

however, atthough the Christian rewaius aware of the

1Lou1é Dupré} Kierkegaard As Theorogian: The
Diarectic of Christian Existence

ZCOQCﬂudlng Uuscient;flc Postscraipt, p.517.

3As translated frow the dourmas (VII A 192) by
Louls Dupré in Kierkegsard As Theologian, pp.78-79.
Kierkegaard wmekes this sawe point 1n The Sickness Uuto
Death where Auti-Cliwacus claiws that "there has to oe
a reveration frow God to esmlighten masn as to what sin
is and how deep it Lies® (p 226).
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presence of sin in his tife, he is also aware of the
forgiveness of his sin through tne atonewment of Christ.

"And" commests L. L. Mirier in In Search of the Seif,

"a forgiveu sinner 1s sowmething differeut frow a guiit-

COmSC1L.OUS ideahlst.“1

According to Kierkegaard, iu other
words., the re;iglous.inglviduax camnot get rid of “the
coasciousness of gule% put of the Christian 1t can be
said that Christ "takes away'the COMSCLdusness of siu
and gives instead a consciousness‘of pardon“z,

If it is the case that smn—qonscxéusness caq pe
taKéﬂ away oy Christ, and repraced with "a cousciousuess
of pardou™, way then lS(Lt a risk to expérieuce " the
consclousuess of sin" oy "forlowing Christ" as "Pattern"?
In auswer to this quesflob 1t wust oe poiuted out that
" the Yconsciousness of pardon" of which Kierkegaard speaxs,
is an his view the resust of farth alone. He coatends -

that both the cousciousuess of omeself as a witifurly

1

In Search of the Self, p.215.

‘2The Gosper Of OQur Sufferiugs, p.44. Krerxegaard
goes ox to say that aithough the Christian's sins are
forgiven so that "a cousciousness 0f pardon" repiaces "the
consciousness 0f sin", he does not therepy forget that he
has veeun forgiven his sins. "The light-hearted wow.d aiLlow
arl to be forgottem - he berzeves in vain. The mournfut
heart wourd ailow nothing to be forgotten -~ he beirieves in
vain. « . But #arta says: All 15 forgotten; rewewver that
it has veen forgiven . . . And so the vperrever himse,f
must not forget, but on the contrary wust coustautry re—
wind hiwmserf that ail has been forgiven him" (p.45).




disobedient sinner alienated from God, amd the con-
"sciousness of oueserf as a forgiven siuner, are
experienced onily by the person who im faith beirleves
God's revelation. "The whole. of Christiamity hiages
upon this," writes Antl?Cleacus, "that 1T must bé'
believed, not cowprehesnded, that 1t esther must pe
berieved or oné must be offended at 1t".' The unbe-
lle#er 18 offended, first of airi because he does not
see h.mself as a sinner im need of forgiveness, aud
secoudly pecause he does not COmpréhend how he coutd
pe forgiveu if he were Lu fact the defiant sinuer
reveration makes hiw out to pe. He cousiders 1t a
risk to foiLowiéhrlst as Patterﬁ and therepy exper- -
itence the heaviest of ail ,burdens2 (i.e., the cou-
sciousuess of sin), when to do this is to act ou the
basis of belief iu g paradox; for as Anti-Cliwscus

points out,

First Christianity goes ahead and establishes
sin S0 secureiy as a position that the huwan
understanding mever can couwprehend 1t; and

then it . + . 1n turn undertakes to do away

142

Thear and Trewbling and The Sickuness Uuto Death,

"The Sickness Unto Death™, p.229.

2The QOSpe; Of Our Sufferiugs, p.44.
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with this positrosd so cowpietery that the
huwarn umnderstandiug mnever can cowprenend it

« « o Christianity. . » is in this case. . .
as paradoxXical as possipie; it works directiy
agalust 1tserf when 1t estanrishes sin so
secureLy as .a posltlou that 2t seews a perfect
impossibility to do awéy with 1t agaiag - and
then it 1s precisery Christianity which, oy
the atonemeut; wourd do agway with 1t so cOu-
pleteiy that 1t is as though drowsed 1u the

Se&q. 1

1"Fear a.d Trembling and The Sickmuess Unto Death,
"The Sickrness Unto Death", p.231.




CONCLUSION

1t has beén my coutention in the precedimg pages,
that an examination of the attempt to descrive how an
indivrdual moves to the various stages of existence in
i1ife, discioses the meaning of commitment as it is set
forth in the phitosophy of Sgren Kierkegaard. We have
‘seeri that for Kierkegaard commitment invorves the risks
of betief and ac¢tion present in the move from one stage
of existence to another. Specifically my thesis has peen:
that in the move from the aesthetic stage of existence
to the ethicai stage, impiicat iu Kierkegaard's under-
standing of cowmmitment is the risk of beliéving there
is "a norm" outside oneself which prescrives what one
"must do, and the risk of“humbLing oneselfl undar "the ethicel
task™; that in the move to t@e retrgious stage of existence,
implicit in Kierxegaard's_ﬁnﬂerstanding of commitment is
the risk of'believing with "the passion of the infinite"
that there is a God, and the risk of furfilling "an apso-
tute duty toward God"; that in the move to the Christian
stage of existence, impiicit in Krerkegaard's understanding
of cowmitwent 1s the risk of peilieving that "God has
existed in huwan forw", and the risk of "forlowing Christ"
as "Pattern".

In explicating the above thesis, I have shown:

that to believe there is a norm outside oneseif which
144
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prescrlbes what ome must do is a risk, necémse to believe
this is to believe on the basis of "a beautifur notioa",
and to venture one's view that "iife is...meaningless";
that fo humpre oneself under the ethical taé& 1S a risk,
becéuse to do so is to wuiLl "despair", and to exXperaience
the Y"coasciousness" of "duty"; that to belmeve with the
passion of the infinite that there s a.Géd LS a risk,
because to believe this 1is to believe ou the basis of
"objective uncertaiunty", and to "venture everything";
that to fulfill anm absolute duty toward God is a risk,
pecause to do so is to "wisl sufferlﬂg", and to exper-—
ience "the comsciousuaess of guirt®; that to believe God
has existed im human form is a risk, because to . believe
thas 1s.to believe on the basis of "testiwony", and to
venture one's "thought"; that to follow Christ as Pattern
is a risk, becadse to do so is to "suffer in His iikeness",
and to experlende "the couscrousness of sin".

In counctuding my thesis, 1 propose tb discuss the
reievance for today's worid of Kierkegaard's understauding
of commituwent. With regard to this, I would suggest that
never before in the world's history has the search for ‘a
purpose for:living.so characterigzed the strivings of man-~
kihd.‘Men have aiways sought to fiud a purpose for living,

but, in tiwes past the opportumities afforded them wherehy



146

they themseives might choose their own purpose were
severely limited by the particular cultures iu which they
lived. Becausé of the prevaience of sociai sanctions
imposed by és%ablished~culturai traditions, it really
cannot be said of the majority of huwau beings. who

‘have imhabited this pLanet that they actually have
engaged in a search for a purpose for Liviang; 1t is

more correct to say that they hgve tended‘to accept

the purpose handed down to then by others. Today,
however, this is no lounger the case. The situation

has changed because of.vastLy‘improﬁed means of transe-
portation and communication, and because of a wgakening
Of traditional forms of éuthority, eg., famiry, religion,
etc. Today pedgle are notfoniy less bound by the tradit-
ion in which they they have been.raised,.but they are
.also more conscious of the fact that there are many

other traditions which present themselves as sources of
purposeful living. In a situation such as this, "people

are less likely to accept passively a purpdse‘for Living

chosen for them by others, and more likely to Seek
conséioﬁ5¢y a purpose satisfactory to themseives. This
being the case, modern man has concerned himself with
the notion of commitment. Even when-he does not employ

i
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the word “commitment", nis language noﬁetheless implies
that he is conscious of having committed himselLf to a
life-style whiéh for him is purposeful.

| It must ué pointed out, however, that just bhecause
people foday are ralaﬁive¢y free with respect to the. |
choice they make conceraning what their life-style will be,
this does not automatically ensure that %hey will be |
‘happier people. Disiliusionment with one's Life-styLre
often occurs when one finds that it has not pro§1ded a
satisfactory sense of purpose for one's life. Hence the
individual again begins his search for a purpose.for
living, and makes a new commitment when he nerieves'ﬁe
finally has beén successful in his quest. From this it

can be Seén that the pursuit of a purpose for Liviug,

and the émphasis on cowmitment wnich is SO prevalent
today, can easily create an atmosphere of unrest and
confusion in the worsyd. This-atmoéphere of unrest is-
accentuated by the fact that even the estanlishéd
cultural traditions, in which men formerly soughf purpose
through commitment, partake in the confusion of our day.
Numerous people in the highest echeloms of church and
state, for-example, are themselves unconvinced that

traditionalr institutions can serve any longer as objects



148

of loyalty cépabxe of providlng individuals with a sense
of purpose fof their lives.

The tragic result of the situation we have been
describiang isvthat many individuals wander here and there
in today's world, seeking a satisfactory purpose for
Liviang but never finding one in spite of their endless
wigratioa from one commitment to another; Herein we see
the.réLevance for today'of‘Kierkegaard's understanding
of couwmitment. Kierkegaard would oppose any suggestion‘
that what has Been saild atove about modern man's hectic
.movement from ome commitment to another invalidates the
notioﬂ of commitment; the facf that today there are so
many peopLe who constantiy transfer their allegiaunce.
from one set of loyaiLties to another without ever
finding a reai seuse of purpose in life, simpiy brings
to light the iﬁportauce of a pefsén's méking the right
commitment. Anﬁ what is the fight Qommitmeﬁt? According
to Kierxegaard it is that commitment which ties the
indivigdual nét to a tradition but to Jesus Christ, and
thereoy lifts‘the individual above unrest, confusion and

. 1
purposelessness, to "joy unspeakable®.

1A precursory reading of Bierkegaard could give
one the impression that for him Christiamaty is a joyless
thing. To correct this possible misinterpretation of his
writings, one need oniy examine works like The Gospel OF
Qur Sufferings, Christian Discourses (especially the
section on "Joyful Notes In The Strife Of Suffering"), and
numerous jourmal entries such as the foilowing: "Christian-
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Pursuing Kierkegaard's line of thought, I would
suggest that much of thé psychoiogical turmoil,.the uneasi-
ness, and the tension which afflicts men today, is the
result of man's refusal to move to the higher levels of
eﬁistence in 1ife. Modern man, in general, lives for eﬁjoy—
ment and without God. Through defying and denying God
he haS'become‘separated frow his creator, and is inward-
1y tormented because of this. ALthdugh he may seek to Lift
himself out of his unsatisfactory predicament by meaﬁs of
commitment to this or that culturai tradition, or tc ﬁore

individualistic modes of life, ne finds. that he is

unable to overcome his bad conscience and inner’turméil.
The solution to his problem lies mot in migrating hap=- .

hazardly from one .commitment to another, however; the

answer Lies in risiug by means of commitment to higher

ity hns a bi%ger fight than every conflict fought in the
world, but i you have seen the army enthused at the noment
of attack by the Field-Marshal's words, how shall-not the
Christian be influenced by his Fieid-Warshal's cry, 'If
God be for us, who shall be against us?' Ought not the
Christian to rejoice under a Commander wuwo himselif has
congquered the enemy; to fight where the victory is sure
and the reward eternity? Christiauity has 1ts peace, a
peace which has overcome the worid. And Christianity has
its joy; not a joy which is concealed at the bottom of the
cup of intoxication, but which smiiingiLy advances to meet
us from the bottom of the cup of bitterness, and which
shines more clear as the cup becowes more. bitter® {trans-
lated from the Papirer, IIA, 365, by T. H. Croxall in his
Kierkegaard Commentary (London: James Nisvet and Co. Ltd.,
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‘levels of existence, arriving finally at that state of
reconcitiation with God which characterigzes Christian

existence.

In our discussion of the relevance for today
of Kierkegaa?d"é understamding of commitment, we have
‘seen that for Kierkegaard commitment is the means whereby
man can find purpose in iife and freedom from the unrest
and confusion around him. The answer to man's psycho-
logical turmoil, umneasiness, and bad conscience, is not
to be found in commitments made at the lower stages of
existence, but is to be found in ascending by means of
commitwent to that stage where one finds reconciliation.
with God and unspeakable joy. To ascend to the Christian

stage of existence invoives a great deax of risk, asvwe
have seen,'and‘it is possible'tnat modern man way not

be willing to take the risks involved in commitment to
Jeéus Christ. L'iving as he so often doces, for enjoyuent
and without God; modern man tends to regard Christian
existence with its cross of suffering and agsoiute
dependenée on God, as wadness. On the other hand, he who
through commitment has movea to the Christian stage of
existence, knows through faith that *In rife there is
one blessed joy: to follow Christ; and in death there

is one final blessed joy: to follow Christ into Life!"1

Tppe Gospel Of Our Sufferingg, DP.26.
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