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ABSTHA T .

Difflcult and important intervretative vroblems arige
in a careful reading of Xlerkegaard's texts that do not
norrmally arise in reading the texts of authors who go about
their writing in a more direct and stralghtforward. These
difficulties are occassioned by Klerkezaard's tactical
employment of indirect communication. Indirect communica#ion
forces a reader to assume an activd and participatorf ro&e
in the reading of texts. It soliclilts a speclal kind of
understanding. The kind of understandln; it sollicits requires
effort and concern.

In this thesis Kierkegéard's voint Sf view on understanding
1s explicated and applied in a reédiné of his texts. Indirect
communication comes into its proﬁer lizht when thought of as“

a stratedzy for Bringing thls sort of understanding about for

a glven reader. Kierkegaard's views\on understanding are used -

to explain his employment of indirect communication and his views
on indireCt‘communication are used. to explain his very

interesting point of view on understanding.
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INTRODUCTION

In recent . times we have been witness %o e rosurgence
of interest in Seren Klerkegaard. In part this groﬂing
interest is to be attributed to the increased availability
of his works in English translation, and in part to the fact
that Klerkegaard 1s intrinsically interesting. Before passing
Jjudgement on the significance of this resurgence, it is '
useful to reflect upon two very different sorts of interest.

Of all things that command our lnterest, few are as
interesting as the unusual. Unusual faces, unusual birds,
unusual stories, unusual things:of all sorts catch our
interest. Sirens, flashing lights, ‘torch-light processions,
all have a certain interest fpr the reason that they are out
of the ordinary. Imagine a man out for a walk. Perhaps he 1is ‘
thinking.about what he will have for dinner, or perhaps about
a cerfain task he has left undone. Suddenly the sound of a
giren tuts into his stream of thought and immediately he
.finds himself interested. Nof having a definite route planned
for his walk, he moves in the direction of the siren.
Turning a corner, the siren becoming louder and louder, he
sples a crowd gathering further down the road. Interested,
like the others, he moves into the crowd. Peering over a
shoulder, he discerns the figure of a small boy lying on the
pavement, apparently injured by a car. His interest not yet :

satisfied, he moves closer. Suddenly, noticing the style and
3



colour of the boy's Jacket, he acguires another sort of
interest; his son has such & Jacket.'hushing to the fronmt of
the crowd his dreadful suspicion is soon confirmed; the
figure on the pavement 1s his son. This story clarifies the
difference between the two sorts of interest aiiuded to abofe
and says something about the transitlon from the first to the
second. In Kierkegaard'é language thls transition would be -
described as being from the objective to the subjective. In
a general sense this thesis 18 an attempt.to clarify this
transition.

Ir nothing'else. Klerkegaard 18 an interesting figure.
Unusual in his physical appearance, he 1is unﬁsual hs well in
- his 1life and auvthorship. His oddity has even attracted the
interest of a number of psychiatrists who, like ormithologis+ts
flocked togeth;r to dissect a strange and rare bird, hafe
dissected his biography in order to uncover the conditions ’
that produced such a freak. This interest i1s certainly
natural, but falls victim to Klerkegaard's irony. This irony
stems from the fact that he takes special caution to keep
his bilography out of sight so as to avoid distracting his
reader from attending to the communication. He 18 careful not
to intrude his personality in such a way as to draw attention
to himself and away from the direction of the subject
matter. HiS authorship has a definite purpose, the discharge
of which requires his reader's undivided attention.

The thesis here expounded 1s that Kierkegaard's
authorship 1s properlﬁ understood only when interpreted in



light of 1ts stated purpose. This 18 not the only way to
understand it, but 1t is the most fruitfuli This 1s
demonstrated at first hand in this text, which is ltself an
interpretation of Klerkegaard's authorship écoordlng to 1ts
purpose. Because the authorship is so carefully composed, 1t
comes into 1ts proper light only when the purpose informing
1ts design 13 adverted to. This 1nterpre'hti'waprd;ncwle is
given due consideration in the first chapter in which the
role of purpose in the composition and interpretation of texts
.18 disacussed.

What 1s th purpose of Klerkegaard'!'s authorship?
Simply stated, 1t 1s to introduce Christianity into
Christendom. Simply stated, but by no means simple. The
difricuity 18 that those 1n Christendom are not merely
lgnorant about Christlanity, but in fact misunderstand it. . -
This misunderstanding is confused with éhe proper understahding.
What is first of a;l necessary then is the removal of the
misunderstanding. To this end it is important to be
especlally clear about two things: the nature of the
misunderstanding and the requlrements for the prsper- o
understanding. The second chapter attempts to clarify these
things. | _ | |

When one 1s concerned ﬁot simply about communicating
something, but about communicating it in such a way as to
facilitate a certain-kind of unﬂerstanding. the form of the
commpnioation becomes very lmportant. One must concern

oneself not only with what is to be said, but also with how
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1t 1s to be sald. Kierkegaard's strategy of indirect
communication arises out or.such concern. In the third
chapter indirect communication 1is interpreted as belng
strikingly appropriate for the purpose behind Kierkegaard's
authorship. R ’

‘ Very little 1s sald about Kierkegaard's religioys
works in this thesis, but from time to tiﬁe passages
from them are Qiscussed in order to highlight or clarify
a point being made. The reason for thls excluslon 1s
simple; these works are simple enough to understand thgt
they do not require the sophisticated kind of interpretation
necessary for the other worﬁs. They communicate thelr
meaning in a direct and straightforward way. 'Being simple,
they are not for that reason unimportant. In the end
. the lmportance of Klerkegaard's other wWorks i3 that they
prepare their reader for the simple and honest reading
of religious texts. In the end, it is not the scholarship
that matters. .
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-

TWO KINDS OF AUTHORS

For though it 18 indeed by writing that one justifles
the claim to.be an author, it 1is also, strangely
enough, by writing that one virtuallg renounces this

claim. (Authority and Revelation, 4)
The Bpecific character of Kierkegsard's authorship

poses certain problems for one who 18.about to begin a
serious study. Texts authored pseudonymously, provocations
concerning secrecy and deception, exhortations aﬂout offense
and paradox, signal that something more is going on than 1is
obvious at first glance and arcuse even the most sommnlaont:
reader to an attitude of-auspicion and miatrust with regard
to the ﬁerely apparent. The encounter with these parplexitieé
nas the effect of arresting the reader who attempts to make
sense of the authorship directly and siralghtforwardly. A .
nalve and uncritical beginning is thuarte%n?nd occasion 1is
given for the reader to take pause and bégin agaln slowly and
cantiously. ‘ |
This thesis begins With a preliminary consideration
of Kierkegaard's remarks on authorship. Such a beginning is
Justified since these remarks about authorship in general
serve as rfrultful interpretiver clues by which to interpret
his own works. Instead of proceedlhs immediately and
directly to what KXierkegaard is trying to get at, a detour is
made through considerations of how he goes about his work as
an author. There are scattered remarks throughout all of his
7



works pertaining to authorship, but two works stand out as ..
having thls subject as thelr sxpressed theme: ghe-PQ;nt of

2
View for My Work ag An Author and Authority and Revelation.

-

For tactlcal reaéons discubaion of fhe former is postponed
until the terminal point of this thesis and a beginning is
made with consideration of the latter. .

Authority and Revelation was written within several
years of the publication of Concluding Unscientific
Pogtscript in which Kiarkegaard‘clqimé responslbllity for the
pseudonymous works and announces the end of his authorship.B_
This places 1ts composition comtlguous with The Poimt of View,
and like 1t, 1t was deliberately left unpublished until afier
his death. It 18 a revealing work and 1s of interest for a
nunber of reasons, two worth special mention. In the rlr?t
place, 1t provides us with a valuable distinction between-'
two kinds of authors. These'two. premise~-authors and
esgsentlal authors, are in ﬁarked contrast to each other and.
the former 1s used as a foll by means of which to unde:gtand
the latter. They are opposed to each other in a number of ways,
but most importantly in term of how each begins his
authorship. The premise-author begins immediately without
reflecting upon the overall context surrounding his
communication, whéreas the essential author initially
' undertakes such reflection and begins his communication with
a definite purpose in mind. Each sort of beginning is
significant in that each gives rise to a different sorf of

text which in turn requires 1ts own sort of interpretation.
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The former 1is exemplified by a Maglster Adler who serves as

the butt of Kiquegaard'a polemic. The latter, as the text

_indirectly 1nt1matea.'1H'exemplified by Klerkegaard himself.

This distinction proves to be fruitrulain coming %o
understand Xlerkegaard's agthorshlp.

| In the second place, this texﬁ 18 of interest
insorar as 1t throws a certain lizht on.the reiationshis |
between an author and his audience, a relationship which 18
extremely important for Kierkesaard.égs well as Tunetioning
as a foll for clarifylng what is typical.or essential
authors, Adler serves as an epigram for the confusion of th?
present age. Given that Kierkegmard conceives his authorshib
a8 belng a correotive to this confusion, Adler indirectly

reveals his intended audience.

. Premil se=authors

But everyone should keep silent inscfar as he has no
understanding to communicate. (Authority and Revelation,9)

For the orientation of the reader, a few preliminary -
remarks concerning Adler's situation in general should
suffice as an overview. Adler was an ordained minister in the
Danish Church, and as éuch one of whom a clear understanding
of basic Christian cdnaepts could reasonably be expected.
Having completed the requisite theoclogical studies and being
confortably set up in a modest parish, Adler attracted the
attention of the Church author;ties with the publication

of a ¢collection of sermons in.rhich he claimed to have béen

~

Fd

glfted with a revelation.
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The authoritlies responded to Adler's extraordinary
claim guite predictably with a request for claririca%ion and
explanation. Thus begins Adler's corresponden;; with the .
authoritlies., This correspondence 18 1n the form of a 8Series
of carefully .worded and targeted questions submitted to
. ~Adler by the authorities, each followed by a response from

Adler. This format 13 not unlike that of a Platonic dialogue, -
in which Socrates can be Seen interrogating his 1nterlo?ﬁtor.
calling upon him to account for his stated use or definition
of a given word. It is useful to keep this pérallel in mind
when following the correspondence.
| Klerkegaard provides a detalled account of -this

exchange but here 1t‘1s enough to outline certain essentlal '
points. P?oceeding e concessis, hndeg the aséumption.that |
what Adler sayé is true, Kierkegaard fouses his attention on
Adler's responses and proviﬁes an interesting and
penefrating cqmment;ry on them.uFor exahple. he makes the
observation that Adler's re8ponses’to the gunestions posed to
him are unneceésarily gquivgcal and elusive. To a simple
question as to whether or not he recognized that he was in
"an exalted and confused state of mind" when he wrote and
published his Eexts. Adler resﬁ;ﬁdgd:

*Since I can point out meaniné and commection in what I

have written in my Sermons and Studies, I do not
Trecognize that T was in an exalted and confused state

of mind when I wrote them.'@uthority and Revelation,?72)
{ierkegaard points out that this is not, strictly considered, an
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answer to the question (72). "Meaning and connection" may
veryigkbl be present in a text that 1s confused. Furthermore,
Kierkeggard %harges, "fhere are many Pasaages in the Sermons
which are plainly wanting in meaning and comnection"(73).
Kierkeéaard concludes that Adler is deliberately svasive, not
unlike the drunken man who clalms to be sober on the evidence
that he can enunclate a complete sentence without slurring.
Perhaps he can, but this alone will not suffice to establish
his soberness, especlially when he falls down uttering it.
Even moré notewWorthy than His equivocation 15 his
lack of continulty a;a-consistency. In consacutiVe
restatements of his position, he alters hls meaning, but
without decisively acknowledging the alteration. Having made
the claim that he had received "from the Saviour by a
revelation a doctrine entrusted to him," in response to
specific questiqna raised by the authorities he alters his
claim to that of having been "rescued in a miraculous .
way" (80-81). It would have been quite admissible for Adler
| to alter his position if he were to recognize the alteration
and assume responsibility for.if,but this is precisely. what
he fails to do.
He does not hold fast his first decisive declaration,
he-alters it, and yet he would give that alteration the
appearance of being an explanation. That he does not
stand fast by what he saild of himself in the preface to
the Sermons (the point of the authority's question) 1t
is not difficult to see; for after all there 1s a
decislive qualitative difference between receiving fronm

the Saviour by a revelation a doctrine entrusted to him,
and being rescued in a miraculous way. (80-81)

R

[P S
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Kierkegaard does not' fault Adler for having altered his
position, but for failing to. admit that he has done s0.
_ Questioned further by the authorities about his
"revelation" Adler equivocétea once again, Th; words he ’
claimed previously had been imparted to hiﬁ in a revelation
he now refers to as "points of reference which were necessary
to me at the beginning of the enthusiasm" {87). One need not
be an ordained minister to understand that there is a
qualitative difference between a révelatlon“and a moment of
enthusiasm éut‘apparently Adler lacks éuch understanding
since he accounts for the same experience under both
categories without rerking one from the standpoint of the
other. Cbmmenting on this inconsistency. Kierkegaard writes:
So Adler has been in a state of enthusiasm. Yes, that
1s something different. In case Adler in the preface to
his Sermons, instead of what stands there now, had
written:"In a moment of enthusiasm at night a light
appeared to me, whereupon I stood up and 1it a lanp
and wrote down the following words"——then perhaps it
hardly would have occurred to the authority to. call
him to account with questions. (89)

Having been called upon to account for a claim quite out of

the ordinary, Adler's failure +to do so responsibly lefl to

his eventual deposition.

Given Adler's apparent inabllity to account for
himself, Klerkegaard takes licence to construct his own
interpretativeaccount. In working out a diagnosis, he
concentrates on the transitions that mark the initiatlion of
each new begimming. He notes that Adler makes transitions,

yet ﬁithout acknowledging the fact that a transition has been,
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even wWhere 11t 18 obvious to anyone locking at the evidence.
He fails to bring his consecutive texts into relation with
each other; Thus each explanation of his poaition he offers
is like & new beginning. Kierkegaard writes about Adler's
first explanation of his controversial claim:

Naturally,it is no explanation of the preface, 1t is an

entirely new view, a new character in which Adler appears

upon the stage, as though he were just now begimning,

though he had no antecedent history-—he who preciae1y>

Had antecedents about which the question was asked. In

case one had given himself out to be king, and then the

authority put to him the question what he meant by

sayling such a thing about himself, and he then

explained that thereby he had meant that he was a

councilor of chancery—this answer is no explanation,

it 18 a new assertion:first he gives himself out to be

king, then councilor of chancery, (32)
It would not be confusing 1f the same person first
announcing himself as king later announced.himself to be
councilor of chancery, provided some explanation was
avallable. If é king.-perhaps_through some misfortune, were
to bgﬁome councilor of chancery, then one could understand
this, although me might be shocked and surprised. Then the 4
transition would be accounted for. It is otherwise with
Adler, however, Who wants to be both king and councilor at
the same time.. He makes two different begimmings, and in the
second rorgets the first.. .

This kind of discontinuity or schlzophrania 1s

exhibited consistently throughout Adler's written wWorks,
which constifute a vast literary production. Kierkeéaard' &

finds 1t as well in Adler's Biblical exegesis which is

fragmentary and dissonant.
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As one who l1n a rural spot, left entirely to himself,
now in love with one impression, now with another, now
with another, now maling a spring for gladness, now a
long leap for sheer pleasure, now again stands still
and ponders, now 15 really profound, and then again is
rather insipld and without flavour-—thus does Adler
dawdle as a reader of the Bible. When a Bibllical text
-attracts him he writes something about it, and then he
goes along another street; sometlimes he makes a note of
something for the sake of unasing it another time, but this
too will be given up. (98)

The various connections between his commentaries are
accldental and desultory. Each point is lilke a new beginning
and is not brought into relation with what Zoes before 1t.
Because the associlations which link consecutive texts
together are, apparently, of private signifilcance only,
Adler's reader is left helpless in trying to construe their
meaning. —
It is well Mmown that as a task for composition in the
mother tongue one sometimes uses single disconmected
words from which the puplls must form g connected
gsentence. So 1t is that Adler throws out quite abruptly
brief clauses, sometimes meaningless, perhaps to give
the reader an opportunity of practlcing the composition
of connected sentences. In other places he seemed to
behave as if the reader did not exist, that i1s to say,
as though what he wrote were not meant to be printed,
but as .though from time to time it had been written in a
notebook and got printed through s misunderstanding. (135)
It 1s lmportant to note that whlle XKierkegmard has an
aﬁhorrenpe for systems, he does not for that reason sanctlon
chaos and confusion. He regards consistency and continulty as
being very important for authorship, at least insofar as an
‘author desires to have an audience.

Kierkegaard faults Adler for a number of things, but

the thrust of his polemic can be succinctly expressed in a
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single criticlism: Adler beglﬁs prematurely. For example,
given the sucocessive alterations his acoount of his revelation
undergoes, and the wide range of meanings he asslgns to the
word "revelation®", it 13 quite evident that Adler began to
speak publicly about his revelation prior to h&ving decided
what he distinctly and definitely understoocd by this word.
This puts his audience in a difficult position because his
audience is left abandoned to sort out the various incongrulties
and to make connectlons between texts Adler leaves standing
alone and unrelated. In light of Adler's inconsistencies,
Kierkegaard 18 led to suspect that "he is in such confusion
regarding the categories that he does not himself know what
he says, _beca.usa he assoclatez no sharp thought with the
words" (71). To speak about something prior to having come to
some kind of cbnclusion or resolution as to what one
'understanda'pertalning to 1t is to begin prematurely. Had
Adler begun by first asking himself what he understood by
his claim to a revelation, this would have made 1% possible
and indeed necessary for him to work for a resolute
understanding. A resolute understanding would have served as
a 80lid basis and decisive point of departure upon which
to base a consistent account of hils revelation. Had the
starting point been firm, then wbﬁt developed from it could
have been under'stogd in relation to it. As it 1s, Adler did
not stand firm on any point.

3ecause Adler did not resolutely understand anything

definite about revelation prior to his claim to having had
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one, he did not begin at all, insofar as a begimming 1s
thought of as the commencement of a continuous. serles.
Lacking continuity, his texts are llike a series of beglnnings
for which a conclusion 1s wanting, and therefore are not '
properly beglinnings at all,‘ In other words, Adler is to be
faulted for having begun befbre the beginning.

In case a man in this way, before he had gained enough

clarity and ripeness to write a book (which he could not

yvet wrilte) began to.write the preface to the book, then

would the preface come under the rubric fortultous

length. And this 1s precisely Adler‘'s case as an author,

that he began before the begimming. (97)
Iﬁ this respect Adler resembles someone held by a compulsion
who 1is coastantly begilnning to quit or give it up. Such
beginnings come and go spasmodically, each forgetting the
other, given that each arises prior to "the tug of the ideal
resolution" {97), |

Essentlally what makes any of Adler's many beglnnings

premature is the absence of an anticipated conclusion. This
is why Kierkegeard calls him a "premise-author". BHis various
texts arise like uninterpreted premises without direction
or anticipation of a conclusion to be dravm from them. Ee .
has not decided upon anythling definite that he seeks to
communicate, does not have 2 conclusion,; does not know to
what end he speaks.

The premlse-author feels no need to communicate himself,

for essentlally he has nothing to communicate: he

lacks preclsely the essential thing, the conclusion,

the meaning in relation to the premises. (8)

It 1s the conclusion that provides'connection and continuity
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s
between various premises; It 18 the unifying factor. To

begin a text without having arrived at a conclusion 1s
tantamount to beginning before the beginning. Adler's
'premature beginnings are llke premises thrown out to an
au&lence and left for them to make sense of and interpret.
Bécﬁuse the premise-author is so impetuous in his
begiming, because he does not stop te collect himself and to
come to a resolute understanding, hls communication shows a
‘total disregard for his audience. It 18 because Adler set to
work directly as an author that he missed the obvious. Had
he reflected upon his course of action before‘executing 1t,
.he would have been able to anticlipate the response of the
anthorities. Kierkegaar@ enphasizes the point that the
authorities acted quite predictably. The fact that Adler was
surprised by their response indicates that he falled to take
- his audience into account in the production of h;s texts.
He left dhjto the authorities to conclude his directionless
beglnning..Lacking a ‘conclusion which would add intelligibility
to his otherwise desultory texts, he burdens his audience
with the responsibillity of drawing a conclusion for him.
In an extraordinary degree he has emancipated himself
from every restraint as an author, from every
requirement of order, from avery regard for a
reader. (134)
Given Adler's neglect, 1t 1s not to be wondered at if his
audience concludes that he is confused. .

The premise-author can be understood on analogy with

" another phenomenon bearing a famlly resemblence, naﬁely. the
¢
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parenthetical.5

The mark of the parenthetical, a favou;ite
target for Kierkegaard's polemic, 18 distraction. Such a
persoﬁ begins to speak about one thing, and in process 1s
distracted by something else and begins to speak in a
parenthesis. Perhaps withiﬁ this paren;hesia he will again

be called away by something else and begin another
parenthesis, and so on. The irony is that he does not return
to what he originally began to speak about, does not rqturn
to his begiming. It 1s as if an author were to begin by
announcing that he was golng to make three points, and having
discussed two, becomes 30 carried away with the second that
he forgets to go on to the third. Provided the reader has a
good memory, he cannot help but be stricken with the absence
of a conclusion, or what is the same thing, cannot help but |
conclude that the author i1s confused. Thus does Adler, as a
prenise-author, leave his reader with the unfulfilled
anticipation of ‘a conclusion or return to the beginning, lost

as he 18 1in a maze of parentheses.

Essential Authors
Well now, the good man who speaks for the best surely
wlll not say what he says at random but with some
purpose in view, Jjust as all other craftsmen do not each
- choose and apply materials to their work at random, but
with the view that each of theia productions should have
a certain form. (Gorgias, 503a)
It requires liftle reflection to see that the concept
of a beginning undergoes an important alteration depending
upon wWhether or not a beginning 1s thought of as preceded

by reflection or not. TwWwo authors can beginin exactly the
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same wWay, cen Say exactly_the game things, but if there is
reason to suspect thﬁt one hag rirst reflected upon what 1s
said prior to saying it, and the other has mnot, then it is
quite possible that even though the two say the same thing,
they are really saying something different. This point is
simply demonstrated with reference to an ironical remark.
One and the same remark can be thought of 43 elther being
ironical or literal depending upon whether or not it was
preoceded by a reflection which would qualify 1ts sense.

The difference between premise-authors and essential
authors can be understood in terms of the opposition between
immediacy and reflection. The premise-author beginas prior to
'Areflection while the essential-author.begiﬁs after reflection.
The premise-anthor begins 1ﬁmeqiately, like someone who says
the first thing that comes to mind. without stopping to
gather himself and reflect upon it. Adler has a '"revelation",
and rather than stopping to reflect upon his extracrdinary
situation, he directly sets out to communicate it.Due to his
impaetience and over-hastiness he neglected to reflect upon
certain essential things..and this neglect 1s reflected in
the texts he produced. _

The essential author, on the other hand, begins by
first stopping to reflect upon his situation as an author. If
he has had a "revelation™, he does not hurry to communicate
immediately, but summons reflection to assist him toward a
definite and resolute understanding.
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Now though a revelation 18 & paradoxiocal immediacy, yet
if it should happen to anyone in our age, it must also

be recognizable in him by the serviceable reflection

with which he accepts 1t. His reflection must not
overwhelm the extraordinary man, but he must have

reflection to introduce it into the age.(Authority and
Revelation, 47)

The expression "paradoxica} immedlacy” 18 no doubt carefully
chosen in this context and serves to guard the distinction
between revelation as qualified by reflection, as carefully
consldered and thought about, and revelation as an immediate
given for consclousness. The latter becomes either fanmaticism
or nalvete, and there 18 no scarcity of "prophets" in a
lunatic asylum.

" The interposal of reflection as a mediating ractor
between 1mmediacy ag8 such and "paradoxical immediacy® is
experienced as belng arresting. The essential author
Interrupts his authorship with an imposed silence sc as
properly to begin.

A%t the same moment reflection will also teachhm

Silence, the silence in which he dedicates himself, as

a mother consecrates herself to exist only for the sake

of the child, the silence which prevents any communication

wWith any other, in order not to¢ communicate anything wrong

or in a wrong way. (49-50)
Here "silence” should be understood as being a metaphor for
the interruption of immediacy, an arresting ofthe spontaneous-
flow of texts from an author. It 1s the negative moment of a
dialectic in which one who has already begun, but prematurely,
i3 arrested in his movement so as to begin again, having
carefully surveyed his situation with reflection. Thus we

have two beglnnings, with reflection as the mediating factor
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by which a transition 1s faclilitated fram one to the other.
This will be taken up in greater detail where Kierkegaard's
definition offaith as beiﬁg immediacy after reflection 1s

made thematlc.

Since the premise-anthor has been characterized as

one who falls to reflect upon certaln essentlal things before

beginning his authorship, 1t may be asked what exactly it is

that he falls to take into consideration. He neglects several

things, but two are especlally significant; he fails to

reflect sufficlently ypon what he seeks to communicate and to

whom. Each of these failures has i1ts own sign. Insufficient
reflection upon what one seeks to communicate exhibits
itself as the absence of a resolute understanding.
Insufficlent reflection upon the audience to whom one's
communication 1s addressed exhibits itself as a lack of
familiarity with the presuppositions one's audlence has

| regarding what one seesks to communicate. On each of these
points the essential author will be contrasted with the
premise~author. It will be shownlggfthis reflection upon
the things the premise-author neglects leads him to refléct
upon a third important thing. It leads him to reflect upon

'the form best sulted to express his communication given his

carefully worked out appraisal of the rhetorical situation.

When the suthorities asked Adler for clarification g’
2

of what he was trying to communicate, for an account of what

he intended by the word M"revelation", they unmaliciously -
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.placed Adler in a comlical position; Adler 41d not himself
lmow what he was trying to communicate. At least, this appears
to be the case given that Adler?’s "what" shifts from one
statement of his position to the next and changes meaning.
It is,after all, in language that we give order to ouf'
experience. This order, fragile as 1t 18, 1s possible only
if we recognize and respect boyndaries for the words we use.
These boundaries are, in many cases, elusive and difficult
to define, but they nonetheless serve to. preserve distinptions{
3ince there appears to be no boundary defining what Adler
understands by the word "revelation", or what 1s the same"
thing, since the boundary keeps shifting, we are led to
conclude that Adler does not mean anything definite by it.

stpite Adler'!s lack of terminological firmness,
there is in a certain sense a "what" to his commﬁnication.
Even though he uses words loosely and collapses distinctions,
this 18 s8till something more than chaos. To understand how
this 13 possible it is useful to distinguish betweemn the
"what" of communication as it is flxed prior to and
subsequent to reflectlon. ‘

It 1s quite common for us to use words without ever
having asked ourselves "what" the words mean, or seven "whath -~
we understand the words to mean. Indeed, thls is vir;ually
a neceséity. since 1f We Were continually reflecting upocn )
the meaning of the words we were using, very likely nothing
would get sald. We would not begin at all. Most of the time
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we 8imply talke the meaning of the words we use for granted.
In virtue of- the fact that we are brought up in a language,
we 1mmedlately attach by assoclation a "what" to a glven '
word that 1s in circulation. Prior to reflection there is a
."what". but it has never been thematizZed as an object for
conscapusneea..81nce thls "what" 18 unreflected, it cannot be
sald to be known; insofar as lmowlng would presuppose a prior
thematization. Thus 1t can be meaningfully sald of someone
Who uses words prior to having reflected upon them that he
does not lknow What' he means.

Befleotloﬂ’grings the "what" of communication into
question, makes it thematic. Indeed, there is a pedagogical
relationship between questloning and reflecting:questions
induce reflectidon. Certainly the questions the authorities
diTected to Adler were intended to bring him {o reflect
upon what he mggnt by the word "revelationﬁ. The poiqj;?r
Socrates! relentless qﬁastioning of the peoplerof Athens was
noldoubt to prompt them to reflect upon things they had
previously takern for granted or assumed an igmediate
_understanding of. |

When one reflects upon a word, various possibilities
suggest themselves as to what the word could possibly mean.
Consider the typical agfucture of a Platonic dialogue in
relation to this qpf%ér. Typically the dialogue begins with
aﬁgiven word beiné taken as thfmatic. Various possibilities
are suggested as to "what" the meaning ofthe word 1s, each

w -
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" then belng subjected to careful scrutiny. Normally the
possibilities that are suggested emerge from the common
sense of the intended audience. This manner of proceeding

i

1s paralleled in Aristotle's dialectic as well. In the

Nicomachean Ethicg, for example, he begins by making the
word "happinessa" thematic, and moves through various

possibilities as to "what? thglword means, these possibllities

7

suggesting themselves frdm the common sense of the day. |

Prior to reflecting upon the various possibilitles for
understanding what a givén word means one immediately
assoclates the word with one of these possibilities
unconsciously. To begln lmmedlately, as the premlse~author
doas, 1s tantaméunt to associating uncritically the "what"
of the word with whatever possibility one happens to have
been conditloned to assoclate with 1t. One who begths
prior to reflection begins prior to having made his way
through the range of ﬁossibilities avalilable to him.

| | The point qt reflection, however. with respect to the
understanding of a word, 1s to delimit the relevant
possibilities so that a decision can be made. Given that
the Trevelant possibilitieg have Peen passed over and
considered. there remains the problem of deciding which one
153 to be accepted. Reflection crystallizes the various
posslbllitiés but the conclusion, the cholce of one
possibility over another, has to come from elsewhere.

Klerkegaard i3 adamant in his 1lnsistence that all concluseions
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are objectivelj uncerﬂgin. Tﬁe cognitive factor 1n arriving

at a conclusion as to what one will understand a glven word

to mean 18 certainly important, but Kierkegaard' 18 more

concerned to emphasize the role of will or decision. He

rejects the éppeal to special insight into essences, as 1f by

reflecfion alone one could hit upon the essential "what" of

a word, thereby eliminating the need for a decision to be made.
When Kierkegaard contrasts the premise-author with

the essential author, it is not in tefms of an opposition

" between opinion and knowledge, but between irresocluteness

amd resoluteness. It 1s not that the premise-~author does not

"kmow" what the word means and the essential author does.

Contrasting the two, Klerkeganard writes, "The essential

author on the other hand knows definitely what he is, what

he wills"(Authority and Revelation. 8). There is a

significant difference between kmowing simply and knowing
what one wills, between the claim to know what a word means
and the claim to know what one means by a word. To know what

one understands and intends by a word doés not in any way

¥
—

imply infalllbility. Nevertheless, in splte of falling short
of infallibility, the essential autho® has an important
a&vantage over the premlse-author: he at least wills something
definite. He fixes the meaning of & word by a decision as to
how he willl employ it. It is his resoluteness and firmmess of  *
standpoint that sustalins his continulty and consistency: that

justiflies assurance that when he uses the same word on Friday



26
J
that he used on Tuesday, the two usages are related in terms

of a common meaning.

The paradigm of understanding a word has been used
in order to provide the discussion with a olear focal polnt.
We have seenlthat refleotionrmediates betwsen an uncritical
and inconstant undéfstanding of what a word means and a firm
and resolute understanding of what a word means. Similar
structures appear if the discussion is plqged in a broader
context making "point of view)! thematic. Jﬁ;t as we often
use words wifhout'haviné reflected upon them, 80 too we
often express points of view without having stopped to
rerleof upon the matter upon which judgement 18 being
pronounced. To be sure, an ilmmediately assumed point of Vview
is .likely to have been mindlessly assimilated from extarnal
sources, a8 children first imitate their parent's opinions,
but 1t still can be referred to as a point of ?1er. However
because it has ﬁevar_beén subjected to careful examination,
it 1s likely to be inconsistent and confused, depending on
the rellablility of one's aoufoe.’The premise-anthor, who can
be saild to have a point of view only in this weak sense, 1s
distinguishable from the essential author in the following Sense;
unlike the essential author he has never feflected upon his
point of view and arrivéd at a conclusion. In view of this it
might be sald that the premise-author does not have a point
of view at all, if this expression is understood in its
fullest sense.
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Ag has been said, reflection entails a.process in
which possibilities are surveyed and examined enabling one
to declide upon a point of vliew. Conversely, whatever 1is
produced from within a polnt of view 18 reflected and
deliberately sald with a definite purpose. It has meaning
with respect to a larger whole and does not stand alone and
unrelated.

Premise-authors are the opposite of the essential tmfhors.
for the latter has his own perspectlive, he constantly
comes behind himself in his individual productions; he
strives forward indeed, but within the totallty., not
after it; he never-ralses more doubt that gslo he can (:
explain; his A 13 always greater than his B; he never

kes a move on an uncertainty. For he has & definite
world-view and life~view which he follows, and with this
he 18 in advance of his individusl literary productions,
as the whole is always before the parts. (7)
For the essential author, the conclusion, the point of
Vview, is present from the beginning and mediates each
movement in the text. It accéunts for the continuity and
relatedness of the individaul sections of the text, just as
L 4
the whole orzanizes the parts. In the absence of the whole,
the parts remain nothing but parfs. unconnected and unrelated:
an abandoned set of premises in need of a conclusion.

The presence of a point of view from the first and
sustained througho%% renders the individual parts of a text
essential. If oneA?ere to trace the steps of a drunken man,
one might judge that much of his movement was 1nessent1a1 or
accldental. This judgement could be made only from the
standpoint of an assumed end or purpose. Without a purpose

or destination from the beginning and sustalned throughout,

T
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whethe: he turned slightly left or slightly right would be
accldental. If, however, he had set out from the beginning ™
with a definite purpose, one could go back over the preceding
steps and judge them to be essential or accidental in °
relation to that end. A point of view serves to organize

a text in much the same wﬁf& Each individaal part is
intelligible and essential in terms of a purpose toward

which 1t;points. From the standpoint of aingle-mlndednéss

of direction, nothing is pointless.

The text of an essential author 1s carefully designed
and words are carefully and deliberately used. Reflection
eliminates the accidental and renders evérything essential.
Kierkegaard's aesthetic works resemble poetry in this respect,
and he credlts the Pseudonyms "for the fact that they have
cuitlvated lyrical prose" (161). The reference pertains to
the richness and abundance of meaning present in a text that -
has been thoroughly worked over with refleotion. In this
regard one mlght think of Aristotle!s remark in the Poetics
that poetry has more truth than history.BMuoh of what occurs
in history, at least apparently, is accidental and inessential
whereas poetry is composed. Essentially qothing can be
substracted or altered without fundamentally changing the
whole. In this éonnection consider Kierkegaard's charge that
Adler's texts, and by implication the texts of premise-authors

in general, are marked by fortuitous length (Aunthority and
Revelation,98).
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We have seen that what the essential author has to
communicate 18 thoroughly conditioned by reflection. It‘
follows that understanding such a ;ext would require the
reciprbcal employment of reflection. Such a text could never
surrender 1ts meaning directly; 1t would always mean more
than 1t appeared to mean. Indeed, the greatest danger for an
essential author would be that his text wohld be reduced to
his reader's first‘impression. withéut the reader having
passed through the detour of rerlectioﬁ. Thus it would not
be surprising if an essential aunthor were to take precautions
in order to guard the "what" of his communication from being
immediately assimilated. Rather than state his "what" at the
besinniﬂé. he might deliberately conceal it and begin instead
with.ghe attempt to solicit the requisite reflection. Rather
thgn trying to.win people to his polnt of view directly, he
might .try to get his reader to reflect critically upon his
“own point of view. Such dialectical cunning might be
occasioned by the éonsideration that how something 1s
understocd i8 at least as important as what 1s understood.
This is why it would be important for an essential author,
in composing his text, to take into consideration his
intended audience’s situation.

As well as falling to reflect upon what he desires
to communicate, the premise-author falls to reflect upon
the presuppoéitions of hié intended audlence. This omission

18 equally fatal. Had Adler paused to reflect upon his
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his intended audience and vicariously placed himself in his
reader's position, he would have been able to anticipate the
response he recelved. If he had reflected upon his fexts
from the gtandpoint of the third person, he would have been
in a position to recognize that they appeared to be confused
and inconclusive. No doubt his authorship would have
preceded much dirferenfly had he undertaken suéh reflection.

A child vill) sometimes use words simply according
to the impulses of his 1magiﬁation and without refereﬁce to
their assumed public meanings. Llike Humpty Dumpty naming the
world after his own fancy, the child takes the words to
mean whatever he wishes them to mean. This may be an amusing
way to pass time, but it can never suffice if one wishes to
comnunicate. Communication requires that one attend to and
respect the texture of words, the resistance they offer to
an unbridled imagination. Fof‘this reason, the communication
of an essential author 1s mediated by a reflectlion directed
toward ascertaining what his anticipeted audience understands
by the words he intends to QSe and the subject matter he
intends to discuss.

Employing reflection to ascertain the presupposiiions
of his intended audience, the essential aunthor would tailor
his communication accordingly. Two possibilities are )
especliallyr interesting. On the one hand it may be that one's
intended audlence has no ;nitlal understanding of what one
seeks to communicate. The subject matter aml words bearing it

could be unfamillar and new to the audience. One might think
ey

SN
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of the apbstles speaking to pagans as an instance of this
poasibllity. Because there would be no original '"what"
immediately assumed by the audience, in this instance it
would be appropriate to communicate in a dlrect and
straightforward way.>

On the other hand, 1t may be that one's intended
audience has an initial understanding, but thls understanding
18 significantly different than one's own. The audience
might understand a word one intended to be understood one
way in a totally different way. At the farthest extreme, the
audience could be in & misunderstanding with respect to the
matter at hand. In this event, to speak directly would only
further the oconfusion because the audience would translate
the communication into their misunderstanding. Glven this
context 1t wouid be necessary first to remove the
misunderstanding.

The purpose of a preface 18 to prepare the-reader
for reading the text to follow. Authority and Revelation has
the distinction of having geveral prefaces owing to the fact
that Klerkegaard considered ptgblishing it under =meveral
different sets of clrcumstances. If one applles what has been
sald in general about an essential author's regard for his
audience's preéuppositions to Authority and Revelation, the
text appears in an interesting light. In the first preface,
as author of The Book On Adler, Xlerkegaard adviséé his
reader that the text can be read essentlially only if he

-
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undertakes the labor 'of reading and then percelves in
what sense A. 18 the subject 'of this book, and in what
sense he 18 used to throw light upon the age and to
defend dogmatic concepts, in what sense there 18 just
as8 much attention paid to the age as to Adler. (11)

In the second preface, as editor of The Confusion Of The

Present Age, he promises his reader that if he reads the text

carefully, "from it he will get a clarlty about certain
dogmatic concepts and an ability to use them which otherwise
is not easily to be had" (11). This would suggest that from
the very béginning he had decided upon a definite "what"
he desired to communlcate. Given thizs beginning, one might
expect to find oneselfﬂlmmediately facing a barrage of
definitions. Instead, one is introduced to a pecullar
character named Maglster Adler, who 18 described as being
entangled in confusion and misunderstanding. We are told,
or perhaps warned, that Adler is dramatically cast to
portray "the present age®. One impatient to get on with the
serioud and weighty matter spoken of in the beginni%g may be
aggravated by this apparent distraction or parenthesis. Suéh
a peréo m;gqtbbe tempted to skip this gossip about this minor
character and begin immediately with the "important" things.
XKierkegaard was fond of the Biblical text recounting
the story of David and the prophet Nathan. As the sfory goes,
Nathan tells David of a man who implicated himself in a
Serious gullt.igavid can hardly suffer to listen, indignant
as he 18 at such an injustice and impatient to discover and

puhish the offender. He 1s stopped in his immediate onslaught
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forwmard toward a bloody conclusion, however,and brogght to
a dreadful silence with Nathan's paralysing words, "Thou, O
Kilng, art the man."

A story such as this might prove useful for quieting
the impatlence of such a man as described above. Fo? others
a less dramatic explanation of Kiergegaard's manner of
proceeding can be found in the text itself. He tells us "If
it 18 factual that the language of Christian concepts has
become in a volatilized sense the conversational language of
the whole of Europe, it followsquite simply that the hollest
and most decisive definitlions are used again and again
without being united with'the decisive thoughtsn(166).

Given that Klerkegaard wonld have had good reason to suppose
that this would as well be the initial situatlon of his
audience with respect tothe "dogmatic concepts” he wished to
defend, 1t would be qulte appropriate for him to temporarily
suspend such definition or redefinition and begin instead
with an anatomj of the prevalling misunderstanding. The
dialectic of communication would jJustify his holding back his
intended "what" in order first to remove a misunderstanding.
In the postscript to Authority and Bévelafiog; he confides to,
hls reader
all true communication of truth must alwmys begin with an
untruth....In part, this first untruth 18 nerely
reduplication, that the true communication of truth is
cautlious and aware of the fact that it might indeed be
possible that the reciplent of the communication was in
the, untruth, in which case the direct communication of

the ‘'truth would be untruth. This i3 "eflection." the
critical moment in the communication of truth. Thus the
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ignorance of Socrates was in faot untruth; but it was
only for the sake of truth, l.e. 1t 18 precisely
reduplication's expression for the fact that he truly
would communicate truth, that he was profoundly aware
that those who Were to receive the communlcation were
possibly in the untruth of delusions of all sorts, 8o
that 1t would not do to communicate truth quite directly,
expectorating it cheerfully or declaiming it or lecturing
1t. (192-193

Reflection, ldentified here as the "critical moment in the
communication of truth", thwarts an immediate and unoritical
begimning. It necessitates a certaln indirection,
interrupting a hasty advance toward a a conclusion for the
sake of certaln essential things which would otherwise be
nezlected.

Baving distiﬁguished between two kinds of begimnings,
immediate and reflective, and along parallel lines two kinds
of authors, premise-authors and essentlial authors, the way is
prepared to move forward to a more detailed discussion of -the

1
relationship between an author and his audience. The task
now is to focus upon the very interesting rhetorical
situation that develops when an author judges hls audience
to be in a'misunderstanding with respect to the subject
matter to be imparted. This is the relationship Klerkegaard
assumes to exist initially between himself and his audlences.
Already a clue has been given to this relationship in his
discussion of Adler.' In the next chapter Adler will be
considered as lndirectly mirroring the confusion of the
present age and will thus provide us with a revelation of
. Xlerkegaard'!s intended audience. e will then be in a bettar

position to understand why his authorship assumes the form it

does.
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THE CONFUSION OF THE PRESENT AGE AND ITS COHRECTIVE

And so 1t 18 that you, by reason of your tender regard
for the writing that is your offspring, have declared the
very opposite of 1ts true effect. If men learn this, it
will implant forgetfulness in their souls; they will
cease to exercise memory because they rely on that which
15 written, calling things to remembrance no longer

from within themselves, but by means of external marks.
What you have discovered 15 a recipe not for memory, but
for reminder. And it 13 no true wisdom that you offer
your disciples, but only 1ts semblance, for by telling
them of many things without teaching them you will make
them seem to know much, while for the most part they

know nothing, and as men fillled, not with wisdom, but
with the conceit of wilsdom, they will be a burden to
thelr fellows. (Phaedrng, 275a)

o

Klerkegaard concludes Authority and Revelation with

a dreadful provhecy pertaining to a trend he was sensitive
to_and feared to be on the lncrease in the present age. He
writes, "Everything. will turn upon getting the multitude
polllnaé%d. and after that getting them to vote on his side,
with nolse, With torches and with weapons, indifferemt,
absclutely indifferent, as to whether they understand
anything or no (195).2 This apprehension has to do with
‘communication, or rather with a kind of semblance deceptivo
enough to be confused with communication, and with
understanding, or rather with a kind of semblance deceptive
aenough to be confused with understanding. Against this
imposter, Kierkeéaard is concerned tp rescue the integrity
of communication and understanding. He is not indifferent

to the question of how his communication will be received

35
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and is painfully aware of the qualltative difference between
Winning & vote and getting Bsomeone to understand something.

If it is a difficult thing to help someone to
understand something, 1t is doubly difficult when the person
in need of understanding is confused about the matter at
hand and believes that he already understands. A confusion
ex13t3 when two things whioch are really dirreregt and
hence distinguishable are taken to be the same thing, or
when one thing 1s mistaken for another. Conversely, correcting
a confusion involves separating and distingulshing the two
things which are confused. For this one must have a very
good understanding of each thing. In this chapter the
particular confusion Klerkegaard percelves to be aﬁ 1mpedigent
o the successful communication of hig subject matter will
be analysed.

A cartographer can coordinate the mapping of a glven
territory only from a fixed point of reference outsi@e of the
territory to be mapped. The reference point enables the
cartographer to apprehéﬁd the territory as a totality. A
confusion is the sort of phenomenon that can be adequately
mapped only if the understanding necessary for 1ts removal
is present as the point of view for 1ts description. For
this reason the discussion of the confusion Kierkegaard 1is
concerned about will proceed dialectically, the terms of the

¢+ confusion belng brought to light in opposition to each other.

To speak about "the confusiop" in the singular
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nunber requires ju&tlficatlon given that Klerkegaard treats

of a number of "confusicns". In different contexts he makes
thematic the confusion of falth with lnowledge, apostleship
with genius, revelation with immediacy, grace with luck,
and so on, Only if these sundry confuslons have a common
~root - or source 1s reference to "the confusian®" justified.
From first to last there 18 essentially only one confusion
that Kierkesaard set out to correct: the confusion of
Christendom with Christianity. The others he refers to are
but manifestations of this one. '

A preliminary overview of this confusion 18 poésible
with reference to Kierkegaard!'s well known division between
spheres of existence. According to.this schematization,
there are three definite and distinguishable ways of
comﬁorting oneself in the world. These orlentations he tarms
the aesthetio, the ethical, and the religlous, and each has
its own. membership criteria. These spheres are related ,
dialectically, as progressive stages, each later stége being
an advance upon an earlier stage. Thus a religious individual
becomes such only in virfue of his having passed thrpugh'the
earlier stages. Indeed, this passage 13 a membership criterion
for existence within the religious sphere. While every
individual begins primitively in tﬁe.aesthetic, and
immediately is what the joint forces of nature and culture
have creaéed him to be, existence in a later sphere involves
an element of becoming, éuch that one does not unreflectively
receive oneself but becomes Who one iS in and through and

act of will. In terms of this paradigm, the corifusion
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Klerkegaard 1s concerned about can be characterifed as a
confusion between aaesthetic aﬁd religious existence such that
the element of becoming 15 neglected and religlousness is
confounded wlth aesthetic existence.

Given .that the religious has been collapsed into the
aeéthetic. and that this collapse 15 the confusion at hand,
the correction of thils confusion will consist in separating
them. This 18 the task of this chapter. Owing to the complexity
of the confusion and the difficulty of the, task, this chaptef
is broken down into three separate but 1nterreiated parts., In
the first part, this confusion is discussed with respect %o
the difference between aesthetic and religlous Christianity.
' They are distinguished according to how one becomes one or
the other. Partiqular attention is devoted to a consideration
of ethics as béing the mediating factor marking the transition
from the first to thé second. In the second part two kinds
of understanding are d1§t1nguish;d, namely, the kinds of H
_understanding prover to aesthetic and religious Christianity.
The concept of faithjis used as an example for the‘purposg of
exhibiting the difference between the two. In the third part
it is shown that Xlerkeksard's texts fali into the hands of
two different kinds of aud%ﬁnces. The§g Eﬁo are digtinguished
along lines rarallel to the two kinds of understanding

referred to'above.-
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1. Two Kinds of Christians

When I was a chlld, I spake as a child, I understood as a
child, I thought as a child: but when I became ] man,I
put away childish things. (1 Corinthians 13:11)

A confuslon 13 susceptible to a mockling irony insofar
as 1t lends itself to being revealed in two very different
ways. It can be revealed through one who is unwittingly
within the confusion, as people often reveal thelr lgnorance
about something precisely in talking about it. It can also be
revealed by one who has.the requisite understanding to see
through 1t and expose it. |

If not for Authority and Revelation Adler would
likely nave been totally forgotten by history. Certainly
Kierkegaard has no iliuslons about the intrinslic merit of
Adler's works. Yet he devdted three years to reading him
and to writing‘and twice rewriting his 'big book on Adler"?
To what are we to attribute Kierkegaardts intense interest
in this insignificant author? The followlng text from the

preface he wrote as edlitor of The Confusion of the Present
Age throws some 1ight on this question: —

It can hardly be supposed that the author has found any
special pleasure in reading Maglster Adler's many books.
Yet he had done that, presumably, because he de assured
himself that 1t might serve his purpose; and llikely in
the course of his wWork he became more and more clearly
conscious of his purpose, and so of the expediency of his
plan. He has used Magister Adler as a foundation or made
him a transparent medium for seeing the confusion of our
age. Even where the treatise seems to concern liself
merely with Adler's writings like a literary review, he
has perhaps succeeded in adverting to some little trait
which 18 characteristic of our age, or to a little quirk
in the confusion which, even though it 18 misleading,
serves to 1lluminate the concept more thoroughly. By
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this plan he has made it possible for the whole
monograph to gain liveliness by having constantly the
appearance of being a clinic, and besides that to gain
an ironic duplication for the fact that Magister Adler,
who admirably satirizes the whole age, 13 precisely one
who has broken with the whole modern age, so that he
satirizes himself without knowing 1t; and finally to
gain the advantage of a contemporary instance. (1ii1i)

Adler 18 a perfect case study for exhibiting the confuslon

Klerkegaard is interested in. - -~

- ';
From Adler we can hope to learn something about the

confusion, yet he cammot teach us. Kierkegaard tells us "the
phenomenon itself knows nothing about the explanatidn. 1.e7
one must oneself be a teacher to learn anything from
Adler" (67). Thus 1t is important to distinguish between the
mamner in ghich Adler reveals the confusion and the mannér
in which Klierkegaard revesls the confusion by using Adler as
an example of the confusion '"writ large®.

This distinction parallels that between the manner
in which the premise-author and the essential author
communicate.

It 1s one thing to be a physlician who knows all about
cures and healing, upon which he lectures in his

clinic where he recounts the history of a disease—

it 18 one thing %o be a physiclan beside a sickbed, and
another thing to be a sick man who leaps out of his bed
by becoming an author, communicating bluntly the symptoms
of his disease. Perhaps he may be able to express and
expound the sSymptoms of his illness in far more glowing
colors than does the physicdan when he describes them;
for the fact that he knows no resource, no salvation,
gives him a peculiar passlionate elasticlty in comparison
with the consoling talk of the physicilan who Iknows what
expedients To use, 3ut in spite of that there remains
the decisive qualitative difference between a sick man
and a physician. And this difference 1ls precisely the
same decisive qualitative difference between being =a
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premise-author and an essential author. {11)
Adler 1s a symptom of the éonfusion of the present] age, but
does not know himself as being such. He does possass the
explanation in térms of which his symptoms, his spasmodic
accounts of hls revelation, can be underatood:

Adlerts significance for our time, Kierkegaard
writes, "wili...consist in the fact that by the catastrophe
he indirectly reveals how in geographical Christendom one may
in a way become a Christian, and even a Christian priest,
without having the least impression of Christlanity in the
way of ...becoming a Christian” (189). A distinction 18 here
implicit between two sorts of Christians, or two ways of
becoming a Christian. The confusion 1s that these two things
Whlch are really different have hbeen conflated. Therefore it
is necessary, 1n the interest of clarity, to separate them.
This sepﬁration begins with/a discussion of how one may
"in a way" becoﬁe a Christian. Since this gquestion runs

throughout most of Kierkegaard's authorship, the discussion
will be extended to include a number of his texts.

Aesthetic Christianity
One who 18 only "in a way" a Christian is described
by Klerkegaard in varlous contexts as being such "by
upbringinz", "as a matter of course', "by accldent”,
"aesthetically”, "directly", "immedigéely", "anonymously",
and so on. What all of these qualifications have in common

and commonly indicate is the absence of decision and
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appropriation. Any one wWould serve as a fecund point of
departure from whioh to elucidate what 1t 13 to be a
Christian "in a way", but the gualification "by upbringing"
18 especlially i1lluminating.

'Toward the end of Authority and Revelation,.

Kierkegaard gives a lucid account of what it is to be a
Christian by upbripging. Before considering this account,
however, a brief preliminary discussion of Plato's Republlc
may be useful for establlshing the centrality and
universality of this concern outside of a specifically
Christian context. As well, the Reggblio is particularly
helpful Ainscfar as it provides a clear analysis of the
process behind upbringing. |

One of the major insights expressed in the Republic
15 that individuals are .shaped and formed in a number of
ways by the joint forces of nature and culture. Thoughf of
in this way the individual 185 understood as being the
product of the enviromment in which he is brought up. This
is perhaps obvious to us today given our familiarity witﬁ
the soclal sciences and with continuing discoverlies that
features of our social environment previously taken for
granted, such ;s the economy, are powerful formative
Influences. However 1t 1s unlikely that what is obvious to
us today would have been pervibus to men of Plato's day.

The way poetry works as a force shaping common sense, for

example, 18 subtle and not obvious at first glance. At
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least 1t 18 not obvious to Polemarchus in the first book of
the Republic. Having soliclted from him his opinion about
what Jjustice 18, an oplnion he had passively received in hils
upbringing, Socrates proceeds to subject his oplnion to
careful scrutiny and finally dismisses it by tracing it to
sources of which h# had been unﬁware.j The mést appropriate
way to treat an 1h£er1ted opinlon 18 to trace 1ts genealogy.
As long as men remaln unaware of the forces that A
shape and form them, these forces operate quite é;ﬁhazardly
and arbitrarily. It is possible for those who becomé aware
of these forces to control them sSo as to steer them toward
deliberate ends. If the stories poets tell shape the opinions
of those who hear theﬁ. then by monitoring and censoring
these storles, those in authority caﬁ control this influence
to instill the opinions that furthered thelr chosen ends and
to phase out fhe opinions that did not. Plato investigates
this possibllity in the firat few books of the Republic.
?1ato speaks about the ﬁpbringing of youth on
analogy with the breeding of Epgs.éA good breeder must
carefully attend to three things: the original nature of the
material to be worked with, the final traits and character -
to be produced, and the appropriate breeding method to
accomodate the transition from the terminus a quo to the
terminus ad gueﬁ. In the following passage Socrates gives us
an insight into the nature of the material being worked with.
Do‘y;u not lknow, then, that the beglinning 1n‘579ry

task 18 the chlief thing, especially for any creature
that is young and tender? For it 1s then that it is best
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molded and takes the impression that one wishes to stamp
upon it. (377b)

&

With respect to the final product, at least lnsofar as the

- breeding of guardians 1s concarnéd. what 13 aimed at ig "a
disposition that is at once‘gentle and great-spirited"(375c).
With respect to the method of breeding, there are numerocus
determinants, but for the most part the breeding would
proceed according to ;mitation and habituation. The operative
principle assumed 1s that by imitating the models set up fqr
them, the young will become like the models.

But if they imitate they should from childhood up imitate
what i1s appropriate to them-—men, that is, who are brave,
sober, plous, free, and all things of that kind-—but
things unbecoming the free man they should neither do

nor be clever at 1mitating, nor yet any other shameful
thing, lest from the imitation they imblbe the reality.
Or have you not observed that imitations, if continned
from youth far into life, settle down into habits and
second nature 1n the body, the speech, and the thought?

{395¢)
Plato assigns poetry such 1mportandé—as he does because he
recognizes~th§t poetic char;cters become models which the
young imitate. His views on cenSorship should be understood
in relation to his method of breeding, as suggested in the

following passage:

We must begin, then, 1t seems, by a censorship over our
story-makers, and what they do well we must pass and what
not, reject. And the stories on the accepted 1list we will
induce nurses and mothers to tell to the children and so
shape thelr souls by these stories far rather than thelir
bodles by thelr hands. 3ut most of the stories they now
tell we must reject. (377¢)

This shaping. however dellberate, 1s what 18 being called
upbringing in this thesis,

The Hepublic was chosen to introduce and illustrate
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the notion of uwpbringing because through 1ts. method of
hyperbole 1t exhibits this notion{“writ large" as it were.
By deliberately exagéerating the formative process that goes
on unconsciously in any soclety, 1t makes possible increased
consclousness of the dyngﬁics involved in this process. If
the object to be stud;ed ia tooclose and familiar to the
perceilver 1t escapes his a%%ention and 1t 1s therefore
necessary for it to be placed at a distance so that it may
be properly recognized.

Anyone who is8 a Christian merely by upbringing is
merely a product of the conditioning or breeding he has
paéeively recelved from his social enviromment. The
qualiricatioﬁ "merely" 1s important bocaﬁse to be what one
is .as a result of one's upbringing 1s not at all blam?worthy.
After all, everyone 18 brought up to be something’or other.
It could not be}dtherwi e. Therefore in interpreting
Xlerkegaard's remarks upbringing we should be careful not
to ascribe to 1;1 th/e’{mdialectical view that upbringing
[ Anti-Climacus, the author of The Sickness

Unto Death, gives a harsh criticism of this viaw.? He

per se is an evl

‘identifies it as being defilance: that form of despair which
follows upon an individual's proud and rebelliocus refusal
to accept his self as having been created, as having been
constituted for him. It is safe to assume that Kierkegaard,
being intimately familiar with this text, shares this
criticism. For Kierkegaard the task is to appropriate one's

past, not to erase it.

o
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Johannes Climacus, in the Unconcluding Scientific
Postscript, states the issue with respect to upbringing
clearly. He writes "that the only unpardonable offense
against the ma jesty of Christianity 18 for the individual
to take his relationship to 1t for granted, treating it as a
matter of course."8 Upbringing represents what is accidental
in the constitution of individuals. One who i8 brought up in
a Hindu environment becomes a Hindu, one who 1is brough% up
in a communist environment becomes a communist, and so on.
Since the environment shapes theé individuval, and the
1ndiv1dﬁal hag no choice as to the environment in which he
will be brought up in, the basis of an 1ndividual's
constitution is disturbingly arbitrary. If the individual
Were merely the product of his upbringing-—nothing more than
the point o? 1nfersection between joint determining forces—
he would be what he was only accidentally. Kierkegaard's
diagnogis of his own contemporary situatién is that those
who call themselves Christians "all,becamg Christians as by
accident."’ ) )

Thought of in relation to upbringing, Christianity 1s
simply one programme among others, ﬁnd is acquired in the
same way that one acquires one's nationaliti. In the
Postscript, Climacus writes:

The chilld's receptivity is so completely without
decision that 1t is said proverbially,"Cne can make
a child believe anything." The elders of course bear

responsibllity for what they venture to make the child
believe, but the fact 1s perfectly certain. (532)

\ /
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The adjective "Christian" is commonly used to describe
someone wWho has been brought up to hold a certain set of
beliefs, regardless of how he has appropriated them. “hat
the child 18 brought up to belleve 13 entirely ?nlative to
the environment in which he 18 brought up.

Climacus quesations the propriety of this.use of the
adjective "Christlan". He writes, "The Christianity which is
taught to a chlld, or rather which.the child pleces together
for 1tself when no violence is used to force the little
exister into the most decisive Christian determinants, is
not properly Christianity but idyllic mythology (523).
These two things, Christianity and 1dy1110\mythology. axp
really quite different but have become confused. This
confusion 1s exhibited in the ordinary use (or misuse) of

the ad jective "Christian®. In Authority and Revelation

Kidrkegaard writes, "The determinant "Christlan®" 18 precisely
that of which it must be said in the most absoﬁFte terms, one
13 not born to this determinant—exactly the contrary, it is
precisely what one must become" (182). It is necessary to
add that one cannot be."brought up" into thizs determinant
either;

In the Postscript, Climacus tells us that MBecoming
a hristian involves a decision which belongs to a much
later age" (532). Indeed 1t 1s the absence of decision and
personal appropriation that characterizes one who is a

Christian merely by upbringing. Considered in this -regard,

, %
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a Christian upbringiﬁé can even be a disadvantage, insofar
ag someane might be led to confusde this with becoming a

Christian properly understood. In Authority and Revelatlon

Kierkegaard writes:

But let hlim grow up from childhood with the view of his
environment of what 1t 18 to be a Christlan of sorts as
a matter of course, and with that one has done
everything & man can possibly do to deceive hi ith
regard to the absolutely qualitative decision in human
1ife. He then is a Christlan in about the same sense that
he is a man, and as little as it could occur to him in
later life to reflect seriously whether after all he
really is a man, just so little will it ordinarily occur
40 him to make an accounting of himself as to whether
after all he i3 now really a Christian. (180)

Thé danger 18 that he will accept it as a matter of course
that he 15 a Christian in the first place, and therefore will
be farther away on the road to becoming a Christian.

Briefly stated, there 18 no direct transition into
Christlanity proper, no bypass around the declision of the
individual. In order to accentuate the decisive factor
involved in becoming a Christian, Kilerkegaard asks us to
imagine a person who has received the best conceivable
upbringing into Christianity.

And now that such a child, because he had had a
serious Christian upbringing, must be a Christian, would
again be an 1llusion; and next to the notion of being a
Christian because one is born of Christian parents, comes
the erroneous inference: his parents were plous Christians,
ergo he 1s a Christian. No, the unforgettable and
profound impression due to upbringing is only a
presupposition. '

Then this child too goes out into the world.
Undeniably he has presuppcsitions with respect to
becoming a Christian; humanly speaking, everything has
been done for him that was humanly possible. But there is
not yet a decision; for even though his "Yes" on the day
of confirmation was the result of upbringing, it still 1is
not the decisive act.(Authority and Revelation,186=7)
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Note that Kierkegaard does not reject upbringing as such.
He is Blmply concerned to make it clear that upbringing
alone 18 not sufficlient for membership into Christianity,
Christianity has very strict and definite membership
criteria.

Since membership lnto Christianity requires a
decision gn the part of the lndividual seeking admittance,
there 1s a limit to what someone else can do by way of
helping another to prepare. While someone else may hglp
another to see the possibllities clearly and to understand
what is involved, the choice must finally be left to the
1ndividual and 1t must be made clear that there is a cholce.
In the Postscript Climacus warns:

no direct or immediate transition to Christianity’exiats.
All who in this manner propose to give the individual
a Thetorical push into Christianity, or perhaps even to
help him by administering a beating, all thege are
deceivers—=nay, theylnow not what they do. (47)
The "rhetorical push™ of a Christian upbringing is not
enough, and, in one way, 18 more of a hindrance than a help.
The significance of the term "rhetorical® in this context’
will be discussed later when the rhetorical approach will be
contrasted with Kierkegaard's own art of indirect communication
as ways of winning convarts%oThe need for such an art arises
out of the confusian of the present age, as suggested in the
folléwing passage from Authority and Revelation.
In every Christian land where Christianity has Ao
permeated all relationships that everyone as a matter

of course (i.e. without the declsion of inwardness) is
in‘a way a Christian, 1t is important first and last to

LN
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pose the problem...of becoming a Christian, and that the
problem be not confused by theological debates. (188)

This reference to "becoming" is significant because, as will
be shown in the next section, becoming is an ethical

category and 8ignals a shift away from aesthetics.

Religious Christianity

Earlier i1t was suggested that ethics marks the
transition from asesthetic Christianity to religious
Christianity. Having come to the point where the significance
of termp such as %decision”" and "becoming" 18 coming to
118ht, ‘terms which are proper to the domain of ethics, the
time 1s Tipe to resume this earlier discussion. In this _
section the dialectical relation between aesthetics and
ethics will be examined insofar as it bears upon the
membership requirements for religlous Christianipy.

Judge William, the ethicist of Either/0Or, suBcinctly
delineates the spheres of aesthetics and ethics with the
distinction that "the aesthetical in & man is that by which
he immediately is wWhat he 1S; the ethical 13 that whereby he
becomes what he b;comes.11What has been spoken of in the
previous section as "upbringing" is virtually equivalent to
¥hat Judge William terms "the aesthetical in a man". The
opposition between the aesthetic and the e@hical should be
clear if their confliciing presuppositions are juxtaposed:
the aesthetic presupp;ses that the individual simply is what
he has been brought up to be whereas the ethical presupposes
that the individual is something more than he has been
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brought up to be an; has the capacity to transcend the
limitations of his ﬁpbrlnglng. Aesthetics has a case against
ethics as represented by the aesthete of Either/0Or who
argues for the subjection of the individual to his hature
and upbringing. Nonetheless, a judge 13 unlikely to be
persuaded by a law-breaker who pleads that his lawlesanesg
18 to be dismissed as being simply the result of his <
upbringing. Ethics has a case against aestheticé too.

The opposition between agstpetics and ethics can be
understood as well with rererence‘to t¥o opposing senses of
the term "revelation". When the premise-author and the
egssential author were opposed.pit was shown that the former
reveals himsgelf symptomatically and unconsciously, whereas
the latter reveals himself deliberately and willfully. It.
will be usefu1 to rejterate this distinction in this new
context.

* It is a well-kmown commonplace that children reveal
thelr parents. Not only through.physical characteristics, but
through "inherited" opinions and dispositi&ns a child reveals
his upbringing. There is an 1mportant sense 1ﬁ which‘
Cephalus sﬁeaks throug? Polémarchus in Plato's Republic
unbeknownst to Polemarchus. Thls 1s a common theme 1n drama
and 1iterature as in Ibsen's Ghosts or Margaret Laurence's
The Stone Angel where the protagonist is prasénted as the
transparent medium through'ﬁhich ancestral voic;;)and
' influences reveal themselves. A8 in both of these works, this
situation 18 often portrayed as the struggle of the

2

-
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protagonist to come to terms with the "ghosts™ that pull him
back to his upbringing.

The premise-anthor unconsciously reveals the
upbringing he has been subjected to. Adler reveals the
confusion of the present age, yet does not understand what
he rev?als. It 18 doubtful that an author who reveals in
this way, without deliberately having intended what he
reveals, 18 properly described as the author of the text he
‘produces. LiEewise it is doubtful as to whether or not
somecne who 8imply parrots the opinions he has "inherited"
from his upbriéging can be proper%;<descr1bed as the author

of those opinions. In Authority and Revelation Klerkeg&ard ,

writes of Adler that "His existence explains nothing, as
though another might be directing his life and guiding him
by a rcreién will; and there is no aesthetic or religious
concept ’he has developed in such a way that it has gained
new clarity or is thought out with true originality" (124).
It could be argued that the "foreign will", the influence
from his upbringing which is the original source of his
texts, 1s, properly speaking, the author of them.

The problem of ascribing authorship is implicit in
Kierkegaard's many remarks on anonymity. In Two Ages he
expresses his concern ﬁith anonymlty:

Anonymitf in ourage has a far more pregnant
sigmificance than is8 perhaps realized;it has an almost
epigrammatic significance. Not only do people write
anonymously, but they writa anonymously over thelr

signature, yes, even speak anonymously. Just as an
author puts his whole soul into his style, sc a man
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essentially puts his whole personality into his
communication, yet this must be understood with the
1imiting exception pointed out by Claudius in saying
that if one conjures a book, the splrit appears-—

unless there is no spirit there. Nowadays i1t is possible
actually to speak with people, and what they say is
admittedly very sensible, and yet the conversation
leaves the 1m¥§ession that one has heen speaking wlth
an anonymity.

If one 18 to distinguish anonymity from authorship, then
there must be some requirement for authorship in addition to
the mere production of texts. Kierkegaard continues:
And eventuglly human speech Wlll become just 11&0 tpe .
publlic: pure abstraction--there will no longer be
someone who speaks, but an objective reflection will
gradually deposit a kind of atmosphere, an abstract
noise that will render human speech superfluous, Jjust
as machines make workers superflucus. In Germany there
are even handbooks for lovers; so it probably will end
with lovers being able te slt and speak agonymously to
each other. There are handbocks on everythlng, and
generally speaking education soon will consist of
knowing letter-perfect a larger or smaller compendium
of observations from such handbooks, and one will excel
in proportion to his skill in pulling out the particular
one, just as the typesetter picks out letters. (104)
One might well wonder if lovers spiritlessly parrotting a
script from some handbook were/really revealing their love,
or merely revealing ancnymously the handbook they had been
brought up on.
'~ There 18 a well-known passage in Kant's Critique of
Pure Beasgn where he says that "Thoughts without content are
enpty, lntuitions without concepts are bllnd."lBThis is
useful for understanding Xlierkegaard's critique of anonymity.
Anonymity is “empty: in that, whlle possessing concepts, it
lacks intuitions of that to which the concepts refer. It

lacks the primitive. In Two Azes Klerkegaard writes, "Certain

~(
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phrases and observations circulate m»mong the people, partly
true and sensible, yet devold of vitality, but there is no
hero, no lover, no thinker, ng knight of faith, no great
humanitarian, no person in despalr to vouch for their
validity by having primitively experienced them"(75-6).
Kierkegaard believes that.this 18 the situation with the
language of Christianity, which 18 widely used, yet without
8 sense for its primitive referent in experience.
Klierkegaard'ts category of anonymity 18 closely
related to his category of the crowd or the public. Like
these, 1t lndicates the absence of a "primitive experienc
end 13 an aesthetic category under which the individual 1
judged as being simply the product of his upbringing. On
who 18 merely an anonymous member of the.croﬁd is one who
has never expérienced his own potency for making Jjudgements
and decisions. He has never realised his capaclty for
self-determination. éor this reason he 18 spiritlessly
subjected to the decisions and judgements of others. Bathér
than being the author of his own life, he is authored by and
determined by the formative influences of his upbringing.
There is a current debate in hermeneutics and
literary criticism regarding the significance 'of an author’s
intentions for the 1nterpfetation of hls texts. If aesthetics
had the final word on anthorship, if the texts of an author
were nothing more than the products of unconsclious forces in
his upbringing working themselves out, then indeed it would

be foolishness to talk about an author's intentions in this

.
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regard. In reading Adler, for example, 8ince thereiis no
purpose or intention to his communication, it would be
foolishness to advert to one. This is why Klerkegaard feels
Justified in constructing his own hypothesis for interpreting
Adler's texts. It 18 also granted that in some instances an
author may have a purpose in communicating, yet be confused -
or deceived about it, Whethef or not an ﬁuthor's own account
of hls purpose Is reliable is relatively easy to rlnd‘out.
Simply take him at his word and, using his own account as an '
interpretive hypothesis, try to make sense. of his texts. If,
on. this hypothesis, one runs into oontradiofions and |
inconsistenclies, then it would be reasonable to droﬁ the
hypothesis. Iq such a situation one's only recourse would
be to interpret his texts by tracing them to their origin in
his upbringing. To do so before making such a trial, hoyqur,
is unfair to an author. ‘

It i3 misleading té think of the'relationship between
—purpoBe and upbringing as an either/or. More often than not
it i8 distorting to interpret a text solely in terms of 1its
purpbse or solely in terms of the upbringing out of wh;ch 1t
Aemerged. Most texts are a. product of both factors, some more
of one ﬁnd some more of the other. On the one extreme we have
Adler's authorship which is mostly a product $£lns'upbringing.
On the other extreme we have Xierkegaard's authorship which
i3 mosfly a broduct of purpose. Neithqr is simply one or the
other.

Differsnt critics line up according to how they weigh
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these factors in terms of thelr significance for interpreting
texts. Hans-Georg Gadamer, & leading critic of the view that
an author's lntentions are especially relevant to the )
interpretation of his texts, drguea from the standpoint of
aesthetics for the subordinatiqn of purpose to upbringing.
His point of view 13 succinctly expressed in the following .
passage:
In fact hlstory does not belong to us, but we belong to
1t. Long hefore we understand ourselvas through the
process of self-examination, we understand ourselves 1in
a self-avident way in the family, Society and state in
which we live. The focus of subjectivity is a distorting
mirror. The self-awareness of the individual i3 only a
flickering in the closed circults of historical life.
That is why the prejudices of the individual, far more
than his Judggﬁents, constitute the historical reality
of his being.
Gadamer .subordinates subjectivity, a category which
encompasses a number of ethical determinants such as purpose,
becoming, and decision, to what he gees as being the more
essential factor of upbringing. An author's intentions are
swaldowed up in the u;ggﬁscious of hl3 upbringing, in what
Gadamer calls effective history.
On the basis of Klerkezaard's remarks gn the aesthetic,
it is §afe to suppose that he would agree with Gadamer on a
number of points. He grants that upbringing 1s a powerful
determinant in human existence and that one canndt simply
create oneself out of nothing, yet he is more insistent than
Gadamer that human beings are capable of something more than
submission to thelr upbringings. His view is close® to that

of Vigilius Haufniensis as expressed in the following
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Christianity has never subscribed to the notion that
every particular individual is 1n an outward sense
privileged to begin from acratch. Every individual begins
in a historical nexus, and the consequences of natural
"law are 8t1l1]l as valid as.ever. The difference now
consists only in this, that Christianity teaches us to
11ft ourselves above that "more," and c?gdemns him who
doces not do so as not willing to do so.
Here the welght 1s on willing or intending over and agalnst
upbringing.

It 18 granted that an author could never be totally
consclous of everything that he reveals in his texts. An
author always reveals his upbringing even dsspite his
;ntentions. While 1%t i8 granted that an author's texts
always mean more than he could ever deliberately will them
to mean, ethics demands that he at least will something
definite by them. Ethlics demands purpose. Between aesthetics
and ethics, between upbringing and purpose, there 18 a
dialectic. This dialgctic constitutes what Judge’Wiliiam
calls man's "dual existencae",

Thus, everi the humblest individual has a dual

exlistence. de also has a history and thls 18 not merely

a product of his own free actions. The inward work, on

the contrary, gelongs to him and must belong to him unto

all eternity.l L ,
The "inward work" is the sphere of \subjectivity and involves
-things such as purpose and declsion. The "dual existence"
here referred to corresponds to the two kinds of revelation
which have been distinguished. While it 18 granted to aesthetics
that an individual will always reveal his upbringing

. unconsciously, 1t is granted to ethics that an individual can
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at the same time be expected to reveal himself purposefully
in at least one way.
Kierkegaard grants that meaning always transcends

the intentions of an author, but nevertheless argues for the
importance of intention as a control gulding the composition
and interpretation of texts. In this regard the understanding
of ethics Judge Willlam propounds 1s basically Kantian in its
unoomprimislng~d;hand for consideration of intention. This-
emphasis on intentions 18 not to be confused with the naive
view which equates the meaning of an autho::s texts with his
intentions. The claim is not that an author's text means oan
what he intends 1t to mean, but that most significantly i}ﬂ
means wha} he intends it to mean., In the Postscript Climacus
' writes:

In so far as the individuals participate in the history

of the race through their deeds, the dispassionate

spectator does not view these deeds as reflected back

into the individual and the ethical, but he views them

as connected with the totality. What makes the deed

ethically the property of the individual is the

purpose. (139)
The point is not that the purpose of the individual 18 the
only way to Judge his deeds, but that it is, ethically
speaking, the ﬁaet important way. When conslderations of
purpose and intention are bypassed, ethics 1s swallowed up
into the anonymous machinery of world history. No one can
be séid to be responsible for his texts since the purpose,
that invisible inward history of a text on the bazsis of
. ¥hich ¥e ascribe authorship and responsibility, 1s abrogated.

: What. Klerkegaard diagnosed as the increasing
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anonymity of the individual in the modern world has as 1its
correlate a decline in the credibility of ethics. This means
a8 well that ethical categories such as decislon and intention
are in danger of losing their significance. Commenting on
contemporary trends in politics, Kierkegaard writes:
Everyone who has a wWell-developed notion of what it is to
act Will on closer inspection easily see that in all of
Europe almost nothing at all is done that can be called
action, that everything that comes to pass resolves
itself into a mere occurrence, or that something comes
about, somathing prodiglous, but without there being any
active personslity who knows definitely beforehand what

he wills, so that afterwards he can say definitely’
¥hether what came about was what he would or

no. (Aughority and Revelation, 190)
This 18 also the point of view from which he launches his
attack on Adler, who hyperbelically typifies the irresponsibility
of authorship in the present age. Parodying him as "the man
_of movement", he writes:
but the "man of movement" has nothing eternal, and
therefore nothing firm, so as a consequence thereof he
has not the courage to become the recognizable individual
who wWills something and will talee risks for it.
Essentially he does not act all, in the outcry he makes
a feigned sally, his' activity culminates in shouting
out something. (44)
The problem Kierkegaard 1dent1fies here has to do with the
absence of a purpose or intention of which Adlef's texts
could be said to be revelations.

It is useful fo ask what it 1s to have "a well-
developed notion of what it is to act". On the basis of what
_has been said, it is possible to distinguish two very
different meanings for the concept of actioeL‘EE;s distinction
paralleling the distinction earlier drawn between two .

meanings of the concept of revelation. On the one'hand.
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there is simple movement that is nothing more than a
spiritless knee-jerk in the anonym;ﬁs machinery of world-
history. This sﬁhstic movement 18 only improperly termed
action. On the other hand;'fhere {8 action‘;foperly
understood as external movement redupliéated in "inw;rd
history" with an accompanying intention. Externallf. on the
basis of what appears, the two are indistinguishable. The
differentiating factor, although not apparent in the actién.
18 nonetheless simple and definite: either the pﬁrson wills
something definite by his text or he does not. This

criterion for actlion 1s suggested by Kierkegaard in

Author;ty'and Hevelation. For a given movement to count as
an action, 1t must be possible for someone to say, "It is
this and this I willed, and now there has come about what I
willed, or it hés not come about" (190). In an article
titled "The Unity of the Voluntary and the Involuntary",
Paui\hicoeur suggests jhe same criterion:

Ve should say that "to decide" has the meaning of "to
designate in outline® what I am to do; and that "to act"
is "to realize it in full," fleshing 1t out in movement,
carrying ocut my project. Thers is then between action and
intention an identity of meaning which permits me tg7sayz
that 15 what I willed, orelse: I did not will that.

Action properly gnderstobd. and revelation properly
understood, requires an act of will which deliberately and
unequivocally constitutes meaning.

We have seen then that ethics requires intention or

purpose, and have distinguished two senses of action and

revelation on the basis of the presence or absence of purpose

~
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or intention as the discriminating factor. Someone may object,
howaver, that this focus on purpose and intention has -
gubjectivist 1mp11cat@3hapnoes not meaning become a private
affalr if it 18 tied to the:conscilousness of the person who

is doing the meaning? Does this mean that an author can- ° [i:j

mean whatever he fancles by his texts? In order to answer
these objections 1t will be necessary to consider an

additional requirement for intending that has not yet been

\\\ stated.

—

comical character named Elbow who will serve as an

In Shakespeare's play Measure for Measure there 15 a a

interesting example of the insurfiqidncy of intention
alone rq? successful action. Elbow 18 comical in that while
he intends one thing by his speech, he in fact means
something qu1t§ different. He refers to two criminals he
has apprehended ag "notorious benefactors™ butf it is
obvioﬁs that he intends “malefactors".lsﬂe says that he
"detests" his wife when he really‘lnﬁenda that he "attests"
— for her. He speaks of a woman who is "cardinally given"
but he intends "carnally” given. In these and numefous
other examplep his private act of intending comes into
collision with the public meaning ofthe words he uées.
Fortunately his mistakes are rairlyﬁobgious and he manages

S
to communicate his meaning because gﬁ\;é not very difficult _ ﬁf\¢/ﬁ\
for his audience to translate. |

Elbow negativély 1113strates the need for an author
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to take into conslderation the public meaning of words and
actionsa in hils communication. It 18 not enough for an author
to lmow what he means, he must communicate to others.what he
means. Texts do not magically mean Just whatever an author
wants them to mean. Language has a publé® meaning and this
provides texture or resistance to an author's intending.
This texture must be respected 1f an author desires to be
understood, j .e. Af he desites to have an audience.
The public side of meaning 18 nicely 1llustrated
with reference to an example from Gillbert Rylets essay "The
Thinking of Thoughts".
Two boys falrly swiftly contract the eyelids of their
right eyes. In the first boy this is only an involuntary
twitch; but the other is winkfhg to an accomplice. At the
lowest or the thinnest level of description the two
contractions of the eyelids may be exactly allke. From
a cinematograph-film of the two faces there might be no
telling which contraction, if either1 was a wink, or
which, Lf either, was a mere twitch. 7
Given the apparent ldentity of twitches and winks, how is 1%
-possible to distinguish them? Ryle continues:
Yet there remains the immense but unphotographable
difference between a twitch and a wink. For to wink
1s to try to signal to somecne in particular, without
the cognisance of others, a definite message according -
to an already understood code.
What 18 interesting here is the reference to"an already
understood code". It 1s in terms of this code that contractions
of the eyelids get sorted out into twitches and winks. Such
a code mediates between an author's intention and his

audience's completed understanding of that intention. Some

such code 1s necessary for all communication, and it 18 also

A

N
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necessary for both author and audlience to be famllliar with

how the code‘worka.

-

Thus far revelation has been.consldered from the
side of the subject who reveals meaning g;ther.unconsciously
or wilifully. This manner of Spéaklng'about revelation may
have appeared strange to my reader, who 1is perhbas accustomed ,
to hearing pevelation spoken of in the sense thati we speak of
the Blble as a revelation. It remains to be. shown. how these
‘different ways of speaking about. revelation are related.

The charge of subjectivism has been ans*ered since N //’
it has been pointed out that an author can deliberately
reveal meaning only if ‘there is a mediating code which
provides texture to his coﬁmunication. Where does this

code come from and from whence does it deri#ehits authorifyz
Clearly 1t is nbt the arbitrary projection of the author's ;_“
subjectivity. Rather it exists even before he comes on the
scene and confronts him as texture and resistance t6 his
subjective intendings. It 15 a giveness which an author must
respect if he 18 to communicate. — ‘

One can think of at least two waysin which something
may be given, or two ways in which something given ﬁay be
‘Teceived. Something may be given immediately; and focoived ~—
without any appropriation on the side of the subject. This
includes what a person inherits and also a persoﬁ's upbringing
to the extent he has not reflected upon 1t and aporopriated
1t; It 13 simply given or bestowed in the way that aesthetlc

Christianity 1s bestowed upon somecne in their upbringing.
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The code through which we 11nguist1cally mediates our
interactions with others is 1n1t1ally given or recalved 1n
this way. Initially, we do not learn grammar in any self-
consclous or deliberafe way.

On the other hand, something may be ngen or

receivéd in such a way that there is an appropriation on the
- side of the subject: What 18 glven may be carefully
aconsidered, re;lected upon, and decided upon. The ﬁpbrlnging
we first 1mmédiately receive may later become thematlc as a
matter of concern. "At the critical time of maturity®, '*-
Kierkégaard writes in‘Authority and Revelation,

there commonly develops an urge to reflect deeply upon
one's own life. And again when making the transition and
going farther in life one turns back to one'!'s first
recollections, to the first unforgettable lmpressions of
one's upbringing and tests how one now stands related to
that which one then understood as a child and childishly
approrriated, and tests whether one is in accord with
oneself, whether and to what extent one understands
oneself in understanding one's first impressions. (145)
This process of reflecﬁing upon one'!s upbringing 1is -
'something like reflecting upon the grammatical Trules that
govern our everyday usé of language.
The Bible can be given or received in either. of
these two ways. The language of the Sible 15 interfused
with the language of everyday speech and in virtue of being
o
“brought up in an environment where this langusge is used,
we unconsclously receive the.grammatical rules governing its
its de facto employment. At may be, however, as Kierkegaard

suggests in Authority and Revelation, that this grammar is

%
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not strict enough. He faulta Adler for lacking "conceptual
rd
and® terminological firmmess and definiteness" (165). Paul

H er, in his book The Gra r of Faith, o nues
olm ‘ mma ith, conti /’H\“>\y
fﬁ<§b Klerkegamrd's pclemlc against the immedliately glven in Q%

arguing”for a "tougher grammar of raith".zoéﬁbh a grammar
woﬁld_have to be consciously learned and worked for. Indeed
this learning might require the unlearning of the first
grammar unconscliously reqceived. The Bible is of ooufse the
textbook for learning this grammar. It is the revelation, the
mediating code regulating meaningful use of religious
language. As a revelation it 1s not immediailte, however.*in the
sense of something giveﬁ to be rece1§§3 without appropriation.
Klerkegadrd criticizes Adler._gnd through‘him the present

age, for reducing the category of revelation to a

determination of immediacy. in the sense that it could be
properly received without any appropriation on the pirt'of tbe
ﬁisubject.ziAesthetic and religiousjhhristianity resemble each
other ngghnt they both subscribe to the same revelation and
,bS%h use the same language, howWever the latter, unllike the |
former, does 8o thoughtf$lly with appropriation. '
The relationship between aéﬁthetlc and religious
\\Fhristianity should not be fhcught of as an';§$her/p?. r?
8 wWrong to oppose them as if it ;eragnecessary.to chpose
etwedn them from'the standpoint‘nf'some thlr& position.
T elationship between them 1s dialectid&l; éhey are not
. mutually exclusive. Indeed thereéis a chgice_to be made, but

- s .
- ) .
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it 18 %o be-ﬁade from within aeBthe%io Christianity. It is
not as if, standing on sSome supposed neutral grounds facing
these two possibilities, one must choose either omeor the
ofher. Aesthetlic Christlanity 18 not cpbagn/at all, it is
simply and immediately given. From within aesthetic
Christianity religious Chriatianity properly appedrs as a
choice. Thought of in dynamic terms, the difference between
aesthetic and religious Christianity is a distance. Aesthetic
Christianity is a necessary polnt of departure for all ;hoae
_who would travel this distance. Religious Christianity 18
always in the dlstance, always a task. No one can ever begin
immedYately with i1t. There i8 work which one must do in
order to earp the membership credentials for religious '
Christianity. At least in part, this-is why Klerkegaard is
concerned to preserve respect for ethics.

° The difference between aesthetic and religlous

| Christianity 18 perhaps best exhibited with reference to

the difference in the kinds of uﬁg;rstanding proper to each. .
Both use the same language, but esach understands it in

a g;rrerent way. There 1s an understanding of religious
language giveﬁ us immediately ln our upbringing and there 1is
an understanding that must be sought after and worked for.
The kind of understanding proper to religious Christianity
has certain requirements and conditions. In part two of this
~chapter these requirements will be clarified, initially with

—

reference to the concept of faith as exampnle. The point to be

»
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made 18 that there 15 no direct or immediate understanding

\\\ of Christlian concepts, or what 18 the same thing, that a
~— direct or immediate understanding is a misunderstanding.
\\\\\\By thi$ point this dlalectic should be familiar to the
» Ay

reader. First it was shown thgt there are two:kinds of
authors, or rather there 1s only one kind of author properly
speaking, but there is also a widespread phenomenon that is
commonly confused with authorship. Then 1t was shown that
there are two kinds of Christians, or rather that thep? is
only one kind of Christian properly speaking, but there is
also a widéspread pPhenomenon that is commonly confused with
Y Christianity. Much hangs on the qualification "properly
x‘speaking". We will be in a better position to understand
this qualification when we have articulated the fwo kinds of
understanding in question. As usual, we will proceed by first
describing the’ misunderstanding 1n{:ach case, in order to
exhibit dialectically the conditions and requirements for the

vroper kind of unders%anding;

2. Two Xinds of Understanding

» The light ray of divine revelation 18 not destroyed by
the sensible figures under which it 12 velled, as
Dionysius says, but 1t endures in its truth so that it
may not allow the minds through which revelation is made
to remain in similitudes; instead, it elevates them to
the knowing of intelligible things, and through those
by whom revelation 1is accompl%ghed. others are also
instructed in these matters. (Aquinas)

If my reader has ever experienced the apprehensi®n
of being on the dumb side of a secret, the suspicion of a

vell concealing rfom him something he knows not what, then
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perhaps he will agree with the finder or’the Diary of thJﬁ
Seducer that "There is really nothing else whigh involves so
much seduction and so great a ourée as a secret."23For one
seduced into the spell of a secret, “twitcheq:_becope "winks"
and the merely appaﬁpnt i3 transformed into ﬁ 8lgn pointing
to...well thaf is tﬁ;'secret.
Suppgse for a,ﬁpment that the finder of the diary is
~ﬁ5} just a case history in paranoia and that there 1s some
truth in his suspicion that "Back of. the world in which we
live, far in the background, lies another world" (302). How
could we possibly imagine such a world? One might imagine a
child who has been brought up in an environment where the
- countryside had been ﬁgiled by a heavy fog since the time he
wAas gorn Who.wgkes up one‘morniﬁg to find that the fog has
lifted. Or one might imagine someone exploring an old house
who finds that what he first took to be a so0lid wall is really
a secret doorway behind which 18 a secret room. In both of
”%EEEE‘IEBt&EQes what 15 hidden or concealed is of the same.
order &5 what 1is origin;ily apparent and can become visibla’
4n the same way with the removal of the-véil, With the
ramo;:i of the veilA;he secret too 18 removed and one could
8imply see what was c&hcealed.in thre same way that one sees
what 1s visible in the first place. o |
One might imagine as well a secret soclety operating

invisibly within a l#%rger society concealed behind a weil of

secrecy. Imagine that this soclety is organized around a

common representation of the sacred, and that what 13 sacred
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18 guarded with secret ;ords and secret symbols. The
preservation of such a soclety would depend upon the loyaltiy
of initiates entrusted with keeping the sacred words and
symbols secret. If the velil of secrecy were dropped, what
was hidden would become visible, what was covered in silence \
would become audible, and could be seen and heard in the )Q(:
same way that all other words and symhols are seen and
‘heard.’ 1
The situation would be different, however, if the
hidden world was of a different oxrder than the apparent
world, 1if, rorrinstance. the hidden ¥orld was not Jjuat out of
sight, but invisible. Then imagining would be an impossibility,
or a confusion, because one could not fill up the hidden
world with similitudes from the apparent world.a Images could
not cross the .bridge from one world to the other because the
two worlds woﬁld be absolutely unlike. There wauld not be two
visible worlds separated from each other by a vell, two
worlds which could be seen In the same Way. The apvarent
world would 1tself be a vell, or more precisely, it would
bé the image of the invisible world, perhqu in the same way{_;zj;;::7
that & "twitch" is the image of a "wink", '

Is there a sense in which Christianity 18 a secret

soclety? What.do we make of the many references such as those

to "a kingdom that is not of this worlid", and an inviasible
God who 1ls somehow or other everywhere, yet nowhere

apparent? If we are not offended by this manner of speaking
and do not dismiss it as nonsense, then we must admit that

(
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this kind of ap;ech poses sSpecial problems for understandlngf
If Christianity is 12\3,E:2j?/3 secret soclety, it is not in
the sense of the secret soolety earlier imagined. It does
have sacred words, and*the Christian community is organized
around a common representation of the sacred, but the sacred
18 not secret in the same way. The sacred words are known to
everyone, they appear in newspaper advertisements and can be
heard from loudspeakers in department stores. Huge billboards
- publicize the sacred symbols and th;i:§an be seen flashing
En neon lights. How could there be é;crecy in the midst of
such 1llumination, silence in the midst of so much noise?
In a journal entry, Kierkegaard writes: .
Christianity uses the same words and expressions, the
same language we human beings use—but it understands
each particular word the very Qgposite of what we
human beings understand by 1it. .
According to -this text the same word must admit of being
understood in two very different ways, & "human” way and a
"Chfistian" way. Unllke the kind of secret society earlier
imagined, Christianity does not have ; secret set of words
and symbols. Rather it has a secret understanding of words
and symbols which are also understocd in an inferior way.
Initiation into this soclety does not involve learning new
words which previously were secret, bunt rather in learning
to understand certain old words in a new way.

, In the followlng section the double meaning and
double understanding of Christian words and expressions will

be discussed. This discussion is 1mﬁortant since



71

3 .
Kierkegaard's views on understanding bear upon his views on

‘Christianity and upon how he understands the purpose of his

authorship. Paul Holmer, in his essay "On Understanding
Kierkegaard", says that "whatever else might be said about
Kierkegaard, this much at least 1s true, namely, that he
proposed a theory of understanding wﬁich 18 novel and
intrinsically Bignificanf."25ln what follows Klerkegaard's
"theory of underatanding" will be described in 1its

eggsentials., It is important to keep in mind, however, that

he does not present his "theory of understanding" syatematica;lly.
The texts which bear upon this matter are scattered throughout
his works and invariably occur 1n conté&ts where others

themes are dominant. Nonetheless there is an identifiable
"theory of understanding” that informs his works. Beginning
with an exposition of the double meaning of the concept of
falth, this "theory" will be approached from a number of

converging viewpoints.

Two Kinds of Faith

Strangely enough, the examples in the New Testament
(the gospels) which are of immediate falth——for example,
the centurion, the hemorrhaging woman—here Luther is
inexhaustible in his praise of such faith. But this is
not really falth; this is a spontaneous devotedness
to Christ (hardly ever as the very Son of God) as the
man who may be able to help, and this immediacy has a
remarkable power to persevere. But is this falth? It is
not clearly evident that Christ means anything more to
them than a man who 18 able to help. If their immediacy
is faith, then, to_be sure, every young girl slncerely
in love has faith.20(Journals, IX All)

Faith 1s an important category in Kierkegaard's

L4
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thought, as attested by the fact that it receives careful
consideration in a number of major texts. Very often
Klerkegaard's spaech about 'falth is guarded, and for a very
good reason. There 18 something slightly resembling faith,
which peg¢ple in confusion ocommonly call faith, which is not
faith. In order to arrive at a proper understanding of falith
1t is necessary first to make one's way through this
conruaidn. What 1s this confusion? Kierkegaard tells us:
For we men are not so precise in the use of words, we
often speak of faith when in the strictest Christian
gense 1t 1s not faith. In every man, with differences
due to natural endowment, a stronger or weaker
spontaneity (immediacy)is inboxrn. The stronger, the
more vitally powerful it 1s, the bonger i1t can hold out
against opposition. And this power of resistance, this
vital cohfidence in oneself, in the world, in mankind,
and (among other things) in God, we call faith. But this
'1s not using the word in a strictly Christian sense.
Falth is asa;na% understanding, faelth i1s &f the other
side of death.
A distinction is made here between faith understood as a
determination p{ immedlacy and falth understood in a
"strictly Christlan sense". o doubt the falth of immediacy
is a beautiful thing, and one who 1s endowed with it may
have good Treascn to consider himself lucky, but it 18 not
¢hristian faith. The difference has to do with the manner
in which falith is received, with the activity on the part of
. - .
the 1individual receiving. The faith of immediacy has not
been tried and meriting activity on the part of the receiver
is minimal and incidental to the condition. It 1s a
question of luck, or if you prefer, fate. Healthy blood, a

good upbringing, and one acquires faith...entirely by

3

©,



€ 73

accident. Christian faith, to the contrary, could never be
a2 prize in a game of dioce, It requires work. This is not to
say that i1t 13 in any way guarﬁnteed by work. Kierkegaard
never forgets Luthar.

Kierkegaard finds a task in unmasidng the confusion
that conflates faith and immediacy. In part he éttributes
thls confusion to Luther who, rightly concerned that the
incommensurability of works and faith was in danger of beihg
forgotten, stressed the inadequacy and insufficiency of
works so far as to throw out the baby with the batthter.
Kierkegaard writes that Luther reduced faith to "something
immediate, to a vitality, to a fidelity tenacious ih its
preservation of hope and conflildence through ;he stages of
this 1ife, a fidelity for which different men are variously
endowed."zaIt is the element of chance inveolved 1n this
formm that Kierkegaard finds objectionable. The
positive value he sees in work is that 1t overcomes the
arbltrariness of natural endowment and upbringihg and makes
falth at least 1n principle accessible fo all men.

Work falls within the svhere of ethics and pertalns
to what an 1n§1v1dual can do if he so wills. It is
antithetical to aesthetics, which is concerned with what is
done to an individual, with what an individual is immediately
‘regardless of his willing. Just &8 ethics mediates the
ftransition from aesthetic to religious Christianity, work

medlates the transition from the faithe(or desvair) of
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immediacy to falth proper. It is a necessary, although not
sufficient requirement. What 1s the nature of this work?
In a\Journal entry, Klierkegaard writes:
This 1s to say that most men never reach faith at all.
They live a long time in immediacy or spontaneity,
finally they advance to Some reflection, and then they
die. The exceptions begin the other way around;
dialectical from childhood, that is, without immediacy,
they begin with the dialectical. with reflection, and
they go on living this way year after year{about as
long as the others live in sheer immediacy) and then,
at a more mature age, faith's possibility presents itself
to them. For faith 1s immedlacy or spontaneity after
reflection. (VIII A649)
This definition of falth as immedlacy after reflsction
occurs ln several places and 18 exiremely important for
29
understanding Kierkegaard. According to this formulation,
there-ire certain stages that must he passed through before
one arrives at faith. One cannot be born or brought up into
faith. There is something which an individual must do
himself, something he must assume responsibility for. In
the passage quoted, two stages prior to fq}th are ldentified.
Each has 1ts work ahead of 1it. Immédiacy has the work of
reflection and reflection has the work of. coming to a
decision or resclution. Since reflection is antecedent to
decision, and since normally people begin in immediacy, it
is most appropriate to proceed by first discussing reflection
as the work required of 1mm§diacy.
The relatiohship between reflection and immediacdy is
nicely exhibited with reference to the concepts of
obedience and anthority. Kierkegaard frequently uses the

child to epitomise immediacy and the relationship between

Y‘
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immediacy and authority. He writes:
the chilld has no diffioculty at all in learning what JEA
task 18, what it has to do—for the child hasmly to
obey. The task is a mattsr for the thought and .
consideration of the parents and superiors. As soon as
the child i1s told what it is to do, then this 1s the
task. How far it is right or wrong does not concern
the child at all; it not only must not, but it dare
not, spend even a single moment on that kind of 30
reflection; on the contrary, it mmat obey at once.
Certainly the authority who demands of the child that he
must "obey &t once!, immediately, 1s exercising authority
appropriately. It 1s assumed that the child does not have
the maturity to make judgements about important things for
himself.

While such unfalling and uncritical obedience 1is
aprropriate for children, the case 18 otherwise with
adults. The sSoldier who excuses himself from.regponsibility

T
by protesting that he was "only followlng orders" 1is
judged as an adult. This was dramatically played out during
the Nuremberg trials where it was argued that immediate
obedlence to authority is ethically reproachable.31
more is demanded of the adult than is demanded of the child.
For this reason 1t is fmportant t0 ensure that faith is not
confused with the immediate obedlience appropriate to
childhood.

On Kierkegaard'as account of things, 1t is possible,
and indeed necessary, to distingulsh between blind obedience
and faith. The difference between the two 1S wWith respect to

&

how one relates to authority, i.e. whether the relation is

Something

/
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o
immediate oris qualified by reflection. In a journal entry

Klierkegaard writes:

-

When one says that faith depends upon authority and, so

saying, thinks he has excluded the dialectical, this is

8imply not s80; for the dialectical begins th asking

how 1t happens that one submits to this authority,

whether he himself understands why he has chosen 1it,

whether 1t 18 a contingency, for in that case, the

authority 18 not authority, not even for the believer,

if he himself 18 not conscious that 1t 18 a contingency.

(V A32)
Faith places the onus on the individual, and even if in the ¢
end he can produce few grounds for yf;hgahition other than
his own testimony, this is still something different than
blind obedience, at least insofar as the testimony is his, and -
1ts acceptance has been mediated by his own act of
aprropriation. _
The task of reflection involves bringing into
question things which one has previously taken for granted,
opinions which one has imméddiately received in one's ’
upbringing, and so0 on. It is antithetical to the uncritical
obedience of the ohild inséfar as it looks to reasons
which can Juatiry one position over %nd against another. The
opinions which one first accepted umcritically dre put at a
distance and examined as one set of possibilities among
others., rrom the standpoint of reflectlion, the accident that
-

one happened to have been brought up into one set of opinions
rather than another does not suffice to constitute
resﬁznsible adherence. In this respect, reflection signals
the end of the naive belief which characterises the Eden of

childhood. : .
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The relationship between immediacy and reflection 1ia
complicated by the fact that lmmediacy offers a certain
resistance to reflection. There is comfort in living
uncritically under the auspices of an authority who relieves
us of the anxiety of making declsions for ourselves. This 1is
why Climacus says that reflection requires a "dialectical
fmarlessness™,

The splfit of dialectical fearlessness 1s not 8o easily
acquired; and the sense of isolation which remains
despite the conviction of right, the sadness of the
prarting from admired and trustworthy authorities, 18 the

line of demarcation which marks the threshold of its
acquirement. (Postscript, 15=6)

It 18 not merely the overwhelming self-evidence of our
inherited beliefs that inhibits reflection. It requires a o
certain amount of courage to questlon the authority we have

been subject to in our upbringing. This was demonstrated ' ’

. by the resistance Socrates met with in his daily efforts to

get the  people within hislsphere of influence to reflect upon
their beliefs., Reflection introduces uncertainty and anxiety. .
- If Wwe accept that falth has commonly\ been confused
with immedlacy or blind obedlence, we can understand why many
people have feared Treason as being antagonistic to faith. A
bellief that has never been tested @r tried is necessarily
held in dread legt something happenr;o threaten its dublous . x
authori;atlon. In the next moment perﬁaiﬁ reflection will
take 1t away or subvert 1t. When faith 1s thought of as an
immediacy, then indeed reascn and feith are mutually

exclusive. Reflﬁgtlon would interrogate blind obedience and
£
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demand reasons for submission to authority. Especially in the
avent that authority was hiding something, the supression of

4

reason would be necessary.
. » .

Unlike blind obedlence, falth has nothing to fear
from reagson. It is open to reason and to future possibilities
that might prove to bhe significanf?xlt 1s not as 1f reason
could hit upon something previously not attended to or
con!?aled whioh could subvert faith. In a journal entry,
Kierkegaard writes:

‘When reflection is oompletely exhausted, then

begins. Here again 1t is just as foolish to come with
probabllities or arguments, because in order to arrive
at failth all such temporary devices must be exhausted.

Everything which reflection can hit upon falth has -
already thought through. (V A28) .

Unlike blind obedience, faith has already run the gamut of
reflection anq‘15 open-eyed with reepect to that which could
possiblf cee;;saﬁelnst it. Thus Kierkegaard does not argue
for falth without reeson. but rather fOE faith after reason.‘
In.another journal entry Kierkegaard writes: -

-»

No matter how one conceives of simplicity after (on the
otlhier sida of) reflection, 1t 18 never exactly like the
simplicity of immediacy or spontaneity; it will be
- recognizable precisely by the continuous accompaniment~
‘of reflection, byt 1t will be ethically .
subordinated. (X~ A279)

It is the presence or absence of accompanylng reflection
which serves as the basis for distingulshing between faith

and immediacy. Of course, "the continuous accompaniment of

reflection” does not mean that, in a temporsl sense,somecne .

adhering to & position in faith will always be reflecting.

b walbeenaa .-
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A

upon 1t. Reflection adcompénies faizh as its hilstory, Just

as:a.pe;son's past aéoompanies him as memory, even When he

is not dctﬁally remembering. The signiflcant thiné i3 that

1t is there potentially‘and can be summoned at will, which

13'31£ogether different from 1ts not having been at a11.~?
Since faith is after reflection, theré'hhst be spme

limitation to refloctlon with ré%pect to th; acquisition of’

raith It is important to balance Kierkegaard's relentless

polegic agﬁinst immediacy with his equally relentless

polemic against reflection. Refleotion alone cannot solve

%he problems of living. Confronted with the mg}firarious

possibilities reflection presents to us, it 138 necessary to

choose. When a peréon's development 18 arrested by prolonged

immediacy, then indeed reflection is a necessary "eadfly" to

set things 1n motlon, but when a person 1s lost 1n reflection,

then something else 1is necesaary. This is the.problem Climacus

has to contend with in the Postscrigt.

-~

. In Greace. as in the youth of philosophy generally, -
1t was found difficult to win through to the abstract -
gnd to leave existence, which always giveB8 the
particular; in modern times, on the-4éther hand, it has
become difficult to reach’'existence. The process of
abstraction is easy enough for us, but we also desert
existence more and more, and the realm of pure thought
is the extreme limit of such desertion. (Postscriopt,295)

In the present age we &ttéin reflection with relative easge
" but at the price of bq:omlng forsetful'or our rootedness in
a particular existence. EefiBEfT;; distances us from our
Immediate and particular situation in the world. This is a

1aﬁﬂabie accomplishmngﬁ,since the objeétivity attained makes
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posslbie increased understanding and improvement of our
situation. HoweVer thils sﬁgzx3hjaa§}vity can also leave
someone indifferent about the particu_ T existence he happens
to have been ginn and brought up into.

In Authority and Rggelation~Kiar goard discusses the

kind of problem reflection leads to when it becomes N
d1sembodied ard ioses its gnchor in the world.

Every.1living being, every existence, has 1ts hidden life
in the rcot from which the life-force proceeds and produces
growth. It is well enough known to physiologists that
nething is more injurious to digestion thap constant
relection upon digestion. And so 1t 18 also with relation
to the spiritual life the most injurious thing when
reflection, ag it too often does, goes amiss and instead
of being to advantage brings the concealed labour

of the hidden life out into the open and attacks the
fundamental fprinciples themselves. In case a marriage
were to reflect upon the reality of marriage, it would
become eo 1pso a pretiy poor marriage; for the tasks of
married life are employed by reflection to eat away the
foundation. In case a man who has chosen a definite
position in life were to reflect constantly whether this
pogition were the right one, he would become eo ipso a
sorry partner in business. (29-30)

Kierkegaard is very sensitive to a certain miéplaced

emphasis being pléced"on reflection in tﬂe present age. He
’recognizes-thﬁt questioning and doubting are more destructive
than helpful if they do ﬁqt have a firm point of degsrture

to TE;;Q\EPey can return. Adler, who 18 really quite adept at

reflection, is diagnosed as surferiné from a spiritusl

dizziness ract that he lacks an anchor 1n the
world. Thiis dizziness is manirested in his 1ndefin1teness
and lack fof consistency. The remedy for this dizziness is

the ethl

i

vy
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What can check this dizziness? What can master that
desparate supertension of the instant? The ethlcal can.
When in every moment of .one's lifef there is work to be
done, a task, when often enough, alas, there 18 a serious
concern for the fact that one has not attended to his
work as one should-—thenthere i858 no time to be fantastic
or to give oneself to fantastic speculation.{Authority

and Revelation, 131)

Ethics demands of the 1nd1vidua1. in the first instance, that
he detach himself from his particular situation in reflection
so as to attaln a certain objectivity. This done, however, |
ethics continues one step further and‘demands of the
individual 1n the nextdlnstance that he Tresoclutely return to
his point of departure and attend to the particular tasks
required of him.

-

The limits of reflection are best illuétrated with
ref;rence to 1t8 role in action. 'Reflection can multiply
and clarify possibilities, it can weigh them gccording to
preferred criteria, but it cannot out of itself produce a ,
decision. For this something more is required. Shakespeare's
Hamlet demonstrates th;s.dramatically. damlet 18 a luckless
player in refiéction's hopeless waiting'gaﬁe. He walts
valnly for reflection to hit upon a magic possibility, a
| possibility so overwhelming that he would be relieved of. the
burden of having to make a decision. Yonetheless he cannot
escape the haunting awareness that the onus is not on the
welght of the possibilities, but rather on the will that
must ultimately decide upon one possibllity over and
agairgt others. ) |

For the reason that :eflection is commonly creditéd

[ IR
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with powers properly be;onging to faith,Klerkegaard stresses

that falth requires an oﬁjectlve uncertainty. It 18 because
- Hamlet does not, and in principle canmot know which

possibility is the beqt that he 18 open to the possibility
~of falth. If the best possibllity were a matter of objective

éved of the burden of making a

certainty, he would be reli
decision. The possibility of falth 1is prémised upon the.
fact that there is a 1imit to what reflectlon (reason) can

know. This i1s the concern of Kant's Critique of Pure Reason

wherein he sets out "to deny knowledge, in order to make

32Mattara pertaining to faith are matters

room for falth."
which, from‘%he standpoint_of knowledse,,ére objectively
uncertain. It 13 because there 13 a range of human
possibilities which remain fundamentally uncertain that
falth occupies a higher place than reflection(reason).
This uncertainty is 'not due to an imperfection of our

~Teason, but 1s a permanent feature of the human condition.

In an essay titled"Faith and Repson in Kierkegaard's

Dialectic!", Cornello Fabro argues that-Kierkegaard is quite
orthodox in his_understandins of :he'relationship between
faith aﬁh'reason.33ﬂe argues that Klerkegaard was concerned
that what 1s "essentlally a task of the will has become an
affair of the understanding, and what 1s essentially a
diajectical situation has become a direct and immediate

34

movement."” For this reason Kierkegaard believed it

necaSaﬁry to map out the respective territories of faith

, 7
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and reason, and Fabro shows that he does so "falthful to the
Thomistic principle of the specification of acts by means of
objootS.“BsEtlenne Gilson's dslinsation of these spheres in

the fbllowing passage from HReasoy and Revelation in the
Middle Ages 1s clear and to the point:

Acoording to 1ts very definition, falth implies an
asgent of the Intellect to that which the intellect
does not see to be true, elther as one of the first
principles, or as one of their necessary conclusions..
Consequently, an act of falth camnot be caused by a
rational evidence, but entalls an intervention of the
wlll. On the contrary, in scientific knowledge, my
assent 18 sufficlently and completely determined by
1ts very objeot. Whence there follows that, in Thomas
Aquinas' own words, since"lt is impossible that one
and the same thing should be believed and seen by the
same person,...it 18 equally impossible for one and
the same thing to be an object of sclence and of bellef
for the same person.”" In short, one and the same thing
cannot be at one and the same t%ge both an object of
gclience and an object of faith.

In this context we can understand Kierkegaard's contempt
for those who seek to "prove” Chriétian+doctr1ne. Ir 1t
could be proved, and he was certain that it could not,

ol

then asaent_to it would not invelve faith.

.Faith exists in:groportidm' to the probability of

its object. The more probable the object, the less falth is
required. This can be illustrated with reference to trust.
Here we must be careful to distinguish be%ween trust and

naivety. An immediate feeling of certalnty is not trust.

Candide can be judged naive because he fajils to consider

' relevant reasons and arguments that could count against his

trust. For trust some reflection is required. Suppose then,

_ 8 candidate who approachea someone 8oliciting that person's

[N N
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trust. This person 18 no Candide. He asks the candlidate foxr
reasons as to ﬁhy he should be trusted. The candidate
enumeratés countless cases where he has been trusted and
compléted that trust, produces letters of reference from
trustworthy sources, and so on. Such persuasive evidence
would certainly make 1t probable that the candidate was a
trustworthy person, but it would make 1t difficult to trust
him, or if you prefer, not to trust him. The difficulty
stems from the fact that a certainty is virtually guaranteed.
Imagine another candidate much théssame as the firsf. He
too enumerates all of his trustworthy characteristica, but
adds at the end that there have been others in history o
have produced even more compelling ovid;nce of trustworthiness
and betrayed the trust. Suppose he concludes by saying,
"Nonetheless, and is spite of this—=I can be trusted." Then
trust would be possible. It would haﬁe faced the uncertainty.
In this section two kinds of faith have been
distinguished and 1t has been argued that from Kierkegaard's.
‘"point of view one of these 1s improperly so termed. Admission
must be made that this examinatlion of faith 1s far from
" comprehensive. In part this is bécﬁuse faith is an extremely
. difficult concept to undersiand and in part it is because
faith has been used as an exampli of how Christian concepts
admit or—;;ing understood in tWOifery different ways. On the
one hand, the word "falth" is loosely used to describe a
. certaln immediacy. This understanding of the concept of

faith 15 a misunderstanding. On the other hand, faith has

<
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been described as a resoluteness of the will in the face of
objective uncertainty. On this account a certain amount of
work 13 requisite to fal h ;;& certain stages must be passed
through prior to 1 cquisition. Paul Holmer, in his essay

"Kietkegaard and Heligious Propositions", summarises

\\

Kierkegaard's point of view on this matter with acute brevity:

Agreeing with the wise men of all time, he {inds that

the movement in human 1life which 13 mature and in the
direction of salvation i3 out of the subjective and
nonreflective {"the fuzz of wishfullness," as James

said) and into .the reflective and the objective, but {hen
finally ck into the passional and subjective again.

Whether 1t 1s defined as a subjectivity after objectivity,
or as an immediacy after reflection, 1t 18 important that it
be distingulshed from a subjectivity before objectivity,

)

or an immediacy before reflection.

Understanding and Understanding

The Christian language uses the same words we men use,
and in that respect deslires no change. But 1ts use of
then 18 quallitatively different from our use of them;
it uses the words inversely, for Christianity makes
manifest one sphere more or a er sphere than the
one in which we men naturally gfve. and in this sphere
ordinary human language 13 reflected inversely.For
bxample, -Christianity says that to lose the earthly is
a gain, that to possess it 1s a loss. We also use the
words loss and gain. But we do not in any way include
the sphere of the spirit.and therefore by "loss" and
"gain" we understand the ovposite of what Christianity
understands. And so we let Christianity talk away—and
afterwards preach it in our,own language and. ¢all it
Christianity. (Journals. XI“ A37).

In countless texts Kierkegaard makes reference to

something that resembles understanding, rbut 18 not

uhderstanding. In sundry places this pseudo-understand ngci
polemicaliy termed "spiritlessness", "chatter", "immedia
\

~__
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unde;ﬁtanding", "rote-leafning". and 80 on. Klerkegaard's
point in this polemlicising 18 to indicate negatlvely the

requirements for understanding proper. In thls sectlion a'
number of these characterizations of pseudsiunderstanding
will be consldered in order to highlight the r?qﬁf?hmgpts
for understanding proper through juxtaposition.,

In a journal entry titled "A Christian Auditing",
Kierkegaard lends us an lnteresting analogy for understanding
the problem of tﬁﬁ/bresent age with respect to understanding
religious language: M

What money 18 in the finite world, concepts are in

the world of spirit. All transactions are conducted
with them.

When it 80 happens that generation'afterrgeneration
everyone takes over the concepts he got from the
previous generation~-and then devotes his days and his
time to enjolying this life, works for finite goals,
etc.~—1t all\too easily happens that the concepts are
gradually distorted, become entirely different from what
they were originally, come to mean Something entlipely
different, come to be like counterfeit money. (XI~  A36)

In virtue of the fact that Christian concepts are in
widespread circulation, everyone has a famliliarity with
them. Each generation inherits them from the preceding
generation., Just as_ponqy'has value only in rélation to
something that stands behind i1t and guarantees it, so too
concepts have meaning only in relation to the wealth of
experience in te of which they can be cashed out. When
there 1s"no experience standing behind a concept it 1s like
counterfelt money. ' o

When there is an 1ncreasé in the amount of fiduclary

money issued, beyond what 1s guaranteed by a country's

o> ) i *

—
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tangible resources, the resulting situation we term
1nf1ation.38The money circulating is worth less. A similar
situation prevails with respect to the use of religlous

concepts. In the Postscript Climacus writes:

While the statesmen look forward with apprehension to a
threatened general bankruptcy of the governments, we
face perhaps a more sertous bankruptcy in the world of
the spirit; for the concepts have gradually been
emasculated, and the words have been made to mean
anything and everything, so that the disputes are
sometimes as ridiculous as the agreements. For it is

.. always ludicrous to sngage in controversy on the basis
of loose words, and to come to agreement on the basis of
loose words. But when even the most stable and fixed
meanings have become loose and vacillating, what portends?

“Just as a toothless old man is reduced to mumbling
through the gums, so modern discourse about Christianity
has lost the vigor that can come only from an
energetically sustained terminology, and the whole is
reduced to a toothless twaddle. (325)

With ,the succession of generations, Christian concepts have
,become‘assiﬁilated into the conversational languagé of
everyday. Whereas originall;\%hey had precise mezgings and
definite rules governing their legitimate employment, with
the passage of time and the forgetfullness of their original
reference, their meaning has come to be inflated. That once
these concepts had "stable and fixed meanings" is not so
much a testimony to the expertise of the early Christians

in logic as 1t is to the fact that then sometﬁiné definite

was at 'stake. Then when.a man said that he was a Christian

_he was risking something. When something important is at stake
A

2
in our use of word tend to think about them mora
carefully. Hecall -that Kierkegaard faults Adler for using

“the Christian language of concepts as a careless conversational

.- e ——————————
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1anguage."39

Invariably Kierkegaard characterizes the careless
use of religlous concepts in terms of an absence, in terms
of something that is lacking. Often he spealks of this as.the
absence of a definite thought or experience connecfed with
the concepts we use. He says that Adler "is in such
confusion regarding the categories that he does not himself
know what he says, because he associates no sharp‘thought
with the words."“oThis absence accounts for his tendency to /
waver in hls responses to the authg;itios regarding the
concept of rayelation. There is no definite thought
persistinsﬁgnd enduring throughout his various acts of
intending, no sameness of reference in relation to which
they would all be connected and consistent. Such a definite
thought ﬁ?uld serve to organize different contextual
uses of the term "revelation" in much the same way that an
object refgrrﬁd tq organizes various instances of the naming
of the object. We encounter little difficulty with names
such as"chalir® aﬁd Mtable" at least in part because th? ‘
objects or sorts of objects they refer to are quite tangible.
Either one knows what.a chair i3 or one does not, and 1t is
very easy to fiﬁd out. It is otherwlise wifh concepta SsSuch
as "re&élation". Here the'rererent-is not so tangible and so
the use of fhe concept 18 susceptible to greater imprecision.

In general, the more tangible the subject matter
under discussion is, the easier to discern whether or not

someone nows what they are talking about. This proportion
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bears upon possible methods for testing understandlng.

~'a

Perhaps the sovhistical ia all too characteristic
of our age, for the fact that we bring into discussion
the greatest problems in order to encourage men who are
the most insignificant and devoid of any thought to take
part in the discussion. Let us not forget that noble
reformer, that simple wise man of Greece, who had 1in
fact to deal with the Sophists, let us not forget that
his strength lay in chasing the Sophists out of thelr
rogulsh game with the abstract and the all-embracing,
that hls strength lay in making conversation 8o concrete
that everyone who wanted to talk about some prodiglous
subject({the government of the State in general, about
educational theory in general, etc.)before he knew how
to put in a word was led to talk about himself -
revealing whether he lnew somethling, or didn't know.
anything. (futhority and Revelation, 32)

" We can understand why Xierkegaard, who was quite suspicious

of the manner in which religious céncepts were understood in

his time, would be reticent to begin:rlsht away with the

highegt things. In a journal entry he writes:

Everyone possesses the art of being able to speak his
mother tongue; there are words in his mother tongue
which express the highest things. Inasmuch, then, as
svery native-born person can speak the language, he can
also say the word. On the other hand, 1f the sage uses
the same word, 1t looks as 1f he had wasted his life by
not having advancelbeyond i1it.But the person who i3 very
ingenioes in listening when people are apeaking also
discovers what a fraud takes place when definite
thoughts are not attached to the words...The simplest of
men 18 able to Bay: There 158 a God; and a child names.
the name of God, yet without perceiving that it is a
task Tequiring a thinker's unmost effort to attach a
definite thought to this word. (VI Al5)

/

Klerkegaard's cdutious use of the language of Christianity

can be attributed to two things, or more precisely to the™

juxtaposition of two things. On the one hand, to his

amareness that religious language 18 easily susceptible to

misunderstanding and misuse, and on the other, to his
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awareness of the proper requirements for understanding and
using Yeligious language.

' While there is no fool-proof test for determining
whether or not someone lnows what they are talking about,

there are various tell-tale signs. When someone mouths the

thetoric of the new birth and gives testimony to a profound
5. .

conversion, our suspiclon is likely to be aroused in the event

that the person then goes on to conduct himself just ad he
always had. It is gquite posasible, and even common, for

someone whose sppech 13 conslstent and internally coherent

nevertheless to be in contradiction. Thlis i8 soc especially in

for how one ought to comport oneself. EBecause there is an
existential-rererant to ths kind of Qpeeg’:_h. a. blatant
contradiction Eetween speech and deeds is possible, and to
a certain’ ext ? voidable. A distance between speech and

deeds is a slgﬁ\qhich arouses our suspicion. Perhaps

' someone 18 merelj\necelving others into believing that he

understands..d;xﬁérhaps deceiving himself into bellievi
that he understands. In the Postscript Climacus suggesis a
means for catching such a deceiver:

Mersly let him speak: if he is a deceiver, he will
contradict himself precisely when he is engaged in the
most solemn assurances. The contradicé¢tion will not be
a direct one, but consists in the fallure of the speech
to include a conscio¥sness of what the speech professes
directly to assert. Objectiv the assertion may be -
quite straisht-rormnrd- the qk;'s only fault is that .

he speaks by rot (152) _
When not reduplicated ‘deed, in existenoe. religious._g,uyh

kY
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quspeech rings empty and lacks 1ts proper fulfillment.

The distance betﬁeen Speech and deeds with respect
to understanding has beean a concern for many writers for
many different reasons. Aristotle,for instance, makes
rgrerence to i+t 1A his classlc discussion of unrestraint in
the Nicomachean ﬁthiés. There the following question
arises: How can We understand the fact that someone can know
what Ehe right thing to do-ls and nevertheless fail to do
1t? In order to account for this di?nculty. he finds it
necessary to dist;nguish between two ways of knowing
something. He likens the kind of knowledge the unrestrain

person has and contradicts in deeéd to the kind of knowledg
41
H

possessed by those who are "asleep . or\ mad or drunk."

continues: . » .
)

Their using the language of knowledge i3 no proof that
they possess it. Persons in the states mentioned repeat °
propositions of geometry and verses of Empedocles;
«3tudents who have just begun a subject rsel off 1its
“Yormulae, “though they do not yet know their meaning, for
knowledge has to become part of the tissus of the mind,
and this takes time. Hence We must conceive that men who-.
fail in aelr-resﬁspint talk in the Bsame way as actors
speaking a part. -

It 13 interesting to note that for both Kierkegaard and
Aristotle, "the language of knowledge", the consistency and
internal c;herence crﬁdiscourse. is no guarantee that there
1s an understanding, even though 1t may be difficult to

- decide one way or other. _ |
e Kierkegaard, 1ike Aristotle, 1s concerned to point
out that someone can s#y all of the Tight things and yet nof
understand himself in what he says. It 1s 11kaly‘that the

Platonic distinction between true opinion and knowledge was
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‘§\fdels whlch exert somqpport of 1nr1uenca upon us At least.

-
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intended to account for this basic fact of human i
understanding. Using this distinction to illuminate
Kierkegaard's thought, 1t could be sajld that in Christendom
most men possess the true opinions reéard}ng Christihnlty.
mast have memorized’ the formulaﬁgcorfcctiy. ahd‘yec |
something remains dreadfully absent. Iy the Postscript
Climacus writes: ‘ '

In an ége of kﬁcwlodge. when all men are Chfiaflanq and

imow what Christianity is, it 18 only too easy to use

the sacred names without attaching any thought to them.

to recite the Christlan truth by rote without having
slightest impression or 1t. (252)

Just as "students who have just begun a sub;:ct resl ofr its
1aeﬁqw1thout kn0l1ng thelr meaning, many "reclte the

Chn;stian truth by rote" and yest know not ﬂheraor_xhey
, , > P

speak. _
When upbringing was earlier dlscussed 1n relation to
the first education in Plato's Beggbl; 1t wts sald that

upbringing into a proposed set of opiniona occurs through
‘imitation and h&bitud%ion. We initially learn by imitatlng

‘-'-.....-l-"'

. P

lnitlally. we do not understand the meanlng of nhat ib . ,' -
1m1tate. Cartain 1nadcquacioa are characteristic of - onedxhoae .
undnrstandins of something 15 lnmited to 1m1tatlon. Thil is.

a major th:ie in The Cogcegt of Dread. Dlscussing the typical-
Christfq; in Christendom, Vigilius Haufnienars writes. '

~Pa .

. "He Xnows 1t\q%} he bows before the holy, truth is for
him an ensemble of ceremonies, he talks about presenting

“himself before the throne of God, of how many times’ one

must bow, he lmows everything the same way as dces the

a ¢ | \.
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pupll who 15 able to demonstrate & mathematical
proposition with the letters ABC, but not when they are
changed to D He is therefore in dread whenever he
hears something not arranged in the same order. (124)
Such a person'’s understanding is limited by the initilal
model set up for imitation. The same would be true of
someone who could demonsfrate A general property of triangles
with a scalene friangle but not with an lsosceles. As long
ag such a person never encodhtere& an lsosceles triangle 1t
may never be suspected that he did not understand the
proverty. ~\
Using Plato’s langunage, we would say that such a
person was limited to understanding in terms of images and
has not grasped the idea or general principle which would
free him from%hisidependence upon the models he had first
learned to imitate. Given this limitation, we would not
want to say that the person really understood. Similarly,
in the event that someone were merely repeating by rote
rules and opinions he had thoughtlessly assimilated we would
not want to credit him with understanding.
In his Critigque of Pure Reasgn Kant provides an
interssting account of the inadequacy of imitation. He writes:
For althgugh an abundance of rules borrowed from the‘
insight of others may indeed be proffered to, a&and as_ﬁt
were grafted upon, a limited understanding, the power of
rightly employing them must belong to the learner
himself; and in the absence of such a natural gift no
rule that -may be prescribed to him for this _purpose can
ensure against misuse. (17%-8)
We would want to say that understanding a rule would involve

our being able to apply the rule‘creatively in a context
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other than the one in which we had been taught to apply the

rule. In Authority and Revelation Kierkegaard discusses this

with respect to the requirements for understanding a thought.

Understanding a thought is something like being able to
decline a paradigm:. one can also decline all the words
which come under that paradigm. If.one has understood a
thought, one can, by using it in many "examples," seem
to make many profound remarks, and yet the many are
rTeally repititions, and hence...one 18 not Justified in
saying that he has learned many declensions because he
has learned the many words which come under the same
declension. So it i8 too with having understood one
thought; 1f the repititions are not to be tedious, there

must be added a poetical factor which makes the application

of the examples aesthetically worthy. (124-5) |
Understanding which is worthy of th; name 1s something
different than slotting our experience into preordained
patterns like unformed dough to be processed blindly with
cookle cutters. It involves something more than the
mindless application of a set of rules or categorigs.

’ For the reason that understanding based upon lmitation
is limited by the instances one has encountered, 1t is
unable to appreciate the new or the exceptional. It is
enslaved to memory and to mindless repitition based upﬁn
imitation of familiar models or paradigms. This point is

43

poignantly made in the first book of the Republic.”Cephalus,

and then Polemarchus, suggest definitions of justice which

Socrates subjects to careful scrutiny. In each case he brings -

out an inadequacy in the pfoposed definitions by posing an
exceptional circumstance which the definition fails to
accomodate. When Polemarchus proposes that Justice is always

telling the truth, a neat formulation enjoyihg widespread
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acceptance, Socrates counters with the case of a person who
is not in his right mind who asks to be told where his
Weapons are. In this event 1t would be "unjust" to apﬁiy the
general, rule. The first book proceeds negatively in this way
and against each attempt to reduce justice to a simple
formula Socrates poses the exception. Hia purpose 18 not to
arrive at a definition of justice comprehensive enough to
assimilate all possible exceptions, but rather to elicit the
insight that Justice always transcends its formulations and
therefore expects the exceptional.

Examples are similar to definitions with resvect to
their uses and abuses in coming to understand something.
They are useful heurlstically as steps: to take us to a
height from which understanding is more accessible, bﬁt they
can also impede our progress if we fail to recognlze them .
asS means to an end. In a passage immediately followling thas
one earlier qubted. Kant notes this double-sidedness of
examplei:

4
Such sharpening of the judgement 18 indeed the one great
benefit of examples. Correctness and precision of
intellectual insight, on the other hand, they more
ususlly somewhat impair. For only very seldom do they
adequately fulfil the requirements of the rule(as casus
in terminis). Besides, they often weaken that effort
which 1s required of the understanding to comprehend
properly the rules in theiruniversality, in independence
of the particular circumstances of experience,.and so

accustom us to use rules rather. as formulas than as
principles.(Critique of Pure Reason, 178)

Anyone who has ever had experience with legal-minded

bureaucrats will readily understand Kant'é distinction

AN L T TR
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between using rules as formulas and using rules as principles.
Bareaucrats are notorious for their mindless rellance upon
formulas without understanding the principle behind the
formula, sometimes even in contradiction to the principle.
While examples can assist us to understanding a principle,
they can also foster a lethargic unde;standing which 1azily
rests upon imitation at the expense of understanding the
principle. . |
There 1s&an interesting relatiqnéhip between parasitic
reliance upon formulas or examples and authority. Often the
weight-of authority i1s placed upon the impersonal, as when
gomeone claims that they are merely qppljlng the rules and
have no responsibility for the application. This would be the
cagse if the human belng existed in the mode of a computer.
There 13 no quéstion of a computer ﬁnderstanding the rules
1t follows; 1t does not interpret its programme. Computers
follow and apply rules literally. This is why ﬁhey are ofteﬂ
inefféctive in dealing with exceptiohs. with instances that
differ literally but not essentially from those programmed
into thelr repetoire. It is otherwise with human beings,
however, even though human beings sometimes tend to act in
the manner of a computer. Human beings are capable of
understanding the principle behind the rule, the point behind
the example. Thls places the authority upon the person who
understands, and not on the rules or formulas. -

With regard to many matters, understanding is a
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credential and justification for authority. This is
confirmed by common sense, We confer authority upon someone
who understands the subject relevant to the exercise of the
authority. We denounce as fraudulent someone whose clalimed
authority 1s proved tb lack a basis in undérstaqding. One
who lacks understanding is parasitic upon the authority of
others who understand, or even worse, pretend to undefstand.
Such a person is limited to imitation and uncritical
obedlence. One who understands, however, has an origipality
and 18 not restricted to'reproducing the products of
respected authorittes because he can himself produce fresh

. E
applications from his understanding. I The Concept of Dread,

Vigilius Haufniensis makes a similar point with reference to
the requirements for understanding human psychology.

Oftentimes the examples adduced in books on psychology
lack the proper psychologlcal-poetic authority. They
stand there as isolated facts notarially attested, but
precisely for, this reason one does not know whether to
laugh or weep at the attempt of such a lonely sticlkler
to form some sSort of a general rule. A man who with any
degree of seriousness has concerned himself with
psychology and psychological observations has acquired
a general human pllabllity which makes him capable of
being able to construct hls example at once, one which,
even though it has not authorization of the factual
sort, has nevertheless a different kind of authority. As
the psychological observer ought to be more aglle than
the tightrope dancer in order teo be able to insinuate
himself{ under the skin of other people and to imitate
their attitudes, as his silence 1n confidential moments
ought to be seductive and veoluptuous in order that the
hidden thing may find pleasure in slipping out and
chatting quietly with itself in this fictitious
inattentlion and guiet, so he ought also to have a
poetical primitiveness in his soul to be able to create
at once the totality of the rule out of that which in the
individual 18 always present only vartially and
irregularly. Then when he has perfected himself he will



98

not need to fetch his examples from literary repertoires

and warmed-over, half-dead reminiscences but draws his

observations directly and freshly from the water, still

flopping afd displaying the play of their colors. (49)
One whose understanding of psychology 18 merely rote-learning
can at best accurately reproduce what others have produced on
thelr own authority. Ope often finds that among students who
have just begun to study a subject matter there 13 a
tendency to speak in footnotes and quotations. They are
‘unable to go beyond the examplZB provided for them and
cannot produce fresh applications. When one understands,
however, one has the experience of understanding berore_
oneself at all times to consult as an origin&l source rorg
new applications and examples. ‘

What 13 here said ¢onfirms the old adage that he who
understands somethling 1s able to express it in;hls own words.
Understandlng requires something more than thoughtless
repitition of what others have produced. To understand is to
find examples ﬂithin one's own experlence that testify to the
thing being understood. Our experience is far from being a
matter of indlffe;ence for understanding, since it is with
our experi%nce that we flesh out the thing to be understood.
ﬁe who understands need not emptily repeat formulas and
definitions because he can refer to ‘his own experienc; of the
subject in question and, consulting this experience,
redefine and reformulate for himself.

Insofar as understanding replaces uncritical reliance

> -

upon authority, the movement toward and attainment of 1t is
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liverating. This direct proportion between understanding and
liberation is at the heart of the enthusiasm that swept the
West during that time we call the Enlightment. It is the |
thrust behind Kant's hopeful challegge. "Have the courage to
use your reason!" which became the motto of the period?uThis
_ proportion is the key to understanding the qualification
"without authority" which accompanies Kierkegaard's texts.
Kierkegaard finds it necessary to surrender his authority in
order to repel idolatrous disciples and to facllitate and
'encourage understanding. The logic is that Af there is fruth
in what he has to say, then his reader should be able to
understand it for himself. To this end, his conspicuous
presénce would be an-impediment for the reason that indolent
or cowardly reades might uncritically accent what he said

on his authorify alone a;d fall to produce the required

" understanding for themselves. This 1is why Climacus says at
the end of the Postscript that one who understands his text
"cah understand that understanding is revocation.“u5The text
is an ald to understandipg. perhaps in the same way that
examples Work heuristically to facilitate grasp of principle.
'éybe the .principle i3 grasped, the examples used to attain

insight into it ars redundant or superfluo. . Climacus

writes:
So then the book 138 superfluous; let no one therefore

take the pains to appeal to it as an authority; for he
who thus appeals to 1t has eo ipso m%::iz:rstood 1t. (546)

In Twilight of the 1dcls, Nietzsche strik t at idolatry
from a similar angle. It i3 interesting to compare the
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following aphorism from that thzt with the above quotation . from

the Postscript.

Posthumous men—like me, for instance-=-are not soc well
understood a8 timely men, but they are listened to
better. HMore preciselyﬁ6we are never understood-—and
hence our authority...
The striking point these texts have in common is that they
both address the Telationship between authority and
understanding.

If the subject matter of a text were so esoteric that
only a few readers could reasonably be expected to have had
experience relating to it, then the authority of an author
would be a necessary substitute for the experience for those

who lacked i1t. The obtrusive presence of an authority would
be superfluous for a text such as the Postacript for the

" reason that 1ts subject matter is readlily accessible to all

readers, Think of this in relatlon to what it is to

understand a particular pain. A pain can be understood
through two very different accesses. The access to a pain
can be through second-hand experience, as in the instance
when all we Aave fo o on 18 someone else's description of
the rain. It can also be. through first-hand experience of
a pain, in which case the understanding will be of a different
sort. If we haie experieﬁced the pain for ourselves, We are
no longer dependent upon someone else's description.

The difference between the understandings-arrived at

through these very different accesses 18 like the difference

between imagining and experiencing sométhlng. If we have not



101

directly experienced something ourselves, our only recourse
18 imagination; we try to hit upon an appropriate similitude
from which to approach the thing from something which it is
like. If, for instance, we were trying to imagihe a particular
pein, we might interview people who have had the pain, or
perhaps study the grimaces of people actually experiencing
the pailn. In doing‘this, Wwe would be constructing a text
from which to read the n and our understanding of that‘
pain would be mediated b thé constructed text. If, however,
we had experienced the | paln at first-hand, such & similitude
would not he necessary YZecause the experience itself would
. ba the text upon which to base bur understanding. A
similitude would be superfluous. This does not mean,
however, that there is first sBme sort of hare experience
which later coﬁes to be brought under concepts of the
understanding. Ceftainly an experience 18 in part constituted
by the concepts under which 1t is subsumed. The point here 1is
simply that it is possible, and in the case of religious
concepts common, for people to use the concepts without
having had the experience to which they properly refer. (’
There 18 a great deal of difference between these two
ways of understanding sométhing; such that in some instances,
the first kind of understanding may actually be a .
misunderstanding. My reader does not have to rely upon my
word alone for this because no doubt_he has experienced‘this

difference for himself. Probably he can recall an occasion
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whqre he héd experiencgd something at first-hand for the
first time which he had previously only imagined and found
the difference to be 80 pronouﬂced that in relation to and
in light.of the experience, the previous understanding
appeared to be a misundérstanding. In a journal entry
Kierkegaard warns us of "the infinite difference which

" exists between understanding something in possibility and
underatanding something in actuality.” He diétinguiahes the
two in terms of the role of the imagination in each: ’

The fact 1s that when I understand something in
possibility, I do not become essentially changed, I
remain in the old ways and make use of my imagination;
when it becomes actuality, then it 13 I who am changed,
and now the question 18 whether I can preserve myself.
When 1t 18 a matter of understanding .ln possibility, I
have to strain my imagination to the limit: when it 1is
a matter of understanding the same thing in actuality,
I am spared all exertion in regard to my imaglnation;
actuality is placed very close to me, all too close; 1t
has, as 1t were, swallowed me, and the guestion now 1is
whether I can rescue myself from 1t. (X< A202)

-

In this context, Kierkegasrd likely has the understanding
and misunderstanding of Christianity in mind. On his
understanding, those who call themselves Christians are,
for the most part, only 80 in imagination. He beligves'the
Christianity of his day to be a lifeless possibility which
those in Chrisendom_rail.to make actual in'thelr day to day
existence. -

»

Coming to understand Christianity in actuality would
-require a'corre3ponding change in one's exlstence. Paul
Holmer succinétly states Klerkegaard's case in the following:

The difference between cognitive assent to the truth of
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the possibility and béing a Christian is the distaRce
between conceiving a passion and being passionate. 7

Someone who 1S not sensitive to the distance between the -

two poles here set in opposition, who 18 not palnrully

aware of the difference between 1mﬁsin1ng and experiencing

a pain, could hardly be said to properly understand the

things they pertain to.

In the Pogtscript, the difference between these

two lkinds of understanding 1is paralleled in the distinction

between objective and subjective reflection. Climacus writes:
For an objective reflection the truth becomes an object,
something objective, and thought must be pointed away
from the subject. For a subjective reflection the truth
becomes a matter of appropriation, of inwardness, of
subjectlvity, and thought must probe more and more
deeply into the subject and subjectivity. (171)

The difference between these two comes to light most clearly

and dramatically when the role of the subject in each mode

of reflecting or understanding is thematized as the

differentihtins factor. What role does the subject play 1in

éach case and how doés his particuiar existence figure in

-

the understanding that emerges?

»

The distinguishing mark of objective reflection is
" that the existence of thea subject doing the reflecting 1is
regarded as being incidental or a matter of indifference.

’

Climacus explains:

RN

The way of objective reflection makes the subject
accidental, and thereby transforms existence into
something indifferent, something vanishing. Away from
the subject the objective way of reflection leads to
the objective truth, and while the subject and his
subjectivity become indifferent, the truth also
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becomes indifferent, and this indifference is precisely
1ts objective vallidity; for all interest, litke all
decisiveness, 18 rogted in subjectivity. The way of
objective reflection leads to abstract thought, to '
mathematics, to historical knowledge of different kinds;.
and always it leads away from the subject, whose.
exlistence or non-existence, and from the objective point
of view quite rightly, becomes infinitely -

indifferent. (Postscript, 173)

This type of reflection is best exemplified by scientific
enquiry for which the enguiring subject should in principle
& interchangeable with any other human being in general who
1y Would arrive at the same results if the same
method were followed.
Climacus points to Ehe limitation of such kind of
reflaction with reference to death as the matter enquired

into.

For example, the problem of what 1t means to die. I
know concerning this what people in general know about 1+t;
I ¥mow that I shall dle if T take a dose of sulphuric Oy
acid, and also if T drown myself, or go to sleep in an’
atmosphere of coal gas, and so forth...

Nevertheless, in spite of this almost extraordinary
imowledge or facility in lknowledge, I can by no means

rggag? death as something I have understood. (Postscript,
147~

Enquired.into.in this manner, death is viewed disinterestédly
and objectively as a remote and abstract possibility. As such
it 1s something understocod by fools and wise men alike.

Every schoolboy knows all about death. It 1s a fact of the
humen conditlon that apglies equally and indifferently to
human beings in general. Understood as an indifferent fact,
one only understands that "All men must{ die." Climacus

continues:

\
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But the fact of my own death 18 not for me by any means
such a something in general, although ror others the
fact of my death may indeed be something'of that
sort. (149)
Something strénge and important is absent from the
understanding that "all men must die" which dreadfully
becomes present to the one to whom the doctor solemnly
pronounces, "Thou art dying." _
What 18 it that 1s absent in the kind of understanding
% .

that emerges out of objective reflection? Perhaps this
absence can be filled in with reference to a favourite story

48
of Kierkegaard's earlier qudted. According to the Biblical
text recounting the story of David and Nathan, Nathan
narrates a story to David which describes a man who, through
abuse of his power, arranges for the death of an innocent
man to further his own selfish ends. Upon hearipg this
stdry, David, "understanding" the injustice done, becomes
1ﬁ&ignant and promises that jJustice will be brought to bear
upon the perpetrator of this crime. Sensltive to a
dreadful absence in David's "understanding”, Nathan
_coﬁ%lnues. "Thou, O King, art the man." In For
Self-Examination Kierkegaard comments on this story.

I imagine that David has listened to this attentively,
has given expression to his opinion, of course without
intruding his personality (subjectively), but
impersonally (objectively) has duly appreciated this
charming little work. There was perhaps a particular
tralt which he thought might have been different, he
perhaps proposed an expression more happily chosen,
perhaps also pointed out a little fault in the plan,
praised the prophet's masterly delivery of the story, his
voice. the play of his features, expressed himself, in

short, as wWe tultured peovle are accustomed to do when
we criticize a Sermon delivered beéfore a cultured
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congregation, that is, a sermon which 1tself al is
objective. '

Then says the prophet-to him, 'Thou art the man.!
Behold, this tale which the prophet recited/was
a story, but this, 'Thou art the man', was another
story—1t was a transition to the subjective./(63)
What distingulshes subjective reflection from ob§:’tive
reflection 15 the reference to the subject, the existential
application. Properly sﬁeaking. it 13 not a "what" that 1is
absent frqp objective féflection. it 1s a "who".

ObJective reflection requires the virtual
ammihilation of the subject whose subjectivity is viewed as
being a paotentially distorting factor. Kierkegesard does not
categoricelly dismiss jhis'kmﬁd of reflection; he merely
seeks to establish its 1limits. His point 1s that there ére
phenomena that cannot properly be understood in thé%
manner, for wiich such understanding 1s in effect

misunderstanding. Sin i8 another such phenamenon. In The

Concept of Dread, Vigllius Haufnlensis writes:

How sin came into the world every man understands by
himself alone; if he would learn 1t from another, he

@0 1pso misunderstands it. The only sclence which can
do a 1ittle 18 psychology, which nevertheless concedes
that 1t does not, that it can and will not, explain
more. If any science could explain it, everything

would he brought to confusion. That the man of sclence
ought to forget himself 1s perfectly true, but for this
reason it 1s so fortunate that sin is not a scilentific
problem, and therefore the man of sclence 1s no more

obliged than is any speculator to forget how sin came
into the world. (46)

Approaching sin sclentifically, ome might construct a
taxoﬂomy listing all the various types of sin, assigning
them relative weights and charting their fTrequencies,

perhaps even establishing correlations between different
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types of sins and genetic or economlc conditions. 3uch

knowledge may be of some use, but 1t is not the kind of
understand;ng appropriate to sin. To understand sin, at least
insofar as it admits of being understood, one would have to
make the transitldn from the objective to the subjecti%e.

from possibllity to actuallty, from sin as an objective
possiblility to the fecognition of oneself in that possibillty.
David "understood" the sin of the man Nathan described, but
he did not "understand" its applicatlion to him.

* Indeed, the word "application" aptly signifles what
1s absent from the kind of understanding Kierkegaard 1s
concerﬂed to distinguish from understanding proper. In The
Concept of Dread Vigilius Haufnlensis writes:

To understand and to understand are two thlngs, 18 an.
old saying and a true e. Inwardness is an understanding,
but in concreto the quegtion is how this understanding ls
to be understood. To understand a speech is one thing, to
understand the deitikose implied in it is another; it is
one thing for a man to understand what he himself says,
to understand himself in what he says 1s another
thing. (126)
In a footnote to this text, Lowrie suggests that the word
"deitikose", which Klerkegaard coined, means "persbnal
L
application® in this context.gLiteralﬂy the word means
"pointing out”, “indicat1Ve". and in other places Lowrie
* 0
translates it as "strikingly appropriate"?
Hans-Geofg Gadamer, who shares Klerkegaard's
passionéte concern for rescuing the integrity of understanding,
1s also emphatic about the relationship between understanding

and application. In Truth and Method he argues that

LI L)
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applioation.\which hgd been recognized as essential to
understanding by earlier thinkers such as Aristotle, came to
be "forgotten" and even derogated in the modern wor1d51
complete agreement with Kierkegaard on thls point, he traces
this forgetting to the rise of modern sclence with its
forceful emphasis on the objective and the 1mpersonai.
Kierkegaard's often repeated criticism of the present age
is that people have rorgottén what it i8 to exist. He 1s
concerned about what he belleves to be a developing tendency
for people to forget themselves in tpeir enquiry ﬂnto
matters of utmost importance, and that furthermore this is
as i1t ought to be according to the sclence of the day.
Against this tendency, Kierkegaard finds it
necessary to-mgke it as difficult as possible for his reader
to forget himself in his particular existence. In For
Self Examination, for example, he directly édmonishes his
reader saying "thou shalt read fear and trembling into thy
soul, so that by God's help thou shalt succeed 1n becoming a
man, a& personality, saved from belng this_dreadfpl absurdity
into which we men-—created in God'!'s image!—have become,
changed by evil enchantment, into an imperscnal objectfve‘
. .something" (67). This concern for existence was alluded to
earlier when it was sald that the Postscript is equally
accessible to all readers for the reason that 1ts subject
matter is univarsal.521n an important sense it is a text about

existence, and Kierkegaard aséumes_that &ll of his readers
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exist. Indeed, he thrives on the irony this assumption
glves rise to, Since he cannot assume that all of his
readers will assume this much themselves.

From the story of David and MNathan, Kierkegaard
tells~us, we should be able to perceive fwhat a depth of
slyness and cunning there is in Christianity whem world
culture, taking advantage of whaf is undeniably true, that
selfishly to intrude one's own personality, one's ego is
‘vanity, that taking advantage of this they they have‘made
ouf that to be vanity which in relation to God's Wor@ is
just seriousness, so that they may be exempted from
s;riousness and 1ts strenuous exertion, and just by this
means assure themselves of being esteemed as serious and
cultured men.ﬂsalt 18 important thét the sort of apprlication
belng described as a requirement for understanding not be
confused with the narcissism epldemic in the present age.
Kierkegaard does not have in mind the vanity of he who
extracts from the tradlition only what he believes to be
immediately relevant to him. Application does not mean
"What's in 1t for me?" Hather 1t should be thought of as
opposed to anonymity. Against this tendency to anonymity,
Klerkegaard urges that, at least in the reading of religious
texts, "thou must say to thyself continually, 'It 1s I that
am addressed, 1t 1s about me this is said.'susuch avplication

is a requirement for the kind of understanding appropriate to -

such texts.
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What 18 here described as a requirsment for
understanding, Climacus describes as the task of becoming
subjective.'ln the Postacript he writes: _

While abstract thought seeks to understand the
concrete abstractly, the subjective thinker has
conversely to understand the abstract concretely.
Abstract thought turms from concrete men to consider
man in general; the subjectlve thinker seeks to
understand the abstract determination of being human in
terms of this particular existing human being. (315)

What Climacus says applies as well to reading texts, which
are, after all, very abstract. It 18 a limitation of texts
that they are necessarily general and cannot address
individual readers by name as it were. For this reason it 1is
necessary for a reader to flesh out what 15 glven in texts
only in skelatal form with his own experience., If, for
example, I were reading a treatise that enumerated typlcally
fhe various rofms of despair under which men live, it would
be important to place myself within one of the categorles, to
ask which form, if any, applied to me. Such work 18 the task
of the reader and cannot be performed by the text.

The significance of application for understanding can
be seen with reference to what 1s involved in understanding
the Shadowgraphs written by 4., the author of the first
volume of EitherZOr. These are sketches of typical human
possibilities "writ large" and understanding them requires
that one flesh them out with one!'s own history. A. writes:

For though I have borrowed the names of certaln literary
characters for purposes of designation, 1t does not

follow that only these fictitious characters pass in
review. The names must be regarded as nomina avpellativa,

DY S Y T
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and I shall not object if one or another of you should
feel inclined to choose for a particular plcture some
other name, a dearer~one, perhaps, or one which seems
"more natural to him. (175)

.The name being hinted at here is, or course, the name of the
reader.ﬁwho 1s the one to whom the sketches properly apply.
Most of Kierkegaard!s texts remind the reader of the neeﬁ
for application, some more directly directly than others.

In Purify of Heart Kierkegaard writes:

The talk does not address 1tself to you as if to a
particularly designated person, for 1t does not know

who you are. But if you welgh the occasion vigorously,

then it will be to you, ¥whoever you may be, 1t will be

as Af 1t spoke. precisely to you. This is not due to any
merit in the talk. It 1s the product of your own activity
that for” your own sake the talk is helpful to you; and it
will be because of your own activity that you will be the
ocne to whom the 1nt1matgs"thou" 18 spoken. This 1s your own
activity, 1t really is. :

To begin such activity 1is to begin the task of becoﬁing
éubj,ctive. -

From what has been sald we can gather who Kierkegaard's
sought after, although not always found, audience 15; It is
"that individual", a particular reader with a particular
history which ﬁe brings to bear upcn the reading of texts.

This is the 1deal reader, but by no means the typical. It is
the typlcal reader who 13 expected; the ideal reader is
hoped for. In the next section the relationship between these

two sorts of readers will be clarified.

3. Kierkegaard's Two Audiences 4

The play's the thing 56 %
Wherein I'll catch the consclience of the King. damlet ’
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In the previous section two kinds of understanding
have been distinguished. an understanding that we all have
almost by upbringing as it were, and an understanding that
must be worked r6r. that has certaln requirements that must
be fulfilled. Where there 1s a task, however, there is always
the possibility that someone Will not assume the task. Where
there are requirements there is always the possibility that
the requiremep£s will not be met. That this possibility
exists divides Kierkegaard's audience in two, into two kinds
of readers whorbﬁth "understand” the same text, but, be it
noted, in different ways. In Fear and Trembling Johannes

De Silentlo asks, or perhaps warns:
To understand/and to understand are therefore two
things? Certainly they are; and he who has understood
this (but not, be it noted, in the sense of the first
understanding) is initiated into all the secret
mysteries of irony. 13713 with this contradiction irony
18 properly employed.
Irony 1s a possibility for all texts that admit of being
understood in more than one way. It is ironic, for example,
that David "understands" what Nathan says to him, yet fails
$o "understand" its application to him. If & text has two
sldes, and a reader only perceives the more obvious side,
then at the same time the other side mocks him. .
The possibility of two different understandings of
a text gives rise to the possibillyy of two different
audiences for the same text. Think of how different the play
Hamlet stages for Claudius is according to how it is

understood. For Claudius and for a& member of the court it is
.

-t
-
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in a sense the same play, and yet understood very differently.
Or think ébout the story of Tarquinius Superbus, which is
alluded ta on the fitle page of Fea; and Trembling, and of
the different ways the messenger,gnd the son hunderstood "
the act of cutting off the heads of the tallest poppies.oo
These texts each address two differenf audiences. Kierkegaard's
texts, and empecially the pseudonymous pges. play on the fact
that they admit of being understood in two essentially
different ways. Klerkegasard does not play upon this irony

for the demonic pleasure derived from incestuous conversation
with the initiated, or to conceal something from some

readers while secretly plotting sinister plans with others.
Rather he is interested in initlating the transition from the
one understanding to the other. The point is to educate.

The £glationsh1p between the two aﬁdiences is dialectical

and noQ\an either/or. The second and more enlightened
audience is the first at a later stage of development, not‘
an elite group of gifted individuals. The point of
demarcation between the two audiences 1s not intelligence; it
18 s8imply the willingness to allow oneself to be addressed
by the text. |

Essentially Authority and Revelation has the same

dialectic as the story of David and Nathan. The book is
"about" Adler only in the same sense that, as far as David is
initially concerned, the story Jathan tells him 1s *about"®

.

someone else. The proper understanding of either requireé
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that the reader recognize himself in the drama, that the
reader make the appllication to his own sltuation. There is a
dlrferenée between the two, however, in that Nathan assumes
authority and virtually forces David to make the application
whereas Kierkegaard, for tactlical reasons, leaves this
apﬁlication to his reader to make or to fail to make.59

If the reader falls to make the application, then he
become'’s wictim to the text's irony.

While Kierkegaard does not speak directly in
Authority and Revelatlon, as Nathan does, he nevertheless
makes it virtually impossible to miss the clues he carefully
leaves. His refe;ence to Magister Adler as a mirror for
the present age 1s particularly obvious. Aﬁy schoolboy
knows, after all, that Kierkegaard has no interest in "the
present age” aé such, wWhich he views as a monstrous
‘abstraction of the same svecles Es Pthe public". He is
concerned with "the present age" only insofar as this
concept functions heuristically to characterize what is
typlical of his assumed readers. The point of the text 1s for
the reader to see himself (and not"the present age") in the
mirror. In For Self-Examination Xlerkegaard asks "What is
required in order to dertve true benediction from beholding
onaselfl in the mirror of the word?“éOHe answers, "First oﬁ
all, what 18 required is, that thou must not look at the
mirror, not behold the mirror, but must see thyself in the
mirror."élTo look at the image and study 1t disinterestedly,
to think about Magister Adler as some kind of historical
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curiosity, wonld be to mliss the point. The essential thing

13 what the mirror reflects; not the reflection but the being,
the existent. Such a text 18 llke a pointing fingef; one
misses the point when one directs one'!s attention upon the
finger instead of tHe thing being pointed to.

This same metaphor of the mirror which has been
evoked to elucldate the nature of.understanding also
intersects an avenue from which we can return smoothly to
the subject of upbringing with which this chapter began.
Earlier it was shown how people mirror their ﬁpbringing &s
an lmprint mirrors the stamp which shapes it. Adler mirrors
the present age 1n that he is its product, its imagg as it
were., He mirrors the kind of understanding that 1s typical
of people who the been brought up in the present age. He 1is
essentially comical, however, for the reason that he does
‘not See himsell in the mirror. He_réproduces the present age
and its "understanding” of religious language, yet he does
not understand himself in his wvarlous reproductions, does
not dellberatelf will them. He 1= an example of how people
living in the present age understand, or misunderstand,

religious language, but does not understand himself as being

~
r

such an example.

From Adler we can learn what the task requisite for
understanding is, although he cammot himsglf teach us this,
as has been said. Often in connection with the task of

coming to understand one hears formulas such as "look into
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yourgelf” and "turn your vision inward". As is the case with
all such formulas, there 1s good reason to be suspicious as
to what 18 really belng said. Such performative statements
are meaningless if taken to refer to some barely accassible
region of the human psyche. No, one oan‘look at oneself only
by lookingqin the mirror; one cannot do away with the
nirror. One achelves the sort of understanding Kierkegaard
hopes to bring about when.one beholds onegelf in the mirror
" the texts of our tradition holds up to us, not by
sollpsistically "looking into oneself", whatever that could
possibly mean. This is the point behind the Shadowgraphs in
Eijher[Or. A. writes:
I call these sketches Shadowgraphs, partly by the °
designation to remind you at once that they derive
from the darker side of life, partly because like other
shadowgraphs they are not directly visible. When I take
a shadowgraph in my hand, it makes no impression upon
me, and gives me no clear conception of it. Only when I
hold it up opposite the wall, and now look not directly
at 1t, but at that which appears on the wall, am I able
‘o see 1t. So also with the picture which I wish to sghow
here, an inward picture which does not become perceptible
until I see it through the external. This external 1s
- perhaps quite unobtrusive but not until I look through
it, do I discover that inner plcture which I desire to
show you, an inner plcture too delicately drawn to be
outwardly visible, woven as it 18 of the tenderest moods
of the soul. (Vol. I, 171)
There is no direct access to self-understanding.

' The transition from out of Kierkegaard's first
eudlence and into hils second mirrors the transition from
understanding to understanding proper. This transition
passes through the double meaning of religious language.

Such double meaning is not Jjust two definitions of the same
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soncept, rather it 1s the same definition understood in two
very different ways. The first understanding, the childish
understanding of Christian comcepts we lmmediately recelve
in virtue of the fact that we are brought up in & compunity
where such concepts are in widespread cixculation, lacks a
sense of the existential referent which glves these concepts
their meaning. Kierkegaard's contribution to the philosophy
of religion 18 not that he gives us ney definitions of.
Christian concepts. From his point of view, the problem lies
not wlth the old definitlons, but rather with how these
definitions are understood. llere rote-learning of definitions
is not enough for understénding, although it 1is indeed a
prerequisita..Beyond this basic prerequislte there are
certain requirements. The individual is required to flesh
out the concepts with rererencg to his own particular
situation, weave them into the fabric of his own personal
history. Coming to understand these concepts requires that
the individual work and reflect upon the first understanding
he has pasasively inherited. This involves the rescognition,
somevwhere along the way, that the first understanding is in
fact a misunderstanding, albelt a necessary one.

Kierkegaard describes the experience of coming to
understand the double meaning of religious language as "an
awakening".62Dav1d 18 as one who 18 asleep as he listens
disinterestedly to Nathan telling his story. His recognition
that the story has an application to his owmn particular
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gituation is an awakening of sorts. Such awakening 1s the
revelation of another side of things behind that which is
immedlately apparent. The experience of awakening 1is
apﬁropriate to religious language because such language is
not literal and never simply means what 1t immediately

appears to mean. In Works of Love Kierkegaard writes:

All human language about the spiritual, yes, even the
divine language of Holy Scriptures, 1s essentially
transferred or metaphorical language.THisis quite in
order or corresponds to the order of things and of
stence, since even though man 18 spirit from the
moment of birth he first becomes conscious as spirit
later, and therefore prior to this he has lived for a
certain time within sensuous-psychic categorlies. The
first portion of life shall not, however, be cast
aside when the spirit awakens, any more than the
awakening of spirit ammounces itself in sensuous of
sensucus-psychic modes in contrast to the sensuous or
sensnous-psychic. The first portion 1s taken over by
spirit, and, thus used, thus laid at the base, 1t becomes
transferred. Therefore the spiritual man and the
sensuous=psychlic man say the same thingina sense, and
yet there remains an infinite difference between what
they say, since the latter does not suspect the secret
of transferred language, even though he uses the sanme
words, but not metaphorically. There is a world of
difference between the two; the one has made a transition
or has let himself be led over to the other side;
whereas the other has remained on this side. Yet there is
something binding gBich they have in common-—they both use
the same language. &

There is indeed a world of difference between someone who
says something while dreaming and someone who éays something
while awake. This difference, however, often goes unnoticed
owing to the deceptiveness made possible by fhe fact that
both may say the same thing. This 1s why i1t can be a '
difficult matter to distingulish between the two.

If each kind of understanding had 1ts own set of
words, its own language, the tWwo could easily be distinguished.
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The difference\would be immediately apparent and could be
recognized by tﬁpse on eilther slde at a glance., Klerkegaard
stresses, howe&er._that there 1s no direct or immediate
sign in terms of which these two kinds of understanding
could be diatinguihhed. In the same passage qﬁoted above he
continues:
One 1in whoﬁ the spirit is awakened does not therefore
leave the visible world. Although now conscious of
himself as spirit, he is still continually in the world
of the visible and 1is himself sensuously visible;
likewise he also remains in the language, except that 1t
is transferred. Transferred language is, then, not a
brand new language; it is rather the language already at
hand. Just as spirit is invisible, 80 also 18 1its
language a secret, and the secret rests precisely in
this that it uses the same language as the simple man
and the child but uses-it as transferred....The
distinction is by no means directly apparent. Therefore
we qulte rightly regard emphasis upon a directly
apparent distinction as a sign of false spirituality——
which is mere sensuousness; whereas the presence of
spirit is the qulet, whispering secret of transferred
language——audible to him who has an ear to hear.(199-200)
There 1S no royal seal by which one who understands can be
\\
recognized in his\Ehthority, no birthmark or secret password.
The mark of understanding is as it were invisible, and this
subtlety gives rise to the confusion of the present age, a
faithless age walting lazily for a direct sign.

What has been said in this chapter about the
confusion of two kinds of understanding and the importance of
separating them nas implicatlions which bear upon
understanding, or misunderstanding,. the puipose of
Kierkegaard's authorship. Hopefuily this detour has been

sométhing more than an objective account of Kierkegaard's

-
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"theory of understanding® because, after all, Klerkegaard's
remarks apply as well to understanding and misunderstanding
his own texts, as he is always playfully aware. If his
reader 18 even slightly attentive, he 18 bound to ask
himself, at some.ﬁolnt ot other in his r%adlng, on which
side of the confusion he stands.”If he Judges himself to be
exempt from this éanrusion. there 1s only one way he could
have become 80; by having passed through the confusion. To
lose s8ight of this applicatlon is to risk falling into
confusion. )
The following text quot;a from the Journals, titled
"My Thesis", givas us further 1nsight into the purpose
behind Kierkégaard's authorship:
My thesis 1s not:that the substance: of what is
LB e e e e
1S not Christianity. I am fighting about a how, & °
reduplication. It is self-ev1§ent that without 3
reduplication Christianity 1s not Christianity. (X~ A431)
It 1s impdrﬁént‘to‘note that Kierkegaard does not fault the
ianguage Christianity uses, but rather how the language is
used. He 1s aware of the possibility that such language,
like all languagé. 1s subject to abuse and misﬁnderstanding.
He recognizes, probably more profoundly. than any of ’
Christianity's major critic;. the oconfusdon and 1llusion
surrounding the use of Chrigtian la ge. Unlike some of
the critics of Christianity, howev;zfn:e does not argue
from the confusion to the abandonment of the language which

lends itself to the confusion. In another entry he writes:
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In the relation between an established order and the new
within Christianity, the rule is quite simply this; the
new 18 not a new what but a new how of the old what.

Yet serving a how cannot very easily become
conspicuous or satisfy earthly passions which want to
displace the o0ld so that they themselves can rule, etc.:
therefore for all Mmpatient and secularly minded
people 1t 1s lmportant that the new becomes a what 503
that light can properly fall upon-=the originators.(X’A593)

For Kierkegaard; the solution to the misuse of religious
language 1s not the invention of a new language to Treplace
the 0ld one, or the creation of new metaphors because the
old ones have become lifeless and devold of meaning. In time
this new language would itself become'trivialized. and the
new metaphors would become stale and have to be discarded,
and so on.

On Kierkegaard's understanding, the misunderstanding
to which religious language is subject 18 a necessary stage
on .the way to understanding, just as despair or sin
necessarily precedes falth, as expressed in the doctrine of
the fortunate fall. A childish understanding of Christianity
i3 a necessary stage on life's way because, after all, we are
children before we are adults. Rather than working toward
creating a new bree& of children, Kierkegaard contrives his
authorship to facilitate passage through this stage; to
assist his reader in moving from understanding to
understanding. His point in prompting hls reader to this
_ }ransition i3 quite Socratic: to get his reader t¢ turn his
concernful attention back upon that which he already

understands, but be 1t noted, in such a way that he
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misunderstands. His purpose 18 to 1nduc£ his reader to
reflect upon "how" he understands what he understands, not
to0 introduce a new "what", a new doctrine. In the next
chapter, Kierkegaard's strategy in contriving to introduce
this new "how" into a situation of confusion will be
discussed. RHeference wWill be made to the need for the form
of & communication to be tailored to smit the supposed ‘

situation of an intended audience.

— P
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KIERKEGAARD'S ART: THE RHETORIC OF INDIRECT COMMUNICATION
Suit the action to the word, the word to the action, with
this special observance, that you o'erstep not the
modesty of nature:for any thing so o'erdone is from the
purpose of playing, whose end, both at the first and now,
was and is, to hold asg 'twere the mirror up to nature: to

show virtue her feature, scorn her own image, and the
very age and body of the time hlis form and pressure. 1

_ Hamlet™
In the last chapter it was shown that Kierkegaard i

has very definite views on human understanding and
misunderstanding. Considerable care was devoted to
elucidating these views because understanding or
misunderstanding them is of paramount importance for
understanding or misunderstanding the purpose of'Kierkegaard!s
authorship. This impdftance is due to the fact that he 1z
primarily an educator. He understands hls task as beilng that
of bringing his reader to understanding. The awareness that
thls is his purpose, and a preclse understanding of what
requirements are necessary for the fulfillment of that
purpose, brings Kierkegaard's aufhorship into 1ts proper
perspectlve. This i1s because Kierkegaard tallors- the form or
style of his communication to suit the purpose toward which
he direc%s his concern. His views on undeistanding and
misunderstanding very much shape the foxm or style he adopts
as belng most appropriate for the task of correcting
misunderstanding and bringing‘someﬁne to understanding.

Of course Kierkegaard is quite definite about what he
123
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thinks it 1s important to understand. He does not worship
understanding for the sake of understanding. The subject
natter he deems most in need of being understood is
Christianity. One of the major reasons he thinks an
understandlng of Christianity is wanting is that a
misunderstanding of Christianity is so prevalent. The
prevalence of this misunderstanding is an important
consideration for Kierkegaard in contriving a pedagogy for
the purpose of educating people to an understanding of
Christianity. If such understanding 1s to be brought about,
then the misunderstanding must be removed. This is the
necessary beginning of a Christian education. Indirect
communication serves a number of purposes in Kierkegaard's
authorship, one of the most 1m§ortant being the removg}
of the prevailing misunderstanding of Christianity.

While Kierkegaard assumes an active part in the
removal of -the misundé;standing concerning Christianity, the
person existing within this misunderstanding. cannot remain
rassive, Something quite specific 1s reéqired of him. A
misunderstanding is removed only when the person recoghizes
that he has mlsunderstood. Indirect communicafion facilitates
this recognitioﬁ. but the act of recognltion itself isi:the
work of the person who misuﬁdgrstandB;.Even if everyone else
in the world recqgnized someone else's misunderstanding, 1t
would not be removed until he himself recognized (or perhaps,

admitted) it.
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In this chapter, through an examination of direct
communication and 1ts inadequacdies as a rhetorical device
for Christian education, an attempt will be made to persuade
the reader that indirect communication is strikingly
‘appropriate for the purpose Klerkegaard. ﬁopes to accomplish
by means of hls authorship. Iﬁdirect communication 18 1tself
a rhetorical device because 1t has, in the distance, the
telos of persuading.those_ror whose benefit i1t is employed
that Christlanity is vitally lmportant. Simply stated,
Kierkegaard hopes to persuade his reader to become a
Christian. The ﬁords_"persuade", "become", and "Christian®,
bear much welght in this context and are prone to being
misunderstood. There is a way of "persuading" someone to
become a Christian which lends itself to being confused
with the sort of persuasion indirect communication employs.
There is a way of "becoming" a Christian which lends itself
to being confused with the way Klerkegaard hopes his reader
will becone a Christian. There is a sort of "Christian'who is
commonly confused with the sort of Christian who 1s the

telos of indirect communication.

The Point of Devarture for Indirect Communication

If real success is to attend the effort to bring a man
to a definite position, one must first of all take pair
to find him where he 13 and begin there. Point of View

Instead of beginning immediately with an exposition
of indirect communication, it is perhéps more appropriate to

let 11 emerge naturally through a consideration of the sortsa
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of reasons that lead Kierkegaard to rejlect direct
communication. There 1s good reason for a discussion of
indirect communication to proceed cautiously. Inﬁa journal
entry, Klerkegaard writes that "the basio error of modern
times is that everywhere veople are occupled wlth the what

they are to communicate—not with what communication 13."3
Fallure to reflect upon what communication 1s can result in
misunderstanding, and in sogme 1ns£anuntning about an effect.
opposite to that intended.

In a sectlon of Concluding Unscientific Postscript

- .

entitled "The subjective existing thinker has regard to the

dialectics of the process of communication" Climacus writes:
Ordinary communication between man and man 1s whollj
immediate, because men in general exist immediately.
When one man sets forth something and another
acknowledges the same, word for word, 1t 1s taken for
granted that they are in agreement, and that they have
understocd one angther. (69)
Direct communication, here réferred to as "ordinary
communication", is premised upon a shared assumption
between sSpeaker and audience as to the meaning of the words
being-used. The speaker assumes that his audience understands
the same thing that he intends by each word and the audience
assumes that they are understanding the words in the same way
they are intended. This assumption 18 generally well-founded
in situations where speaker and audlence share a common
upbringing. Each lmmediately takes the words to mean what
he has been brought up to understand by them. The common

upbringing Justifles the assumption of a commonality of
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meaning. Climacus tells us that "a direct form of
communication is based upon the security of social
continuity"(76).

There are many matters about which men communicate
for which direct communication 1s quite appropriate. For
many matters p&e understanding arrived at through upbringing
is sufficlent, and as long as speaker and audience share a
commen upbringing communicetion about them will proceed
smoothly. Such understanding is not, however, sufficient for
matters spoken éf in religious language. A direct or immediate
understanding of them, as is acquired through upbringing, is
a misunderstanding. Understanding the language of Christianity
is dialectical, it requires that one come to recognize that
in the first instance one misunderstands. It requires that
one leave _behind the conversational norms surrounding the
widespread use of this language and thereby exclude oneself
from the misunderstanding.

Unlike direct communication, indirect communicatilon
"is based upon & supposed discontinuity between the
understandings of speaker and audiencef‘lt takes into
consideration the dialectical process involved in understending
proper and the possibility that an audience might be involved
in a misunderstanding. In Qpe event that amr audlence
misunderstood a subject matter, for a speaker to address p
them directly about it would only bolster the misunderstanding.

The problem with direct qumunication i1s that it falls to
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take into consideration the negative, the possibility of

misunderstanding. In the Postscript Climacus explalins: .

So 1t is always Iin the case of the negative: where

it is unconsclously present it transforms posltivity
into negativity. Here 1t transforms a supposed
communication into an illusion, because the negative
factor in the communication is not reflected upon, but
the communication is concelved simply and solely as
positive. (70)
For someone to speak directly about hls faith to a cynic
would be to risk feeding the cynic's misunderstanding. It
would indicate that the person had falled to take into
account the discontinulty between his and the cynicts
understanding of the same words. The cynic would simply
tranélate his words into his own misunderstanding.

If one 1s to speak thoughtfully about religious
matters, matters that require the very specific lind of
understanding that has been described, then it is necessary
to take into consideration the presuppositioné of one!s
audience and tailor the form of one's communication :
accordingly. Such artful speech would be carefully and

deliberately composed because, as Climacus tells us 1n the

Postscrint, "artistry would always demand a reflection within

the recipient, and an awarenﬁss of the form of the communication
in relation‘to the recipient's possible misuqderstanding"(?o).
Mastery of such artistry is a prerequisite for one who dares

to assume the role of teacher. It is especially necessary for

a teacher to reflect upon considerations such as "how the
dlalectic of instruction must be determinqd with relation to

the learner's presuppositions; whether these presuppositions
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aTe not so essential that the instruction becomes a geception
in case one is not at once aware of them, and in that event
the instruction 1is transformed into non-lnstruction."5

If one's audience has no presuppositions about one's
subject matter, 1t 1s quite appropriate to state 1mmediately
what it 18 one wishes to communicate. If, however, one's
cgudience initilally presupposes a certain "what", and if the
"what" is a misunderstanding, then the first thing to do 1s
remove the misunderstanding. The dialectic of communication
requires that a misunderstanding first be removed in order
to facilitate communication of a proper ;;derstandlng. This
applies to the situation Klerkegaard finds himself in as

someone concerned to speak about Christianity in Christendom.

In Attack Upon Christendom he writes:

When Christlanity ceme into the world the task was
- simply to proclaim Christianity. The same is the case
' wherever Christianity is introduced into a country the
religion of which is not Christianity.
In "Christendom'txthe situation is a different one.
What we have before us 1s not Christianity but a
prodigious illusion,vand the people are not pagans but
1ive in the blissful ¥onceit that they are Christians.
So if in this situation Christianity is to be introduced, -
first of all the 1llusion must be dispgsed of. But since
this vain conceit, this illusion, 1s to the effect that
they are Christians, 1t looks indeed as if introducing
Christlanity were taking Christianity away from men.
HeVertheaess this 1s the first thing to do, the illusion
must go.

In such a situation 1t would only lead to "non-instruction”
1f one were to begin immediately with what one wished to
communicate. It would be appropriate to postpone arrival at
thls destination until one had completed a detour passing -
through the misunderstanding. Thls detour is what Climacus
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18 referring to 1; the Postscript where he writes that "it
18 discovered that a new begimning is necessary, the
begiming upon the immense detour of dying from 1mmed¢acy."?
The experience of "dying from immediacy" involves.leaving
behind the understanding o Christian language one has acquired :
simply as a result of one's upbringing. This rirst.
understanding must first be negated in order to facilitate
the emergence of a more mature understanding.

The teacher's part in the negatlon of the first
understanding, which 1s in fact a misunderstanding, consists
in the effort to solicit the necessary reflection from the
learner. This involves getting him to question things
previously taken for granted, to become attentive to
possibilities previously overlooked, and eventually to
fecognize a misunderstanding which has.previously been
- confused for understanding. Xierkegaard writes:

Reflections do not presuppose the qualifying concepts
as given and understood; therefore, they must not so
muich move, mollify, reassure, persuade, as awaken and
provoke men togsharven thought.... Beflections ought to
be a "gadfly?®. .
The reference to a "gadfly" suggests the figure of Socrates .
who described himsélf-as such, stinging the people of Athens
with questions carefully aimed so as to waken them to
reflect upon ovinions previously held uncritically. He tried
to throw them back upon their unexamined presuppositioné.

Finding that veople tepded to begin immediately with the
highest and most.important things, Soctates found it

necessary to redirect thelr attention back toward what-is

+
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gimple and firat in the order of knowing. Like mlrrors, his
questions turned people back upon themselves,

As the trial and subsequent execution of Socrates
dramatically demonstrated, the project of getting people to
reflect upon matters of which an immediate understanding is
already assumed can be very risky. It seems to be a brute
fact of human psychology that we do not like to recognize,
and even more so, admit, error. There are, however, a number
of important reasons besides the 6g}lous one of
self~-preservation as to why it might be counter-productive w
for someone to attempt to generate reflection upon a
misunderstanding simply by telling a person that he has
misunderstood. The person might, for instance, become
defensive and quickly deny the accusation without even
stopping to reflect upon what was charged and whether or not
it were true. The person might I1mmunize himself against
criticism by finding, or pe;haps manufacturing, some reason
- to doubt the authority of the person doing the accusing. Or
perhaps the person might accept the charge that he has
misunderstood, but not as a consequence of his own 5
recognition, but out of insecurity. or self-doubt.
?sychologzical consliderations of thils sort could be important
factors 'in a decision to proceed indirectly when dealing with
a misunderstanding.

In order to avert such possibilities, aqd for the
sake of insuringz that the verson within a misunderstanding

recognizes it for himself, a teacher may find i1t necessary

AL o o .
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to resort to deception, perhaps concealing the purpose of

his communication until the moment was propidious for its

revelation. Such deception is present to a certain extent in

Authority and Revelation. Discussing the indiraectness of

this text Klerkegaard writes of Adler:

his 1life 1s an admonition for many, or may be; for in
fact he was a Christian of sorts, as all men are
Christians, he was confirmed, became a theocloglcal
candidate, a Christian priest in geographical
Christendom—and yet the catastrophe revealed how his
being a Christian is to be understood. Here it 1s an
occurrence which is the admonition, and also the
admonition is indirect, it depends upon the individurl
whether he for himself will allow himself to be
admonished; it is not as when a religiously exalted e
person thunders and condemms, which so easlly may
exasperate men instead of profiting them. (188-9)

The indirectness stems from the fact that while 1t appears

that the subject of the text is one thing, i.e. Adler, at

the same time another subject is being addressed, i.e. the

reader. This form of dramatic irony is identical to that

.‘I\
which is present in the play Hamlet stages for the benefit

of Claudius.

It is fruitful to compare Socrates and Kierkegaard

. With respect i the employment of irony, since admittedly

Socrates 1s Xlerkegaard's mentor 1ln this art. In Authority

and Revelation Klerkegaard writes:

Irony makes the phenomenon evident; irony consists in the
cunning that, while the opponent believes he 13 talking
about another thing or even has grasped another thing,
irony perceives that the individual has gliven himself
aWay.... The ironical cunmning consists in transforming
oneself te nothing by negative-active consistency in
order to help the phenomenon to become manifest. At the
£irst glance and for stupid men it may seem as if the
ironical man were the loser. The ironical cuming

\
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conslsts in keeping oneself negative, thus transforming
the attack into self-revelation. The attacker railses a
storm and makes a great fuss:; in the eyes of foollish men
1t seems as though he were the stronger, and yet he
accomplishes nothing more-—and there sits 1rony so
cunning and on the lookout—he accomplishes nothing more
than to reveal his own nature, his own paltriness or his
own insignificance. (125)
{1 erkegaard keeps himself negatlve!" by revoking his own
authority. His quallfying motto "without authority" is-
analagous to Socrates! felgned ignorance. The irony of
Socrates consists in the fact that he 15 not merely talking
about what he immediately appears to be talking about. In
professing ignorance, he 13 really talking about the

lgnorance of the person with whom he i3 engaged. He indirectly

mirrors his audience. In the Postscript Climacus tells us
that "If an indirect relationship is assumed, the discourse
will become a monologue, but a monologue about the speaker's
own eIperlence'and its specific mode through which, though
speaking about himself, he indirectly speaks also of the
listener" (375). u

Klerkegaard's employment of 1r§ﬁy and indirect
communiqation i3 occasioned by circumstances similar to
those which precipitated Socrates! cunning artistry. Conslder
the foliowing account of his situation and task quoted from

the Journals:

It 18 the concept of "Christendom" which must be
reformed; what has to be done i1s the dlalectilcal
ovposite of introduclng Chrlstlianlity and yet in another
Sense rather similar; to introduce Christlanity into
Christendom. The illusion that all are Chrlstians has
reached 1ts peak-—well then, there can be no talk about
introducing Christianlty-—therefore examination in

3

-
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Christianity i1s required; through a presentation of
Christianity a test must be made of what 13 feally meant
by saying that we are all Christians. This 1s analagous
to Socratic questioning. Just as he hegan with the
Sophists, who clalmed to be Christians sgic, S0 we begin
here with the claims of those who say they are Christians.
And just as he was the lgnorant one, 850 the examiner here
must be ‘someone who says that he is not himself a
Christian. And Jjust as the fruit of Socratlic questioning
¥as a sharper definition of knowledge, the frult here 1is
a sharper definition of what it 1s to be a

Christian. (X" A135) .

The need for another Socrates to examine Christendom is met
ﬁi%h the appearance of sundry authors bearing queer names
such a_"johanheé De Silentlo" and "Johannes Climacus". The
works of these two will receiye brief consideration here.

The authorship of FPhillosophical Fragments and

Concluding ﬂnscientific Postscript 1s ascribed to a cextain

Johannes Climacus. These texts, rgspectively, are continulng
investigations of thé same theme. In one way or other they
are both' concerned ﬁith the significance Christianity has for
someone 1iving in Christendom, and especlally someone who

i confers great value on philosophy as being the eye of the
needle through which Christianity must pass. In the Postscript

Climacus confldes with hls reader that Egi;osooh;pal
Fragments was artfullé tailored to sult a certain kind of
audience. Answering reviews that his first book rece;Yed, he
writes: |

And yet the book 1s so far from being written for the
uninformed, to give them something to know, that the

one I introduce into the book as my interlocutor is
precisely a well-informed person, which seems to indicate
that the book is written for informed readers. whose
misfortune -1s that they know too much. Because

everybody knows 1t, the Christian truth has gradually
become a triviality, of which it is difficult to secure

|
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a primitive impression. This being the case, the art of
communication at last becomes tne art of taking away, of
luring something away from Someone. This seem® very
strange and ironical, and yet I belleve that I have
succeeded in expressing preclsely what I mean. When a
man has his mouth so full of food that he is prevented
from eating, and 1s llike to starve in consegquence, does
giving him food consist 1ln stuffing sti1ll more of it in
his mouth, or does it consist in taking some of it away,
so that he 'can begin to eat? And so also when a man has
much knowledge, and his knowledge has little or no
signifficance for him, does a rational communication
conslist in giving him more knowledge, even supposing that
he 15 loud in his insistence that this is what he needs,
or does it not rather consist in taking some of it

away? (245) -

Consideration given to the kind of understanding most ’
appropriate for a subject matter such as Christianity, and
to the prevalling misunderstandlng. "the art of taking away",
the Socratic art proper, 1s necessarlly prior to the artz%f |

delivering dogma. This 1s why the author of Philosophical

Fragments and the Postscrivnt is not someone who cleims to be

a Christian, someone who would begin immediately with the

" "what" of Christian dogme. Instead he is someone who claims

that he 1s not 8 Christian, presenting Christianity at a

‘distance in its idealty.

In accentuating the dlstance Yetween himself and
) A

Christianity, Climacus providentially serves a task alluded
to in a number of journal entries, such as the following:

My task has continuously been to providé the * :

existential-corrective by poetically presenting the

ideals ang inciting people about the established

order. (X A1l5) ) -
In 1ts full implications, Klerkegaard's task is to introduce
the task of becoming a Christian into Christendom. Any task)

i

]
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presumes a point of departure and a destination. Imagine
someone under the delusion that he has arrived at his
destination when in fact he was moving on the spot at the
point of departure. Then 1t would be nécessary to stress,
perhapé even exaggerate, the distance, the task. It is because
some such situation exists in Christendom that Climacus
presents Christianity as a remote possibility, as something
distant from actuality. In FPhilosophical Fragments, Christianlty
is presented in an idealized form such that it 1s but
remotely famillar to & hypothetlcal reader who is given a
voice in the text. This reader interrupts periodically with
comments such as "This poem of yours is the most wretched
plece of plaglarism ever perpetrated, for it is' neither more
nor less than what every child lmows" (43). Ironically, the
hypothetical reader unwittingly states the very problem that
Climacus 1s trying to accentuate. Indeed, everyone "lknows"
what Christianity is, but how do they "know" it— like the
schoolboy who lmows 1t by rote? Climacus, concerned to
distinéuished between understanding‘and understanding proper,
wants to make the point that the Christianity so familiar %o
the schoolboy is not Christlanlty proper, butionly the point /
of departure for it. |

' The misunderstanding that Climecus has to contend
with 1s that two things which are really different have
become confused. Christianity has been collapsed into
Chr;stendom. the'destination into the point of departure.

RETECE AAPL AT
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Therefore Climacus, being Socratic, speaks from the point of
departure, looking into the distance at a destinatlon which
is a task and not a given. In the introduction to the
Postscript he explains his manner of proceeding:
To put it as simply as possible, using myself by way of
11lustration: I, Johamnes Climacus, born in this city and
now thirty years old, a common ordinary human being like
most people, assume that there awmits me a highest good,
an eternal happiness, in the same sense that ~such a good
awalts a servant-girl or a professor. I have heard that
Christianity proposes itself as a condition for the

acquirement of this good, and now I ask how I may
establish a proper relation to this doctrine. (19)

“
In the manner of Socrates, he transforms himself into the
negatiVe‘an& is apparently at a disadvantage since he, a
mature adult, does not even kn;w what every schoolboy lmaows.
Ag 1n Socratlce comgunication, when he says, "I, Johannes
Climacus", he is indirectly mirroring the reader. This 15
hinted at in his emphasis that he l1ls "a common ordinary human
being like most people." The telos of his text is the
Teader'!s recognition of himself in the mirror he holds up,
and this recognition 1s made easier since the grounds for
ldentification are close to home. Paul Holmer points out
that "The pseudonymous works erected 1deal authors who
?esigned in turn a series of mirrorlike positions in which
the reader sees himself reflected.ﬁ9

It is fruitful, at least in the case of Climacus and
De Silentlo, to think about the pseudoqyms in terms of what
it means to begin with the beginning. They begin at the most
rrimitive level, representing the point of departure for the

dialectical process 1ln which one becomes a Christian. They
e
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mark the terminus a quo, not the terpinus ad quem. The

misunderstanding they are intended to prompt recognition of
has 1ts basis in the tendency people have tq move directly
to the terminus ad quem, or what 18 the same thing, they do
not move at all because they are under the 1llusion that
they have already arrived. To turn this inertia around,or
perhaps back upon itself, the pseudonyms appear upon the
rTeader’'s horizon as a detour which must be passed through.
They emphasize, and even exaggerate, the negative--sin,
despeir, suffering, and so on. They find the reader where
he .is and provide a laddér from the terminus a quo to the

terminus ad guem. This is cryptically intimated by the name

"Johannes Climacus”, "John the Climber". The emphasis is on
the task, the climb. |

Fear aﬁd Trembling is an exploratlion of the concept
of falth, not from the standpoint of one who has arrived, but
from the standpoint of one looking at it in the distance
ralsing the question of what work must be done in order to
move toward 1t. De Silentio says "For my part I can well
describe the movements of faith, but I ;;nnot malke them."lo

The ladder De Silentlo sets out for the reader is
infinite resignation. Resignation is a surrendering or
letting go of our immediate attachments to things and People.
The'qualirication "infinite” means that the resignatioﬁ.is
apprlied to all possible things and not Just selected

particulars. It is important that infinite resignation be
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emphaslized because 1t 18 the first movement of faith, and

because 1t is commonly skipped or overlooked.

De Silentio 1llustrates the movement of infinite
resignation through a detalled analysis of the story of
Abraham and Issac. Issac sSymbollzes Aﬁraham's attachments
to thlings and people; he 13 the best of all that Abraham
values. Abraham severs thls attachment, performs the
movement of infinite resignation, in his willlingness to
sacrifice Issac. He resigns him831; to the possiblility of o
losing Issac forever. The seve;ance is not, however, a
literal one. He does not actually kill Issac. Resignation
does not require a literal withdrawal .from things of this
world. This would be monaéticism, a near literal interpretation
of Christianity which Kierkegmard respects but ultimately
rejects. Bather resignation should be thought of as an
acceptance of the gratuitousness of all that we value. The
problem with our immediate attachments to things 1s that we
tend to %ake the things for granted. Our relationship to them
i3 not medlated by the resigning thought that in the
twinkling of an eye the mgst preclious things we value could
| be taken from us forever. Resignation distances and detaches
us from our attachments.~Metaphofically‘SPeakins.rtis adying .,
from 1mmediacy". One would bé.a swindler, however, if one
only went half-way along the path of resignation and held
back from the détachment with the constraininglthought that;'

after all, the act of detachment is only metaphorical,
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Abraham gets Issac bac¢k in the end., De Silentio warns that
"If people fancy that by considering the ocutcome of this
story they mlight let themselves be moved to belleve, they
deceive themselves and want to swindle God out of the first
movement of faith, the infinite resignation."11Certa1nly
Abraham gets everything back in t 'end. but to jump
immediately to the conclusion 13'2b

to miss the point of the .
story altogethey.

De Silent¥o i1s a master at ferreting out swindles
~and deceptions. He i>witness to a tendency in the present
age fdr people to confuse their immediate attachments to
things with faith. The Antensity with which thelimmédiate
attachment 1 stalhed 1s commonly mistaken as beingla
gagge by which to measure falth., Immediate certainty is
confused with faith. De Sllentio believes that falth is
indeed g certalnty, but a certainty distinguishable from the
certainty of immediacy in that 1t presuppreses résignation.
the recognition of wncertainty. He is careful to point out
that "Faith therefore is not an aesthetlc emotion but
something far high;r. precisely because it has iesignation
as 1ts presupposition; it 1s not an immediate instinct of
the heart, but is the paradox of life and existeﬁce."lz
Thought of in this way, inflnlte resignation 1s. an
1nterﬁediary stage between immediate certainty and faith.

De Sillentio tells us that ours is an age "which has attained

an unparalleled proficlency in forgery and does the highest
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things by leaping over the 1qtermediate steps."l3

In order to emphasize and even exagera‘te Qhe
intermediate steps, De Silentio begins wlth the beginning,
with the first thing that must be done toward the aitainment
of faith. Here the emphasis 1s- on what an individual must do,
or‘pergaps stop doing, 1f faith is to present itself to hinm
as a possibility. The emphasis 1s on what Klerkegaard calls
. the principle of works:

the principle of works begins with the beginning, and
begins with what i1s common to us men; the principle of
faith begins soc far ahead that there are not many in any
generation who come so far-——therefore this principle
must become completely meaningless if one wants to begin
at once with it.

The principle of works begins with the beginning and
with what i1s generally true—namely, that we ought to
be treated as beginnersz—yes. it is even to our
advantage.{Journals, AI“< A301)

. " ‘
Thus 1t 1s that the point of departure for faith and the

point of departure for indirect communication are one and
the same. It 1s because the way to faith 1s indirect that
the form of communication best suited to sending someone

-~

on this way is also indirect.

Seduction or Decision? A Choice for Christian Orators

They say, for example, that there are two ways-—the

way of desire and the way of virtue——they describe the
. first as strewn with flowers, etc.; the other as

rigorous in the beginning, but little by little...here
the preacher suddenly forgets himself and virtue's
narrow way, for his description by virtue'’s way little
by 1little becomes seductive. What then? The result is
that a sensualist 13 not only crazy for not choosing the
way of virtue, but that he is a crazy sensualist for not
choosing the way of virtue—if 1t 1s as the preacher
says. (Journals, VI A149)
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Reflect for a moment‘uﬁzn the following thesis: In
the present age there are powérrul rgrces operating in
hidden ways to persuade large numbers of pecple to act
toward their preferred ends, but. be 1t noted, in such a
way that the people concerned are not awﬁre that or how
they are being persuaded. The forde behind .the persuasion
1s hidden or‘concealed. The level at which the persuasion'
ooccurs is below the level of consciousness. That the
machinery behind this kind of persuasion is hidden iz not
merely incidental to 1t, but rather 1is the chdition ror\ifs
efficacy. |

If one knows something about the nature of rats,
about’ the sorts of things they like and dislike, one can,
with very little effort. train a rat to travel along a
predetermined path toward a predetermined end. The rat, of
course, can have no awareness of the fatt that there 1s an
intelligence directing its movements from without. While
there re some 1mportant{d1ffer( 8 betiwveen the behaviour
of rats and the behaviour of people, there are also some
1ﬁbortant similaritles. One who knows somefhing.about the
nature of human beings, about the sorts of things/;hey like
and dislike, can, with very little effort,-steer people
toward predetermined ends in such a way that they are not
aware that they are being so directed. Unflattering as this
may be, it seems that, judging from the success of Madison

Avenue manipulators, we have this much in common with rats.

A
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Of course the dlfferenqés are even more important. As rats
apparently cannot, human belngs can and sometlimes do direct
their movements according to consciously entertalned
purposes. Human behaviour 1s not only caused, it 13 also
motivated. <

It may very well be thet the use of the term
"persuasion" to speak about engineering the behaviour of rats
and of people.lnsorar as they admit of belng so engineered
is a semantic ilmpropriety. A good case could be made to
support the view that the term "persuasionh®, préperly
understood, 1is applicable-only-where the person being
persuaded 18 aware that and how he 1is being persuaded. This
much 1s 1mp1101@ in a useful distinction Paul Ricoeur makes
between a cause and a mot1Ve.1gccording to his account of
human behavioﬁr and human action, humans are susceptible to
both causes and motives. Yhen the relevant conditions _
proximate to a given are unconscious, or perhaps simply not
conscious{ they are properly describgd as causes. This
apglies, of course, to situations where they are hidden or
concealed. ?o speak about persuasion in describing this
situation would be a'category mistake. When the relevant
conditions proximate to a-given behaviour are conscious and
reflected ﬁpon. they are properly described as motives. In
this situatlion the resulting behgviour would properly be
describe@ as an action and to say that someone vas persuaded

to act In one way rather than another would mean that motives
' N ,

I 3
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were suggﬁpted to him By someone else. Normally & "twitch"
would be caused whereas a "wink" wounld be motivated.

There are difficulties with this terminology, which
is fitting given that tﬁe area of humgn expé;lence it 1=
meant to describe is complex and amblguous. Sometimes, for
example, We are unclear about our motives, sémetimes they sre
vague and ambiguous. Then there is the difficult case of
self~deception where the motive we consclously entertain is
not the real motive, or perhaps not the real cause. There
seems to be a grey area between motive and cause which
eludes and perhaps evén deries the border that marks this
-distinction.-Perhaps the metaphor of a continuum does most
Justice to the amblguity of human experience. Imagine a
" continuum wi?h cause and decision at opposite ends and an
ascending scale along 1t calibrated with increased
consciousness of tﬁe proximate conditions for action~as the
measure. Whatever conceptual language one adopts for 4
understanding mants susceptiblility to influence, one thing at
least 1s certain: ‘there are two essentially different and
opposed ways by which a human being can be steered toward a
given course of action. Whether or not a.disservice has been
done to the word "persuasion™, it has come to be used to
describe both‘. |

' Just as there are two essentially different ways by
which someone can be "persuaded" toward a given action, so

too there are two essentlally different ways 2?[ which \\\

-
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somecne can be persuaded to adopt a bellef or a set of
bellefs. At the one extreme, there 13 the procesa of
upbringing by which a given individual, virtually by
accident, acquires a certain set of bellefs. At the other
ext?eme there 13 the process of suggesting and clarifying
options by which a given indlvidual, on his own authority,
is left to himself to decide what he will and will not
belleve baSgd on his_understanding of what 1s involved. Most
instances of,persuasiéﬁ are somewhere in between these two
extremes. .

In the Postscript Climacus raises a qQuestion which

brings into perspective the two kinds of persuasion outlined
above, He asks:
Is 1t permissible, for example, as we say, to win & man
for the truth? If he who has any truth to communicate
also has some persuasive art, some knowledge of the
human heart, some subtlety 1n ¢atching unawares, some
calculating foresight in catching men slowly, is it
permissible for him to use this in order to gain
adherents for the truth? Or ought he not rather...use
these gifts precisely to prevent the establishment of a
direct relationship? (233
This qhestioﬁ is extremely important when the truth to be
communicated is Christian dogma. If one is to understand
Kierkegaard's authorship, 1t 1s imperative that one have a
concrete understanding of these two options.
In earllier chapters two kinds of Christians were
distinguished and two ways of understanding the language of
Christianlity. For the most part attention was focused upon

the person who was a Christian of one or the other kind, and
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that person's relationship to the truth he professed: how he
understood or misunderstood 1it. Here the focus of attention
will be shifted somewhat. Instead of attending to the subject,
the focus wlll be shifted to the person who 1s seeking to
persuade the subject to adopt a glven truth, and'the meané at
his disposal for achleﬁ&ng this end. There arP. as—we have
heard frpm Climacus, eégentially two options, although each
contains a great deal of varlety withln 1%t. ‘
Clarlty 1s best achlieved by beginning with the
option Climacus speaks of as "winning people for the truth",
briefly setting this into a hilstorlical perspective. Earlier
the process of upbringing was discussed as being the means
by which a given lndividual, and indeed culture, -are
nurtured into a set of beliefs. At least in the very
begimming of our culture, there was not in fact a single
person or group of persons who were deliberately directing
this process toward predetermined ends. Eacih generation
passed down to the next the beliefs i1t had acquired from
the'foregoing without there being a first generation which
vinitially set out to direct the entire process in the
tradition. The transmission of beliefs in our tradition has
been understood and described as bhelng the work of providence.15
Gfadually. and especially with the codification of
beliefs in written texts, individuals assumed a willful role
in this process. Increased consclousness and understanding
of the process of upbfinging made it péssible for
individuals to deliberafely direct this process in such a
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way as to nurture those within thelr sphere of influence to
adopt predetermined belliefs. Plato's Republic 13'an
excellent examﬁle of this. Observing the authoritative
influence the poets had over people in politics and ethics,
he realized that {f one could tontrol the poets one could

thereby direct the process of upbringing.

This project is carpried out as a thought experiment
in the first few books of the BRepublic where Plato outlines
a primary‘educatiop. Its workings are quite complex, but

. .

- essentlally are laid bare in an important passage from the
Bepublic which Kilerkegaard quotes to illustrate the same point:
"Jhen they meet together, and the world sets down at an
assembly, or in a court of law, or a theatre, or a camp,

or in any other popular resort, and there is a great
uproar and they pralse some things which are being said
or done, and blame other things, equally exaggerating
both, shoutling and clapping their hands, and the echo
of the rocks and the place in which they are assembled
redoubles the sound of the praise or blame—at such a

time will no¥6a young man's heart, as they say, leap
within him." ’

'Because human psychology 18 such that we desire praise and
avoid blame, we are naturally 1Ed to.imitate models held up
to us as being rralseworthy and avoid imitating models |
deemed blamé;orthy. By controlling the models avallable to

53\ the young, one could control their upbringing.'Perhaps the

Tirst systematic exposition of praise and blame and-their
effectiveness as means for shap1n5 character is Aristotle'’s
Rhetoric. In this book, ﬁhich we know from the Journals
Kierkegaard studied ponderously, Aristotle discusses

various ways by which an orator, by carefully praising and
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blaming, can win someone to his side,17Bhetoric is, of
course, "the persuasive art" Climacus was referring to in

the passage quoted earlier from the Postscript in which two

essential options for orators were Juxtaposed.

In the Postscript Climacus writes:

no direct or immediate transition to Christianity
exists. All who in this manner propose to give the.
individual a rhetorical push into Christianity, or
perhaps even to help him by administering a bveating, all
these are decelvers—nay, they lknow not what they do.(47)
A "dlrect or lmmedlate transition to Christianitquwpuld be
one lacking the medlation of personal appropriation and
decision. One who would "push" someone into Chrlstlanity in
this way, throush the back door, so to speak, w;uld only be
concerned with getting the person to adopt his "what"
without regard for how it was und?rstood. The peréuasion
would goe desiéned in such a way as to make it appsar as if
a @ecision wWwere not necessary. The. transition to the "what”
would be something thaé happened to the person from.without
as if ﬁy accldent.
| One nued not look far and long for exam;lga of this
"rhetofical push". We are 1living in the middle of a
"rellglous" revival, and pratérs of this sort can be
observed buslly at work winning converts in every media.
Of course this kind of persuasion has\as its result a
certalw kind of Christian. Liselotte :}Ehtgr. one of
Kierkegaard's‘commentators aprlying hils thoﬁght to modern

soclal sclences, terms the Christian so won the "mass man'.

L 24



Y

_ 149

® ]
Richter writes that the mass man "orlginates when the motive
for jolning the religious community is no longer a pure,
consclous, rellglous'decls;on but a mixture of emilation,
expedlency, and objective or 1ﬁpersonal necessity." The
' tréﬁsition from not being a Christian to being a Christian
happens tg the "mess man" from without, and properly ~
speaking 1s more caused than motivated. It 1is an urgent
concern o{\Kierkegaard's authorsh;p that in the present age.
1nd1v1dual§Tare becoming mor;band more the anonymous products
of mgnipulators.

At least in part, the reason Klerkegaard terfs
Christianity of this kind "aesthetlc Christlanity" is
because fhe kind of oratory which gives rise to 1t seeks to
gain acceptance on the basis of aesfhetic'considerations.
The orator dresses up the truth he seeks to communicate in
as attractive a sult g8 his words can fashlon in order to
draw people to it; Such faspion we call eloquence, One who
is audience to eloquent oration is likely to-conruse ,
eloquence with trufh. and to accept or reject what is 5;33?\\
by asseséing it according to aesthetlc criteria. This is why
‘Kierkegaard writes in Authority and Revelation that "Paul
must not recommend himself and his doctrine by the Hblp of
beautiful metaphors; conversely, he should say to the
individual: "Whether the gimlle is beautiful or not, oi'
whether 1t is tattered and threadbare, that is of no
account?! (108). The concern 1s'that someong.will adopt the

™
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right position, but for the wrong sort of reasons.

In a journal entry Kierkegnard draws an interesting
parallel between eloquence and probability in terms of the
influence they exert over an audlence:

All the ancients(Plato—many places in bhaedrus,
Gorgias, etc.; Arlstotle in Rhetorlc, the later ancients
after Plato and Aristotle) were unanimous, as were other
later ovnes who thought about the matter, that the
potency of eloquence 1s based upon probability.

Christianity is the paradox. Yhen it came into the
world there was no eloquence(for the apostles and the
martyrs were far from being eloguent speaker; there

lives were paradoxes and thelr words paradoxes just as
Christianity is)....

Christianlity 1s now made probable—and so eo ipso
the rhetoriclans flourish. With reasons upon reasons,
they are able to deplict and deplict and bellow and make
Christianity so probable, so probabl&-—that it most
likely 18 no longer Christianity. (X~ A633)

When thé matter submitted to an audience for consideration
1s an object of falth and not of lknowledge, an oration which
pralses 1% on the basis of its overwhelming probablility is a
nisunderstanding. As was discussed in the second chapter,
probadility is inversely related to belief; the more
probable something 1s the more difficult it 1s to believe
it. Probability, whether established by eloquence or proofs,
is at odds with belief. This relationship between probaﬁility
and belief is the* basis for Klerkegaard's polemic against
Christian apologetics.

The second option referred to in the passage earlier
quoted from the Postscrint is besf viewed polemically
against the first. Its telos 1s not simply to gain an

audience's acceptance of a proposal, but to get them to

—
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accept 1t 1n a certain way. Since the proper relationship to
Christian doctrine is bellef, oration about it should seek
to generate bellief. Eloquent oration and appeals to
probabllities are effective for winning an audience's
acceptance of a proposal, but such acceptance 1s not bellef.
Indeed, such acceptance stands 1n the way of bellef. In.a
journal entry Klerkegaard writes:
Aristotle places the art of speaking and the medla for
avakening faith in relationship to probabllity, so that
it 1s concerned(in contrast to knowledge) with what can
be relevant in another way. Christian eloquence will be
distinguished from the Greek in that it is concerned
only with lmprobability, with showing that it is
improbable, in order that one can then believe it. Here
probablility 1s to be rejected just as much as
improbability in the other, but both have t same
distinctlion from knowledge. (VI A19)
For anyhcpmmunication. it is important to distingu
between matters of falth and matters of probability. Just
as-each is properly appropriated in 1ts own way, so too the
manner of speaking best sulted for the communication of
elther is one that is talilored to bring about the kind of
appropriation proper to it. Kierkegaard does not categorically
reject oration which seeks to galn someone's adherence on the
basis of the probability of its proposal. Indeed for many
matters, especlally sclentific ones, this 1s the appropriate
way to proceed. For other matters, however, such as
Christian doctrine, thisway of proceeding is a
misunders%anding.

In the Postscrint Climacus reguests that we "Suppose
Christianity never intended to be understood; suppose that,
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in order to express this, and to prevent anyone from
misguidedly éntering upon the objective way, it has :
declﬁred itself to be the paradox” (191-2). To enter into
Christianity in the "objective way" would be to skip the
detour through inwardness and appropriation. Paradox guards
against such a direct entry in that 1t has the effect of
interrupting immediacy{ 1t puzzles,'generates questions,
induces reflection. These activities mark the awakening of
inwardness, the birth of subjectivity. A paradox is the
antithesis of a probability. Whereas a prpbability pulls

us toward it, a paradox arrests us and holds us back, perhaps

aven offends us.
. L

In the Postscript Climacus explains that his method

of communicating 1s tallored to sult his subject matter. He
seeks to provide an introduction not to Christianity, but to
becoming a Christian. He explailns:

-
For there 1s no immediate transition from the introduction
to the becoming a Christian, the transition rather
constituting -a qualitative leap. Such an introduction 1is
therefore in a sense repellent, precisely because the
usual introductiqn, in view of the decisiveness of the
qualitative leap, would here be a contradiction. An
introduction of the present type does not make it easier
to enter upon that to which it introduces, but rather
makes 1t difficult. In view of the fact that being a
Christian 1s thought to be the highest good, it may be
beautiful and well meaning to try to help people
become Christlans by making it easy for them.
Nevertheless, I am content to bear the responsibility
for making it difficult within the limits of my
capacity, as difficult as possible, though without
making 1t more difficult than it is; such a
responsibllity may be cheerfully undertaken in & mere
experiment. Ky idea is that if Christianity is the
highest good, 1t 1s better for me to know definitely
that I do not possess 1%, so that I may put forth every
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effort to acquire‘ii; rather than that I should imagine

that I have 1%, deluding myself, so that it does not
even occur to me to Beek it. (340)

Thus instead of attracting hils reader's to Christianity by
mﬁking it appear desirable or prob;ble. Climacus puts 1t at .
a distance so that it can be properly recognized in its
ideality. |

It will be useful to consider once again Kierkegaard's
explanation that he 1s not presenting a new "what'" but R
rathen a new "how" of an old "what'., The old "what" 1ls of
course Christlan dogma, and the new "how" refers to the kind
of understanding and appropriation indirect communication
solicits. Kierkegaard belleves that the mammer in which
Christian orators typlcally go about educating people to
understand this dogma 18 a misunderstanding. In a journal

o : .

entry he writes:

A new sclence must be introduced: the Christian art of

spealking to be constructed ad modum stotle!s

~a Bhetoric. Dogmatics as a whole is a shnderstanding,
especlall®ss 1t has now been developed. (VI Al7)

The reason dogmatics 1s a misunderstanding 1s because 1t hhs

not been presented in such a way as to solicit the kind of

appropriation proper o 1t. Klerkegaard has no contention

with dogma per se, only with the way it is commonly

misunderstood and communicated. In opposition to this

misunderstanding, he cautiously guards his speech from

being Tote=learned.

The sorts of conslderations that might prompt an

orator to accomodate the form of his communication to suit
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the kind of appropriation proper to his subject matter are
especially clear in ethics. In ethics the essential thing is
not the "what" but the "how", not the external movement dbut
the intention, mot the twitch but the wink. There is a
danger surrounding the communication of dogma in ethics that
a "what" will be immedlately assimilated without the
aprropriate "how". Complete handbooks in ethics proscribing
conduct for situations ranging from serious to banal would
be likely to discourage the kind of appropriation proper to
ethics. Such a 1list of "do's" and "don'ts" might foster
pathological reliance upon rules. This has been tragically
demonstrated in Hitler's Germany. The following quote from
a German officer at the lNuremberg trlals 1s a profane
testimony to this danger:

-

"I could only say Jawohl," Hoss, commandant of
Auschwitz, later confessed, "It didn't occur to me at
all that I would be held responsible. Don't you see,
wWe SS men Were not supposed to think about these
things;- it never even occured to us.... We were all
so trained to obey orders, without even thinking,
that the thought of disobeying an order would simply
never have occured to anybody, and somebody elgg
would haVe done it Just as well if I hadn't."

According to Klerkegaard's teaching, et%ics cannot
be taught dogmatically without contradicting 1ts spirit. .
Outside of the parent-child relationship, 6ne person cannot,
ethically speaXing, tell another what he must do. In a
Journal entry he writes that "Thls Socratic thesis is of
utmost importance for Christianity:Virtue cannot be taught;

that 18, it is not a doctrine, it is a being-able, an

R



v 155

exerclsing, an existing, an existential transformation, and
therefore it 18 slow to learn, not at all as simple and easy
as the rote-learning of one more language or one more
system" (X2 A606). The emphasis is not so much on the "what"
as on the "how". This 1s why Vigilius Haufniensis, the
author of The Concept of Dread, insists that "The good

20
cammot be defined." It is not an object of knowledge. Ethics

1.

is premised not so much upon knowlng the good-as upon

deciding “héf 18 good. With ;espect:to knowledge the good %s
fundamentally uncertain.

| Immanuel Kant shares the convictlon that the good
camot bé defined. There _l1s an interesting pdrallel between'
Kierkegaard's method of :j;I}ng communication and the
"paradox of meﬁhod" which Kant refers to in explaining the’

design of his Critlgue of Practical Reason:

The paradox 13 that the concept of good and evil is not
defined prior to the moral law, to which, it would seem,
the former would have to serve as a foundation; rather
the concept of good di evil must be defined after and
by means of the law, .
Thus Kant does not begln with a definition of the-good from
which a list of rules and prohibitions could be derived.
This would only encourage mindless obedience. Instead he
begins with a discussion of how it is possible for someone
to decide upon what is good. The point 13 that if someone
learns to decide or judge for himself, he will gain
independence from the authority of others. The point is %o

-“~decrease dependence upon rules and handbooks and shift the
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responsibility onto the individual. This paradox of method,
Kant continues, "explalns once and for all the reagons which
occas8ion all the confuslon of the philosophers dbncerning
the supreme principle of moraIs."22Whereas others have
begun with a definition of the good, Kant begins with the
question of how to judge what is gocod. Hére the emphdsis
does not fall on the good per se; but rather upon how what
1s deemed to be good comes to be established as such.
Climacus makes a similar point in the Postscrint
1n a context where he 18 explaining that indirectness is
occasloned by an unwillingness to communicate results:
For if inwardness 13 the truth results are only
rubblish with which we shauld not trouble each other.
The communication of results 1s an unnatural form of
intercourse between men and man, in so far as every
man 18 a spiritual being, for whom the truth consists
in'nothing else than the self-activity of personal
appropriation, which the communication of a result
tends to prevent. (216-7) .
The communicatlion of a result, such as adefintion of the
good._is likely to discourage others from beginning the
process of "self-activity" that leads to the result. The
same 1s truedf the relationship between a question and an
answer. The communication of an answei i3 a misunderstanding
if the question to which it 18 an answer has not been asked
in the first place. In this case the Tirst thing for a

teacher to do would be to induce the learner to experience

the question rather than fi1lling him up with answers for

rote-learning. ' i

The search for a definition of Jjustice in Book I of
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the Republic is relevant to this discussion. Socrates
*

A
s0llcits from his interlocutors definitions of Jjustice which
he subjects to careful scrutiny. His dissatisfaction is not

.« e
directed at the proposed definitions as such, but rather at
his interlocutors' uncritical appropriation of them. Hlé
contention 1s not so much with what they bellieve as with how
they hﬁvQ come to believe what they believe. His purpose 1is

N
to bring the definitions into question. As befits the
dlalectical nature of the subject matter, the first book of
the Republic ends not with an ultimate definition of justice,
but raﬁher with Socrates admitting that as yet he does not
imow what justice is.2
There 1s a superflcial resemblance between Adler
and Socrates in that both renége on an anticipated
‘definition. There 1s a world of difference however. Had
Adler taken the time to reflect upon his subject matter he
—~
likely would have arrived at a firm definitlion whereas 1t
. -+
is precigely because Socrates undertook such reflection.
that no such definition is given. Vigilius Haufniensis
"explains that he 18 reticent about defining certain concepts
not because I am fond of the modern fluent way of
thinking which has abollshed definitions and lets
everything coalesce, but because when 1t is a
question of existential concepts it 1s always a sign
of surer tact to abstalin from definitions, because one
does not llke to construe in the form of a definition
which so easily makes something else and something
different out of a thought which essentially must be
understood in a different fashion and which one has
understood differently and has loved in an entirely

different way. The man who really loves can hardly find
pleasure and satisfaction, not to say Ancrease of love,

S~
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by busying himself with a definitlion of what love
really i1s.(Concept of Dread, 131)

A teyer's reluctance to fix his passioh 1i~a formula so that
otherp who héve never expefienced the passion can learn it
Iby rode 18 something different from the vagueness of one who
has had‘neither.the time or passion to reflect upon it.
From what has been said we can understand why an
{» author concerned not only with having his reader adopt his
"whatV, ﬂﬁt‘with having him appropriate it in a certain way,
would tailor hls communication to sult the kind of responsé &
appropriate to it. If the kind of appropriation sultable
for his communication required some sort of activity from
the ;eader, he would construct hils text in such a way as to
g0licit this activity. At the same time this might involve
‘taking precautions to ward off the sorts of interferences
that might hinder the occurrence®of th1§ activity. Given .
that the only way into Christlanity proper 1s throggh the
Thermopylae's pass of personal decision, helping another to
this decI;;on would consist in preparing the wayvfor it.
Ultimately the point of Kierkegaard's.employmenf of
indirect communication i1s to force a decision with respect
to the matter of becoming a Christian, but 1ln such a way as .
not to interfere with the decision by the 1n§rusionm6} “

[N

extraneous influences. Only in this qualifie _sénse 1s

- indirect communication.a tactic for persuading people to

t
become Christians. David Swenson rightly streégses the
p b

importance of preserving the difference "so often insisted

f
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upon in the Kierkegaardlan literature between ordinary

methods of persuasion and that form of communication which

Klerkegaard has erected into a category, namely, 'indirect!

communication."248wenson. who 18 quoted here not to add
prestige to my argument but- for the reason that he presents
the 1ssue clearly and succinctly, continues:

In this latter form the reader 1s indeed helped, ¥
because the question at issue 1s clarified for him. But
he 18 not coddled or tricked or allured, and the
responsibility for a cholce remains with him, there
being no authority to influence his declsion by the
intrusion of an allien prestige. )

Whereas\other'rorms of persuasion trick someone into . .
adopting a provosal in such a way as to conceal éhp need for
a-decision, indirect communication tricks someone into
“making a decision. B ' |

- The texts of Johannes Climacus come into thelr
proper light when we read them as being cbnstructedlin such

a way as to force a declsion and thwart the possibility of

~an "allen prestige“ interfering with it. "If anyone proposes

to.believe, l.e., imagines himself to believe," Climacus
vrites in Phllosophica)l Fragments, "because many good and
upright people 1IV1ng'here on the hill have believed,!.e.,
have sald that they belleved...then he is a fool; and 1t is
essentially indifferent whether he believes on account of his
own and perhaps widely held opinion about what good and -
upright pecple belleve, or belleves a Munchausen."zBIn
particular, he 18 concerned to discourage others from .

believing simply because he belleves. This 1s why he

v
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announces hfﬁsolr as a non-belliever and renounces ail claim

to authority. In the preface to Phllosophical Fragments he

Warns: B o

But if anyone were to be so polite as to assume\that I
have an opinion, and if he were to carry his gallantry :
to the extreme of adopting this opinion because he
belleved it to be mine, I should have to be sorry for
his politenegs, in that it was bestowed upon so
unworthy an object, and for his opinion, if he has no
other opinion than mine. (6)

The point is-that an opinion that is directly and _

immedliately adopted cannot, properly speaking, be believed.
Because bellief requires a certain activity from

the believer, the testimony of a believer would at best be

an occasion for thils activity and never é substitute for it.

Climacus writes:

And if the testimony is what 1t ought to be, namely

the testimony of a bellever, 1t will give occasion for
preclsely the same ambiguity of the aroused attention

as the witness himself has experlienced...The bellever

on the other hand communjcates his testimony in such

form as to forbid immediate acceptance; for the words:

I believe—1n spite of the Reason and my own powers of 26
invention, present a very serious counter-considerat;gp.

3elief can come into existence only in the face of
uncertainty, and any Qttempt o eliminate the uncertainty
1s at the same time an attempt to elimlinate bellef.

In the Postscript Climacus tells us that "That the

hilghest degree of resignation that a human being can reach
1s to acknowledge the given independegce in every man, and
after the measure of his ability do all that can in truth

be done to help someone preserve 1t."27This is essentiaily

the telos of indirect communication. Paul Holmer expresses
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this‘succinctly:
The highest responslbillty 18 to choose one's
subjectivity, to constitute it by one's %gcision. This
is what indireot communlcation solloltis.
The pointrof indirect communication is to let the reader
conclude for himself and aésume responsibllity for his
conclusion. It is strikingl§ appropriate then, that Climacus
concludes his fext. or perhaﬁs'leaves it to his reader to
conclude, with the admon@%loﬁ:

S0 then the‘book is superflucus; let no one therefore
take the pains to appegl to 1t as an authority; for Es
whe thus appeals to 1t has eo ipso misunderstood 1i+%.

o
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~ There is something Questionable about an author who
writes a book ‘to explaiﬁ'a book or collection of books he '~
has ggrlier writjen; Normally this would be taken to mean
that‘something was lnadequate about the first, since it
could not stand on its own. We can imagine the case of an
author who writes his book wlthout a Sense of purpose and,
sometime later, after the book has been written, comes to a
" conclusion. Perhaps at a later time, while rerlecting upon (ﬂn\ﬁ
his first book, it became clear to him what his purpose was.
. He then wrote a second book as an afterthought. in ordgr tg

explain the f;rst from the standpoinf of maturity andvclarity
that was lacking in its composition. Is this how We are to

understand Kierkegaard's The Point of View for ! x Work as An

-

Author. which 1s written as an explanation of 'his
authorshlip up to that point? Not if we accept Elerkegaard's
own explanation. He clarméuthat he had a purpose in mind
from the very beginning of his authorshi‘. Why then, as we
would expect, did he not state 1t from the beginnigE?J, -
Normelly when one has a purpose in writing a book, one AN
states it at the beginning so that the reader can rP%&ow
along and see how the text develovs out of the purpose. Vhy

tbaﬁ’&oes Kierkegaard work backwards, stating his purpose-—
not at the beginning but at whit he then intended to be the
. . —
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In The Point of View for My Work as An.nﬁjhor

Klierkegaard offers an explanation for his manner of
proceeding. Someone m;ght objJect, however, that 1t is
methddologlcally,unsound to use an author's acgcount of hils
authorship as an explanation for it. Authors of Maglster
Adler's 11k give proof to the interpretativeprinciple that
casts suspigion on'thg relliabllity of an autﬁor as an
interpreter of q1s own texts. Is 1s not na}Ve to read an
author!s texts in terms of his statement of purposg? It has
“been lmown from anclent times that there 1s often, indeed
usually, a wide gulf that separates who someone 1s and who
someone thinks he 1J. This éeparation 1s the occasion for
" Socrates' biting ironyw His motto, "imow thyself",

presupposes such separation', otherwise there would be no
point in encouraging peopie to know themselves. If it 1s
true tha't':'mo'sttyggy‘le do not, in the Socratic sense, know
themselves, what 13 the status of a description or
explanation such a’person gives of himself?

\ Kierkegaard is himself unwilling to acoept somecone!s
account of himself at face value. Otherwise he would believe,
‘according to theif own téstim&ny. that the majority of those
1iving in Christendom are Christlans. We know, however, that
he thinks that these people are confuse}./ They call
themselves Cﬁristians and entertain this as their seff-image.
;Qt from the standpoint of a third person, Judgiﬁg them not

according to their own account but according to their works,

A\
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a difféfént. moTe accurate account emerges. On the same \\\\\\y/

prin¢iple that Klerkegaasrd assumes in rejlecting someone'’s

account himself, why not reject his egcount?

In The

L4

int og—;iew for My.WOrk as An Author he
anticipates and aﬁswers the guestlion rﬁised above concerning
the status of an author's statement of purposé in the
interpretation of his texts. He beéins the section entitled
"The Explanation” with a discussion of this matter. As Epe
explanation for his authorship, he states the thesis “That
the author 1s and was a religious author".lln light of this:
thesls, he ralses a question as to under what conditions
an authar's explanat;on is a trustworthy guide to the
interpretation gg,#is texts.
It might seem that a mere protestation to thils effect on
the part of the author himself would be more than.
yenough; for surely he lknows best what is meant. For my

part, however, I have little confildence in protestations
with respect to literary productions and am inclined %o

take an objective view of works., If as a third
person, in the role ar er, I cannot substantiate
the fact that I affirm 18 8o, and that 1t could o~
not but be so, 4t would not occur to me to wish to.win ‘
.8 cause wWhich I regard as lost. If I were %to begin qua
author to protest, I might easlly bring to. confusion 2
the whole work, which from first to last 1s dialectical.
An important distinctlion 1s made here between an explanation
offered qua author and qua third person. Because an author
is not a privileged interpreter of his texts, it by no means
Jollows that his interpretation is therefore inaccurate.
\
To accept an explanation given qua author is to
accept 1t on -the authority of the author alone. What the

author claims about his texts is true simply because he says
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1t, and he 1s, after all, the authority for interpreting his
own textsa. Xlerkegasrd rejects this principle because he is
profoundly aware of the distance between self and cdnohption
of self. An explanation given qua author and an explanation
given by the same author qua third peﬁf\n differ in that as
a -third person an author—is not permitted to appeal to
speocial insight or authorlty.'Thus Kierkegaard deliberately
underﬁines his authority. For an explantion qua third person
appeal is not pade to authority. but to the actuai works.
The works are understood and judged in light of the
e;planation. Whether or not an explanation 1s acceptable is
simple to declde. Either the author's'ﬁ?rks substantiate
the explanation or they do not. '

Kierkegaard asiks us to accept his explanation only
if we find that 1t 18 confirmed by careful consideration of
his works. This 1s what thi%*thesls, a8 an experiment of
sorté, has tried to do. Beginniné with Kierkésaard's
statement of purpese as 1ts hypothesis, Fhis tﬁesis confirms
. that hypothesis by examining his works in 1ts 1light. This
thesis concludes With a summary of that expianation glven |
in The Point of View for My Work as An Author. This summary
15 at the same time a summary of this thesis, since-this

.thesis, in substantiating Kierkegéard's explanation on t@e
basis of his works, recapitulates the explanation.2

In the explanation the hypothesis 1s put forth
that Xlerkegaard began his authorship.with a definite purpose
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in mind. That purpose grew ocut of and came to be defined in -
terms of a diagnosed confusion (1llusion). A widespread .
movement exlsts calling itself Christianity and using

Christiap language which 13 not Christianity. In response to

this confusion, Klerkegaard came to understand his purpose .

to be.that of introducing Christianlty into Christendom. He

Teallzed that th;s required getting those who lived in

Christendom to recognize their confusion.

JFaced with the problem of correcting 8 confusion,
Kierkegaard %eflected upon possible ways of going about
this task, From the first he rejected what he talled a
direct attack. Using such an approach, he would have set up
an opposition between himself and his audience, as one
standing outside of the confusion accusing those within of
being hypocrites and deceivers. This could have led to a
nunber of undesirable consequences. People might have
branded him a fanatlic or zealot, causing him to lose his
credf%ilify. Also, lmowing the tendency people mmve to fall
into idolatry, he feared that such an approach might attract
disciples wistfully admiring him as being a truly_
extraordinary Christian. Instead of becoming Christians,
they would become Kierkegaardians. And of course he was
aware of how defense mechanisms'wo;k. “hen people are under
attack, they tend to resist by coné%ructing a.defense or
even offénse. while what Kierlkegaard hoped for was an
admission of guillt. Such an approach, for these.such

rTeasons, would have been at odds with his purpose.

\\*/.
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Instead of a dlrect approach, Kierkegaard decided
to keep silent about his purpose In the beginming. He
realized that the first thing to do was to attract the
interest of an audience. This he does in the manner of a
8py by going over to the other side..Seeking to rind people
where they are, he becomés acquainted with the interests and
concerns they carry with them. For the most part these
interests are aesthetlc: eroticism, banguets, artl_ggglc.
prhilosophy, boiedom. and so on. Pseudohymously he agjﬁors
a number of texts on these matters. These texts being
interesting, he anuires aﬁ audlence. In these texta he
attempts to solicit from his audience not simple indulgence,
but reflection upbn the meaning and significance of.
aesthetic inte:ests in general. He creates draﬁatlc _
personae who embody the aesthetic view of 1ife and ét the
same time mirror the aesthetic lifestyles of those in his
audlence.

Gradually Christianity 15 introduced, not from the
pulpit, for reasons already considered, but from the
positioﬁ of an unbeliever. This vantage point allows
Christianity to be seen in its ideality and establishes a
discontinuity between Christendom and Christianity. This 1is
done in the hope that those who take it for granted that

- they have come to terms with €hristlanlty will become

uncomfortable in thelr complacency, thus opening up the
possibility of becoming. Christianity, when taken for
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granted, 1s no longer Christlanity;/ﬁhe only proper entrance

into Ch;istiani%y is8 the self-activity of he who,in

consequence of his recognition of error, talkes upon himself
the task of beboming a Christian.ggpe iséue clarified, it 1s
left to hiahgs§der to conclude wﬁ;t 18 to be made of 1t, or

let the conclusion come from elsewhwere...
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significance of speaking "without authority", p. 47.

Klerkegaard, For Self Exapination, p. 50.
Ibid.; p. 50.

Klerkegaard, Authority and Bevelation, pp. 163=5.

_ Kierkegaard, Works Qf Love, p. 199.
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of Paul Ricoeur, pp. 199-200
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17 Aristotle, Rhetoric, see Book I, Chapters 3 and 9.

Richter, "Kierkegaard and the Soclal Sciences", A
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19 Toland, Eitler, p. 164.

20 Kierkegaard, Concept of Dread, p. 99.

21 Kant, Critique of Practical Reason, p. 65.

22 Ibid., p. 66. /

23 See the end of Book I of the Republic. ’

24 Swenson, 1ntroducto£y essay to Philosophica)l Fragments, p.xxvi.:

25 Klerkegaard, Philosophical Fragments, p. 129.
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