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INT RODUCT ION

The rediscovery of the worke of Soren
Kierkegaard, by twentieth century philosophers and
theologians, has proved to be one of the most disturbing
features of the modern intellectusl climate. Kierkegaard's
vork is difficult because it is expressed in a peeuliar
elusive style that is literary as well as philosophde, It
i a mage full of discontimuities, long digressions, and
parables, As a result, the ecasual reader is prone to lose
eight of a dominant theme that unites the outward diversity
into a echerent vhole, The blazing vitality of epirit that
pervades Kierkegaard's many-levelled mind, compels the
discerning student to view Kierkegaard's writings as a
"whole ® rather than as a series of fragnentary perspectives.
Furthermore, ons must bear in mind that Kierkegeard battled
ageinst Hegelianiem, and in so doing, sequired same of
Hegel's terminclogy as well, Kierkegaad does mot lend
himgelf to a fully mystematie approach, an approach vhich
many students of philosophy and thedlogy are wont to pursue,
Should this approach be followed, the reader is apt to
overlook the organie unity of the variety of themes of
buman life that Kierkegsard's vorks comtain,



On the other hand, the variety and richness of
Kierkegaard's thought accowt for its profound fimpact on N
the diverse ecompoments of human thought, Paychoanalysts,
literary -u,'z phuo-q:horaj and thwloghu,‘ have found
Klerkegaard's writing to be a rich hunting ground for
material in support of their particular views. He has
been studied and analyszed by both enemies and friends,

Some heve placed him in the Cathalie tradition, others
heve found him a thorough going Lutheran, and still others
have singled him out as a forerumer of modern existential
philosophy. 4ilsc eome interpreters disparagingly refer to
him as a payehclogieally disturbed remantic who advocated
logical paradexes and radical lmtlml:l.-.’

Whatever the advantages or disadvantages of other
views, the present study maintaing thet Kierkegesard is best
approached and judged from within, on his own grounds,
without fitting him to a preconceived dogma or a specific

1 Especially representatives of the rether recemt
schoal of Existential psychoanalysis: Cf., Hendrik M,
it (i e i
m New ¥ ¢+ E,F, Putton .y .y %2)0

2 Such as Rilks, Kafks, V.H, iuden, Canus and Sartve.

3 For instance, Jaspers and Heidegger,

4 Such as T411ich, Unamuno and Barth,

5 Instances of the above will show later on in the
e8seEy .



point of view, The spirit is that of free thought and
exanination, regardless of any denominationsl cetegory
that emerges from this study.

Algo in view of the variety of Kierkegaard's
pumltwnm1 works, his miltifarious ideas, his rejeetion
of ‘gystem', this essay presupposes that: (a) Kierksgaard
continues to evade total classification® and eamnot be
undergtood without effort and patience, (b) +to assess

1 See appendix for a brief account. of the problem of
peeudonymity in Kierkegaard,

2 ¢f,, Cornello Fabro, "Faith and Reason in Kierkegaard's
Dialeetie,” 4 mrhﬁrﬂ Critiqus, ed, Howard Johngon,
Niels Thulstrup, 8 Harper and Brothers, 1962)

PPe 157-158, Teferred to, later, as fierkegaard Critigue.
Also Ihdd., pe 160, Fabre says: "It is easy to get lost
in the foret of Kierkegeard's writing, so complex are the
teme and so subtle are the analypes and the dislectie."
The writer agrees with vhat Paul Holmer says: "Kierkegesard
made mary droll remarks about the sehalars and schoalarship,
some of them are downright derogatory,.. Kierkegaard
obliged the scholars by writing a literature about his
literature, ....But he did not do it according to the
schalar's rules! In faet, "his point of view" so
doseribes the logie and form of the literature as to

make this... "metaphysics of learning" irrelevant....
This 15 not to deny of eourse, that books can properly

be written about Kierkegesard's life and literature...

if Truth is a seamlegs robe, if it 4s One, if everything
is related to everything... then Kierkegaard's 1iterature
is as vorthless as his every argument is migtaken,.. .
Therefore, one is obliged in writing shout Kierkegaard

to do ome of two things: (a), write historical litersture
about his deeds, his books... or (b), write a critical
literature in vhich one engages the arguent, religious
and philosophic. In the first instance there is no ,/...



Kierkegaard's thought by a rigoroms dissection, is to
render Xierkogasrd $00 glear to be himsslf,l () the
difficulty may be resolved by a fairly systematie study

of Kierkegeard's thought, and by the ‘enlargement of the
reader's vigion', to comprehend the diverse richness of
his ideas in a clearly outlined perspective. FKierkegaard
wag awvare that he will be subjected to a systematie study,
yet he was digtasteful te it. In an entry to his Journals
ealled 'Mblancholy' he says the fallowing:

promise of a gystematie consequence,.., in the seecond
ingtance one writes not about the men and his books
as much as one trenslates his language and thoughts
into one's own'." Ibhid., pp. 42=44. Algo Mr, Jolivet
helds a pimilar stands "Ag for the systematie
introduction, which sets out to gynthesige everything
by main foree, to impose a logical order upon the
factors invalwed, it promises everything and achieves

nothing vhatever/v Regis Jalivet, mw
s trans, V.H. Harber (M b ¢ E.P. Dutton
C f

Ouy 9“). P 111,

L por example, Mr, H. Thases translated the hilk of
Kierkegeard's thought in a framework of radical
linguistie analysis that: (a), almost literally
drained the richness and singularity of Kierkegeard's
thought; (b), yielded an impoverished, though clear
outline of the man's ideas; (e), this elarity, and
especially the thought eentent, is not dominantly
Kerkegaerdian in as much as it is an attempt to
place him in fremevork of a tradition that is not

his, Ofo’ Js B.M ﬁMIW
Paradox (Oxford: Basil Maec » 1 .



"Somewhere in The Psalms it saye of the
rieh man that he colleets a treapure with great
care and "knows not who sghall inherit from him™
and go toc I ghall leave behind me, intellectually
speaking, a not go 1little capitaly; ales, and I
know at the same time vho will inherit from me,
that figure vhich is e0 enomously distasteful to
ne, vho up till now has always, and vill continue
to inherit all good things: the Den, the Professeor,..
it is part of my suffering to know that, and yet
continue quite calmly in my endeavour which brings
pe toil and trouble, the profit of which will be
inherited by th-ion.... For the don is longer than

the t‘m.oo
Fegsentful as he is, to acedemiciang and
their approaches, still a faip academic” etudy of Kierkegaard
reméing indigpengable,

Importent es they are, vhen writing about a
thinker like Kierkegeard, biographieal matters are excluded
from the preeent egsay, They ean be found in other gsources.
This work, however, presupposes previous fardliarity with the
epsential Kierkegaardian terminclogy and litersture. Bearing
thie in mind, the reader is directed from the outset to the
heert of Kierlwgaard's thought that hasg direet relevence to
the present undertaking. Furthemmore, it is perhaps

1

Alexender Dru (ed, and trans.), 1he Jouwrnslg of
W (London: Oxford University Fress,
93 2 Pov & .MI.SQ, sec, 1268, Henceferth
referred to as Jouwrnalg.
2 ,

This should be understood to mean an organised

expogition of Kierkegeard's thought, in so far as
his thought lends itself to organisation,



necessary to mention thet our interest in Kierkegaard
ie more of a philosophical rather than a thealogical

nature.

I

This study 1s an exposition ap well as a
eritical appraisal of a central problem in Kierkegsard's
writings, nemely, the problem of the relation of faith
to reason. It endeavours to investigate and bring to
light the varied dramatic tension between faith and
reason in the different phases of development in
Kierkegaard's thought. The ensuing discussion, therefore,
will venture to anever the following: How far, if at all,
is faith supported by reason? How much cognition is
entailed in Kierkegaard's concept of faith? Better still,
does the category of faith extinguish resson or pronounce
its complete downfall, as is popularly held about
Kisrkegaard?

Due to the labyrinth of Kierkegaard's thought,
the answer to these questions is best effected by emphasizing
and eventually examining two of his fundamental concepts:



that of the Sphereg of Exigtence and that of the
Arprebenglon of Truth. These two concepts ean afford
the possibdlity of clarifying and focusing the
different ideas of Kierkegaard's thought on the
problen of faith and reason without a poseible dis~
tortion,

Our inquiry, therefore, will be divided into
two main parts., FPart I is a point of departure for the
vhole essay. It examines the movements of faith and
reapon in the Spheres of Existence and the ecategory of
the Leap between the spheres, Part II is devoted entirely
to Merkegaard's concept of apprehension of truth in go
far as 1t bears on the problem of faith and reason, In
both parts one should be very eareful not to thrust
Kerkeguard into either rationaliem or irrationalism and
Anterpret his thought in terms of either.

While answering the foregoing questions, the
prosent espay tries to show that Eierkegsard has been un=
Justifiably congidered an irretionalist, and that both
rationaliem and irrationalism are not the sort of temms
to be predicated of him without deing viclence to language.
This is, in very much the same way, as sleeping or insemia
eennot be predicated of stomes or buildings, In other words,



contrary to the populsr contention, Kierkegaard ig not

en apostle of loglcal paredoxes &nd an enemy of reason,

The belief that Kierkegasard depreciates reason ig a mode
of thinking vhich, in as much as it 4s wnjustified it i
aleso "mkioriegeardian', What Kierkegaard was stressing
is the inadequuacy of resson as & sole means of acquiring
faith, and not its ineffieiency and unreliability.
Kierkegaard bms no quarrel with "objeetiver endeavours

as long ag they do not encroach on metters of faith,
Farthermore , when Kisrkegaard maintains thaet reason ghould
be enployed in order to know its own limitations, he is no
more an irrationalist than Kant 1s in his epistemclogy.

On the other hemd, Kierkegaard does not deny, but explicitly
agpperts, that mreason 1g condueive to faith; yet reapen
unaided does not in the final analysis lead to it, This
belps ug to deponstrate that there exists in Kierkegsard's
concept of fefth a certain amount of cognition whoge ground

is not gere,

The ommect ing 1ink between Parts I and IT, vith
their respective chapters, is the above mentioned thesis
that fs being emtabliched on the basgis of evidence from
Kierkegsard®s literature,

Hovewer, vhen writing about Kierkegaard, ome
should guard sgauinst the possidility of isclating passages



from his vorkse that are not essentially in harmony with his
fundamental conclusions. That he lends himgelf to such a
poseibility is beywmd question. For exanple, such statements
as Taith 1s agaimit the understanding™ and "where the
understanding despedrs faith is already present..." 2, as well
ag others, are cectgionally extracted from his profuse
literature to vindieate the popular view that Kierkegaard is
an accomplished rmdieal irrationalist, To make faith contingent
upon the demendes ©f reasom i@ to demdlish the very grounds of
faith, Thig is the common contention vhich ig either lnown by
reputation or held by writers vho reed him in too cursory a
faghion, Reaching such assertions without probing the total
web of Kierkegsard's ideas is to run the rigk of falling into
gross distortions end misinterpretations of the mesning of
Kierkegaard'es thomght,

1

Another point 4s worth mentioning here; namely, the
faet that secomdary soureces hai to be consulted too, did eall

(ot o i e g L
Iourpelveg, trans. terlL @ ont ord vergity

Press, 1941). p. 102,

2 Soren Kdericegaard (Jeharnes Climaeus), Congluding
irens. Dsvid F. Swenson, Walter
Frineetns ton Univergity Press, 1;44).
Pe 239. Hencelorth reforred to as Pogteript.

—_—
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for a critical evaluation of some of t:hon. However, this
is done only within the framework of the prepent essay.

Refutations here are not made for the seke of refutation
therefore; but in go far as they illustrate the ecentral

theme of our purpose.

Thepe evaluations and criticisms are not grouped
together in a peparate section, For in so doing, they are
removed from their suitable context and might lose their
immediate cogency, Consequently, evaluations are made
whenever the sequence of the discuseion demands, either
in the main text or in the form of footnotes.

Chepter I 1 intended to clear the way for the
regt of the espay., It deels with Kierkegaard's concept of
the three Spheres of Existence, not as contents, but, as a

formel structure on whose grounde the wnity of his works mey
be egtablighed,

Chapter II isg an ettempt to expound Kierkegaard's
category of the Leap. This is a necessary outecome of vhat is
charted in chapter I} eince the grheres are pogsible modes



of exigtence,the passage from one to the other ls not a
matter of mediation but of & leap, To elicit this concept
one hag to dwell on Hegel's principle of identity, against
which Kierkegsard violently rebels, and try to delineate

the fundamental differences between Hegel end Kierkegaard
on this point, Many points bearing on the mlation of faith

40 reason are here wmvelled,

Chapter ITI undertakes to investigate the movement
of faith and reason in the three Spheres of Existence, not,
however, ae structure but as contents. This 1s significant
because it is simpler and clearer to have chapter I deal with
the srheres as forms and then deal with them here as contents,
For if we were to approach them ap forms and contents, at one
and the same time, we may betray the purpoge of this essay ly
losing sight of the richness of the regpective roles of faith
and reason, Therefore, for the seke of sequence, and to
complete the picture of vhat Kierkegeard calls the "Single
One®, this chapter attempts an adequate exposition in temms
of contents of what Kierkegaard means by the aesthetie and
othical spheres of consciousness. The religous spheres is
intentionally left ocut here, only to be stressed later om in
part II as a vhale,

Chapter IV congtitutes the pecond part of the essay.
It 45 an exposition, as well as a critique of Kierkegaard's
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concept of Apprehension of Truth, This concept is an
essential aspect of Kierkegaard's treatment of faith, and
comprisee the heart of the Philogophicel Fragmentg. The
main theme here is the digtinetion between Philosophieal
Idealism and the (hristian Faith, Kierkegaard choopes
Soerates as his point of departure and ae the representative
of the Greek Flatonic, snd German Hegelian, philosophies, He
observes that reason (Soeratic Methed), at its best, can
gorve as a maleutie relationship between man end man., Feor
the begetting of truth (faith) is, in the final analysis,
regtricted to God. Therefore, this chapter ig divided into
three main sections, The first section dedls with Truth as
Subjectivity. The second section deals with Kierkegaard's
Method of Indireet Commmication, and the third seetion is
devoted entirely to Kierkegaard's concept of Apprehension of
Truth. The first two sections should be diseussed firgt in
order to ghow later how, according to Kierkegeard, truth

is apprehended, While attempting the preceding we shall,
along the lines of this thesis, show that Kierkegaard does
not depreciate objective validity and is not an eneqy of
reagpon, He is, plmply, giving reason and faith what i3 due

to each,
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CHAPTER X

THE THREE SPHEFES OF EXISTENCE AS A PROGRESSIVE
STRUCTURE FOR THE UNITY OF KIERKEGAARD'S WORKS

The ehapter that follows, is an attempt to show
wvhy Kierkegsard did not adhere to an gbstract systematic
prosentation of his ideas, and vhy his theory of the stages’
is a possible account for the progressive unity of his works.
When this ig established, the problem of the relationship of
faith and reason can be examined at length,

(a) Existence and Svgtem:

Kierkogaard in hip valuminous writings is mot the
sort of philosopher? that one can grind his mimd upon,
as one could with an Aristotle, & Kant, or a Wittgenstein,
fle is not so because of his viclent concern with man's
contemporary situation, His doetrinal commitment, his
existential (actual struggle between faith and reasen,

1 the terms "stage®and "gphere" are used interchangeably
hereafter,

2 Kierkegaard contimously refers to hingelf as a religlous
mr’ Qf., Soren n.fhm.

trans, Walter Lowrie Harper
a rsy 1962), pp. 15=22, Henceforth reforred to as
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and particulerly his struggle against Hegel 's Objective
Idealimm -- that ohliterated the individual 's unique existence
and abeorbed it into a form of "Mifeless™ absclutism = left
Kerkegaard no time for building logieal systems.t In fact

he critieised all systems very vehemently.? However, this
eriticism is not due to his incapscity of developing a gystem
of his own or . analysing termindlogy. In his w
Irammenta, and Coneluding Unselentific Postgeript, he displays
@ gsearching philogophieal gkill, and a strenmg comand of
logical argument. This uncompromiging eritieimm of system

is based on the view that all systems shift from reality, and
that they are all false and deceptive.

But why 1s systenm deceptive? It ls deceptive
becsmse the systematic enterprise, asccording to Kierkegeard,
is a tendency among philosophers that Wpromfses everything
and lkesps nothing® 3 of existence, System makes existence

1 ome showld note that Kierkmgeard uses "eystem in Hegel's
meaning of the term, namely, the entire strurture of objective
truth which Fegel calls the Idea. It is also worth mentioning
here that Kierkeguard edopts many of his eategeries from the
rhilosophy of German Idealism; such as "Existence ", "Paradox",
"Qaalitative and Quentitative Dialectie®, "Feflection of Angst®,
"Mement", "Leap”, "Decigion”, "Synthesis®, "Centradietien”,
"Self", "Spdrit» ete...

2 Kieriogeard holds that a logieal system is poseible, whereas
;;;ﬁu‘hutid system ig impossible, Cf., Pogtgeript, pp.

3 Jpig., p. 18,
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evaporate, and ag & result, existence is impoverished and
ceages to be itmelf, For instance, most philosophers do
not "Live" in their system, or, in real life, they abandon
thelr gystems:
" In relation to their gystems most systematigers
are like & man wvho builds an encrmous castle and lives
in a sheck close by; they do not live in their own
enormous systematie buildings. But spiritually that
fs a decisive objection., Spiritually speaking a man's
thought must be the building in which Eo lives -
othervise everything is topay-turvy",

With such en understanding, the basiec question of
philosophy 18 given a mew interpretation vhich frees
philosophy from the abstract claime of an intellectualism
that comprised a considerable part of the philosophie

tradition for centurdes. The new accent here falls on

man, without being deduced from some a priori aystematic

whole, FPhilosophy, as a system, is an academic coritical
struggle after logieal perfection which in the final
analysis deflects from the original existential situationm,
and enpties it of ell significent content,

Accordingly, for Kierkegeard, ‘system" and "self-
elosed ' rationality are synonymous terme that remain detached
from 1ife and existence, This is so, because existence,
exlstence per se, is the 'separation' between the subject and

1
M‘! P 156’ year 1&6, sec, 583,
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object; it 1s the everlasting 14fferent.t Ay & Tesult,
¢xistence and system ecamnot be allies, for the presence of
the one abrlishes the presence of the other, Thug, for
Herkegaard, the will for mystem {ga will for dishone ety
énd for extinguishing the singularity of the indiwitual®s
inwerd existence. This 1s vhy, aecording to HMerlogaard,
the individuel, the genuinely exdstint, stands outslde the
fystem as an Amhindhnz point that can nowe the world,
Fegel, the ™nfinitely great”, the gsten par excellence,
the mothing at all',” in his systeratie structure of the
world, forgot vhat can move the world, I Hegel would have
suld that his gysten ig hypothetical, he vould, of course,
have boen very great, and have villed something grest,?

b |
Logteript, p. 112,

? Kierkegasrd often uses the tem “irehimedisn Poim ",
Cf., Journils, pp. 249-50, year L2848, see, 784, Cromll
suye rightly that it comes from Depeartes' Mditatim IT
where he compares himself in the be ming of his seeond
meditation to Arehimedes. Cf., Deseartes,

Fhilosophy, trens.Johmn Veiteh ( Llfmois: The Open
Mii&iu Company, 1955), p. 2.

3 .
Cf., Eegigript, p. 113,

4
cf., Ibid., pp. 99-100 mn,
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It peems, therefore, that wvhat Kierkegaard
advances against the system, and Hegel's in particular,
1s based on the above understanding of existence that is
exemplified by the fallowing:
" The only thing-in-itgelf vhich cannot be
thought 1s exietence, and this does not come within
the province of thought to think, But how ean pure
thought possibly vanquish this difficulty, wvhen it
is abstraet? And what doee pure thought abstrset
from? Why from existence, to be sure, uT hence
from that which it purports to explain’ n
In order to show what abstract thought relinquishes
from existence, Kierkegaard provides us with a retional
explanation of what at first glance seems irrational, He
appesls to a descriptive enalysis of congciousness, It
is immediacy, which ig an element of congciousness, that
is anmulled by abstract thought, and it 1s to this that we
should now tum,

(b) Duallty of Congelougness - Jmediacy end

Jdeality:

Thinking, say Kierkegaard, is an attribute of
congeiougness; but eonsciousmess is bom due to the
encounter of the existing subject with the Limediste
environment., Yet conseiousness implies awareness of
something, and 4f this something is not conseiousness

1
2odgd., pp. 292-93,
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iteelf, then it must be the immediate object of owr
congeioumess vhich is the 'other', namely, actual
existence. However, this actual existence is acquired

by us without distortion by an lmmediste spurehensicu,

in which all relationghips are absent., Thus, immediscy
becomes thet which eonfronts us as & fact unaceounted

for, wareflected upon, solely on its own evidence .1 For
example , eclours, sounds and the episodes of our congeious~
noss are Lmmediate,

But the matter does not stop at this point;
Kierkegeard goss as far as saying that conseiousness ecannot
remain in immediaey, for if it could, conseiousness would
exist no moxe., If irmediacy i1g like that of the immediacy
of an animal, then the phencmenon of eonseiousness disappears;
and man would be no better than an animal , for therewith, he
becomes determined ull M.z I man was incapable of speech,
then he would not be able to go beyond immediascy; he would
remain arrested by 1t., Therefore, that which anmils
immediacy is speech, Kierkegsard writes that immediacy ie
reality, f.0., actuality, and speech 45 ideality:

 soen Klerkegaard,

mmm.u.a.mn.i & rh. c"H‘Pmms
Stanford University Press, 1958), p. 147. Henceforth ig
Publtandun Egi.

referred to ap

’ dbld.y po 148,
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" For when I speak, I introduce oppositien,

If, for example, I went to express the actual world
which I pereeive with my senses, then opposition ip
present, For vhat I say is quite other than vhat I
want to express, feality (i.e,, immediscy) I eamnot
express in speech, for to indicate it I use Ideality,
which 1p & contradietion, an untruth, But how is
immediacy anmilled? By mediscy, which anmuls immediaey
by presupposing it. What then... is mediacy? It ie
Word, How does Word annul Feality? By talking about
it, For that which 1s talked about 1s alvays

presupposed.

It fadllows from the above passage that for
Klerkegaard, eonseiougness is a duality, thet is, an
opposition of immediacy and mediacy or ideality., Congeious-
ness has in ite very structure & dichatomy of twe elements,
that of gxistones and that of thought. But thought sequires

ite being from existence and presupposges existence, yet
iteelf negates its very basis and snnulp existence.2 For if

1l
Mo’ P 1‘8.(3&“!‘"!\1’!‘ vord is Ii!l.)

2

It is vorth noting that on the basis of this understending
of congeiousnese, Kierkeguard esteblishes his view of doubt.
The seat of doubt, according to Kierkegaard, is congeiousness,
whose very nature is a kind of eontrediction or oppositien,
As mentioned above, conseiousness is produced by, and itself
produces, & duality of reality and ideality. But conseiocusness
is neither the one nor the other, it is a relation of both,
Now, doubt cannot take place in either of the two ecmpenents
of conseiocusnegs, For, on the ome hand, ideclity or
thinking cannot be true or false except when it tries to account
for reality or existent things. While on the other hand,
reality 1s "present” and it makes no genge to predicate truth
or falsity of 4t, Doubt ariges only when there i¢ a relation-
ship betveen two things, Kierkegaard says. Therefsre, when
ideality tries to aceount for reslity and 4s beat on ,/,.,



existence (immediaey) i1s expressed by thought, and words

are the wehicle of thought, then existence is expressed by
words. But to express existence by words, ie not to express
existence, for wordes are not exietence. They stand over and
againgt existence., The actual world is perceived immediately
without refleetion, while speech, words, thought, use mental
categories vhich do not exist in the actual world. Por
ingtance, the concept "man® does not actually exist, but

men do, It is on the grounds of the preceding analysis that
one should seareh for the originality of Kierkegaard as a
forerunner of existentiel thinking,

Conclugion from Sections (a) and (b):

Kierkegaerd's view of ‘existence", 'gystem* and
‘eonseiousness®, the way it has been presented in sections
(a) end (b) validates the following inferenees:

existence, then truth or falsity can be predicated of this
relation, and consequently doubt becemes possible. Henece
doubt presupposes both reality and ideality, and it eannot
be a quality of either ome independent of the other, If
this is the ease, then disinterestedness does not make
doubt possible, but it is presupposed by doubt, then we
are interested, when our eonseiousness is at its best,
vhen our thought tries to help us for actual decisive
choiece, doubt ariges; and doubt ean be conguered by a
determination of the will, “-, m., PP 149-55. Tt
should be mentioned here that doubt, for Kierkegsard, is
@ behavioural or existential doubt, end not Cartesian

doubt, Kierkegaard ealls it, genuinely, degpair. For
further explenation see Chapter III,



(1) Abstract thought distorts existence Wy
trunsferring immedisey, the existence par exeellence,
to an ideality vhieh im on Kierkegaardian grounds
semi-real ,

(2) Kierkegaard in his authorship ecannot assent to,
but in faet has to rebel ageinst,a logical gystematie
prepentation of his thought,

(3)  Seetion (a) and (b) show that the unity of
Kierkegaard's works camot be a rationally “eloged’
mity.

(4) Hip attention was endlessly focussed on the
singularity of existence that cannot be sceounted for
by systematic thought, BExistence and aysten eannot
be thought of together,

(e)  Ihe Dvmamie Unity of Kierkegsard's Workss 4

The significence of the preceding analysis, and
the conclusioneg that were drewn from it rests in its direct
bearing on, and its elucidation of, the problem of the unity
of Kierkegaard's thought,

If abgtract thought disterts 'what 1s' to an
ideality, and if existence and system eannot be thought
together, then the unity of Kierkegsard's thought is to be



found in a different order, If existence is the mobile, the
'open', the interrupted nem-linking together, then the
labyrinthian worke of Kierkegaamd are susceptible to a
dynapie, and gxigtentiel rrogregsive giructure that
operates on different stages of life, and consequently
becomes & unifying prineiple that bridges together the
peening multiplieity.

Therefore, the question of the unity of
Kierkegaard's writings cannot be a question of a fixed
abstraet unity; but that of & vital organie umity, a
unity of growth and movement vhose underlying driving
forece are the manifcld possibilities of the life of the
individual that ig engulfed by decisive tensions at different
steges of the self. This is why, in hip authorship,
Kierkegaard does not appeal to a direct form of expregsion,
but burdens himeslf with the task of emidating Scerstes,
who gtirs his readers and conmits them to perform the
indiepensable aet of self-exeminatien., Kierkegsard
intended the Soeratic method in order to gtartle his
reader and drive him to refocus on the awaremess of his
congolous beings to teach him what it means to exist,
end not to what s imposed on him by other theories. These
theordes labour on the individusl from without, and no
coneept manipulation, or expression ean seep into the depth



of the individual's immediate existence. At its best,
propositional expression can aect on the conceptual component
of our consciousness, But this component is an ideality
which is an impoverishment of existence, as we remarked
earlier, "Censequently what Kierkegaard writes is not
written in order to reveal himself to other men, but to
reveal other men to themselves. 411 questions, thenm, are
anbiguous; they exclude the possibility of a reply., All
replies are dialectical; they re-echo the guestion. The
impenetrable pilence of the individual is a gulf in which
all wvords are loot'.'nl In brief, his works are like mirrors;
if a dwarf peaks in, no giant will look out.

Moreover, Kierkegaard himself very enthusiastieally

stregsed the vital wnity of his work, In his Point of View
wvhere he undertakes the task of affirming vhat he tmily was

@s an author, he represents his works as & dynamie progressive
realigation of a certain organie structure which, although not

very comseious for him at first, became vividly so later, This

organie unity seemed to him to be eonverging through the
different levels of the consciousmess of the individusl, on

Jdiﬁt, m.’ Ps 110,



one espential theme, that is, vhat it means to be a (hrhi'.lll.1

On the other hand, Kierkegaard reports that his whele
produetivity has hed, in a eertain sense, an wminterruptedly
even coursey as if he had had nothing else to do but to eory,
in & palf congeioug' way, s definite portion of a printed
boolks, [derkegaard slso adds that he would be dighonest with
himpelf and God, if he were to cleim to have had an antieipated,
exhaustive, detailed plan to his whole suthorghip, That later
refleetion ou his enommous productivity taught him semeth ing
about his plan, Kierkegsard doss not deny, On the eontrary,
after a post authorship reflection he observes that his works
are imbued with an organic wnity,

" No, I muet say truly that I cannot wunderstand
the vhole, just because to the merest insgignifieant
detail I understand the whele, but wvhat I cannot
understind i that now I ean understand 1t and yet
eamot by any means say thet at the ingtant of
comeneing it I wnderstood it so preedsely « though

it 45 I that have carried it out and made every
step with refleetioni 2

1

Cf., Jownelg, P+ 348, year 1849, see. 1001, vhere
Kieriegaard says: "The (ategory of my work is:
ReR guare of Christianity,..,, My task is to deceive
pecple, in a true gense, into entering the gsphere of
religious ohligatdon which they have Gone muay with.,.®

2
Eolnt of View, p. 72
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Hovever, Kierkegaard's own desecription of his
werks need not be eonsidered finmal here, For vhatever his
peint of view of his works is, and vhatever vindication he
furnisghes for their totality, we still are able to extract
from his writings a dynamic framevork or a progressive
strueture within vhich the bulk of his works falls., This
structure reverberstes in his writings with deereasing and
inereasing eclarity which gives Kierkegaard's thought a
general direetion vhose revolving point is the ecategory of
the Single One.

This structure is found in Kierkegsard's early

works, Either/Or, Stages on Life's ¥ay, and also later in the

Dhilegorhicsl Fragpentg end the Postgeript. It is composed
of tkree well outlined stages or spheres, the Aesthetie, the

Ethical, and the Religious, The religicus stage is constituted

by religion A (general religiousity), and weligion B (Christianity).
In addition to these three spheres, there are also two other
trungitional sphereg on the border-lines betweon the others

called the Ironical, and the Humorous, Our procedure in

examining the relation of faith to reason in Kierkegaard will,
therefore, be undertaken vithin the framewerk of the just

mentioned stages.

Finally, (1) it is by nov evident that Kierkegaard
doeg not abandon us to a state of thedlogieal, philosophie,



or poetic econfusion, He advances his theory of the stages
to drew a dynamfe mep for human emotions. (2) By se doing,
Kierkegaard shows that the emotional modifications of our
conseiousness heve a living structure, and that pasgions and
feelings are not simply a structureless mosaie of harhagard
subjectivity. (3) On the contrary, he demenstrates that we
ean be dispassionate and detached with our own passions
without extinguishing our passions.

(d) ' ' 0 ' t

Exiptence:

When reading Kierkeguard's bocks Either/Or and the
Stageg, one camnot help developing, perhaps intuitively, the
convietion that what Kierkegasard was unfolding in thig theory
of the iesthetie, Ethical, end feligious spheres were his own
experiences and feelings, and giving them intellectusal
expresgsion,

Whatever the case may be, it is no aceident that
this theory appears in his writings eloaked in different forms,
and it is no accident that one should emphssize its structure,
For, according to Kierkegeard, the 1ife of the individual ,
from a paychological as well as exdstential point of view,
fallg between three dymamieslly possible levels of avareness,
From the 1ife of the most ordinary. individual to the life of
the most exceptionally great, their encounter vith 1life, and



the repercussionsg thig encounter hag on their smotional
component is, and cen only be, channelled through three
progressive stages of development,

ﬁnwﬂy, in order to camprehend preeisely
the mesnings of these divisions, it is imperative to designate
the meaning of Kierkegaard's notion of 'stages' or 'spheres!
of existence.

The stages are possible modes of existence within
one and the seme pergonality. They comprise the '"cross-section
of the pelf' end 'co-exist simul taneously' (interdependently),
and not successively, throughout the history of the gelf, A
stage 4s en independent state of conseiousness of ones owm
being which differs ontologiecally frem other steages, yeot it
ean hardly have an igalated existence in the individual,
Furthe more, these stages are not stages in the sense that,
in the procession from one to the other the former is, to a
certain extent, superspeded or left behind, On the eemtrary,
Ederike geard maintains that when the individual reaches a higher
stage, the pest or lower stage ie net completely extinguished,
but iy subordinated to the higher.' These steges are not
movementg in an evalutionary flux that are linked with one
another in a form of a teleclogical determinigm, The individual

1
This point will be elaborated in Chapter II1,



met, so to gpeak, freely determine which stage he belongs to,
He ip entirely free to decide whether to choose the one or the
other. This is Kierkegeard's Lither/Or: gither the sesthetie
and speculative, or ethical and religious, Kierkegsard's
theory of spheres of existence allows then for altematives,
This is necessary, for to affirm thet 1life can be lived in
different modee of existence, and then deny altermatiwes to
humen existence is to involve omegelf in a contradietion,

(o) Beagon and Existential Mlternstiveg:

While emphasizing the pregence of altermatives for
his theory, Xierkegeard pointe out that hia theory hag no more
legitimate claime to conceptual truth than other theories.

This again, is due to the dichotemy between reason and existence
vhich Kierkegaard was ever mindful to d!'mw..1

The theory of the srheres of exigtence eamnot,
eonpequently, be true more than other theories beesuse: (a)
retionally all views, or slternatives, are 'logically'
defensihle, Reason flings these alternatives to the world

1

In an entry to bis Jourpslg, called "fhe diffieulty with our
age" Kierkegeard says the following: "And so the whale
generation 4s stuck in the mud banks of reason; and no cne
grieves over it, there is only self satisfection snd conceit
which alvays follow on reason and the ging of reasom, Oh, t‘o
ging of pepsion end of the heart, how much nearer to salvation
than the sins of reason.) p, 461, yeer 1852, see, 1249,



of pogsibles; (2) to Imow, Kierkegaard says, is to translate
realg into possibles, this is the direetion in vhich eny end
all knowledge unnl (3) 1t ie only vhen we eome to the
exigencies of existence that contradiction and distreseing
tension begins.

Points (1), (2) end (3) are 1llustreted hy
Kierkegeard in presenting two traditional views., The first
preaches that the highest good is pleasure (sesthetie), and
the other that the highest good is duty (ethieal). Here,
vhen one obserwes the concrete existentisl implications of
theps two doetrines, one encounters wnresolvable behavioural
oppogitiong, namely, the dilemms of miversally pursuing
sleagure? and guty’ at the seme time. For it is not infrequent
that they behaviorally differ, in faet contradiet each other,
This gxisiential opposition between the two views, aecording to
Kerkegaard, remaing unrecolved and places the existential ego
in sn uneonquered existential wncertainty.

Now, vhat does reason do with the two opposing
alternatives! Kierkegsard regentfully, though rightly, maintains
that reason abolishes the diffievlty by asking vhich one of the

1
Pogtgeript, p. 285 £f.

2 ;
Az in the case of Hedomism, Epleureanism and Utilitarianism,

3
Kant's ethical theory is the best instant of that,



slternatives ig true. But this will conceliwably yield no
eonclugion. For on the basis of points (1) and (2) the
opposition im sbesorbed and trensferred from the axigtential
to the rptiooel realm, and congequently it is emptied of ell
existential mmo:-'l'.amn.1 Furthermore, reason, Kierkegaard
notes, at ite best may function in delineating el tematives
for a possilile choice. But reason lacks the singuler character
of existences

. Wwat is zoagoning? Tt s the result of deoing

avay with the vital distinetion which separctes

pubjeectivity and objectivity. As a form of abstreet

thought reagening is net profoundly dialectieal

enough; as an opinion and a conviction -

« But vhere mere seope

concerned, reasoning has all the apparent advantage)

for a thinker cen encompase his seience, a man can

have an opinion upon a particular subject and &

conviction as & result of & certain view of life,

but ope _can reason. about savthiag'.n 2

Therefore, if one can reason nbéut anything, then,

according to Klerkegeard, to ask which of the alternatives is
true 1p to ask a question vhich is irrelevant in eommeection

with existential cholces.

1

Kierkegaard wvould say ironieally, that reason resdlves the
opposition bhetween the alternatives in very much the same way
as & phypielon's medicine removes the patient's fever by
removing the patient's 1ife as well. Cf., [ostmerict, p. 268,

2 :
Soren Kierkegaard, The Progent igg, trens. ilexander Dru
(Londons Celldns Clear-type Fress, 1962), p. 87. (Underlining
is mine), Henceforth referred to as The Fregent Age.




(1) Easglon Determines the Velus and the Breach
Baiween the Stageg:

Tl_n sphereg as alternative modes of existence
are determined and differentiated from one ancther hy a
gpecific paseion, The more the self has peseion in each
stage the more it belongs to that stage, Besides, if the
stages differ in their gualitative modes of living, they
are necessarily more so in the qualitative difference of

their pageions,

The aeethetic passion is essentially a mest for
pleasure, however, not in strictly hedenistic terms, but 4n
a more general fasion. The ethical passion 1s a zest to
abide by the morel law, and the religious passion is suffering
on vhose grounds the Christian faith emerges.

In eny stage, therefore, if the 'Single Cne! loges
his passion or allows it to recede, then his singularity starts
receding too; for what makes & men what he is, is the intensity
and kind of passion he possesses. Passion, Kderkegsard hdlds,

is, in the last analysis, what is uuntm.l Whether in one

1l

“o, m. P m’ Jear 18‘7’ geec, 6’2. vhere m’hm
says that "What the age neede is +ess The misfortune of
the age is understending and reflection.... That is vhy it
requires a man vho eould refleet the remuncistion of all
reflection...", For part of the subsequent remarks ey
:di‘.t. Lpa ety PP 116-17.
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stage or the other, the individual can only realize himpelf
fully by 1iving very intensively, a way which is a vital
eondition for the personalitys "Pagsion... is the real
measure of man's power, And the age in which we live is
wretched, beceuse it is without Plllimi"l Thisg point is
emphasized In order to remark the movement wvhich Kierkegaard'is
going to take later on. Humanity is defined by sensibility,
and not by reason, The guthentically human is passion,
Kierkegaard nyl.z If humanity is feeling and passion,
human perfection is constituted in the greatest possible
energy, that is, passion, the most perfeet expression of

existence.

Pagsion, however, is not 1ike emotion or sentiment,
It is more ardent than sentiment, and not as short lived as
emotions, Passion is a tendency wvhich exaggerates itself,
which tekes hold of us, wvhich makes itself the center of
everything,

is a matter of fact, one can deduce from

Kierkegaard's Either/Or, Postseript, end Fear and Trembling

1
dournalg, pp. 102-3, year 1841, see, 396.

2
Soren Klerkegaard (Johennes De Silentio),

fnmw- trans, VWalter Lowrie
New York: Doubleday and Company, Ine., 1954), p. 130,
Referred to bereafter ae Fear and Trembling and as
Sicknegs Wnie Death.
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that pageion is a more totel phenomenon thap any of our
pubjective medifications, Tt ig a tranegformation of the
whale pergonality,

But papeion, Kierkegaard maintaing, is net just
an immediate outbreak of emotions that i not guided or
purified by reason, An unguided, wnecentralled passion
moans the digsalution of the personality. Therefeore, in
order to be creative, and in order te be conducive to
perfection, passion should be purified by :mf:lwlﬂ.m’L
(reason), Consequently, passion in every stage of existence
does not break away from reason, but it is channelled and
more focussed by reason to an object, A passion with a
def'inite object 1s a uselese enthusiaem that eonsumes the
energies of the individual, snd forsekes him to an

existential blunder which spelle his own annihilation,

It fallows, that the individual in each sphere
of exlstence, whether in the aegthetie, ethieal, or religious,
should very dynamicelly converge his passions on the gontents
of every stage. But, wvhether eomseiously or uneonseiously,
passion in every stege labours in a double movement, On the
one hand, it peeks patiefaction and realigation in the sphere

1

Cf., Journala, pe 133, yoar 1844, Jec, 488, vhere
Kierkegoard says: "Let no one n!-u‘mm all my talk
about paseion and pathosg to mean that I am proclaiming any
“23?“, uneirewneised immediacy, all menner of wnshaven
passion’,



4t belongs to; on the other hand, it strives to go beyond
itself snd to become transfigured to another gphere. On

this bagis, Kierkegeard finds en escape for the individual

from being imprisoned and stifled in onme of the spheres.
Passion in every stage, therefore, implies an 'upward'

flight to a higher stage, and it is never tranquilised

until it reaches Him who is the source of its inspiretion,

In fact, it is Hig wvho offers a motivation for the transition
from one sphere to the other., But this transition is deseribed
by Kierkegeard as always a erisis, as a breach of continuity.

1l
The Breach of continmity between the stages means

three things for Kierkegaard: (1) The values in each stage
are determined hy specific passion or enthusiasm, qualitatively
different, (2) 4 person vhose life is in the one sphore
cannot by a mere process of reflection transport himpelf into
the other; for this a passionate resclution of the will is
necegsary. (2) The change from one gphere to the other is
never necegsary, but elvays contingent; if it prepents iteelf
as poseible, it also presents as possible of non-real igation .2
It ig this breach, between the stages, that we are necesgsarily
led to eonsider in the following ghapter on the leap between

the stages
1
Cf., David Swenson, W (Minneapel 18:
Augsburg Publ ishing House, 1956), pp. 1 3.
2

Gf" MO’ PPs 162-63,



(g) Conclugion:
From the preceding discussion in this chapler one ean

conclude the follewing:

(a) Kierkegaard's understanding of existence and
congcioumess explaing wvhy he rejected the rigorous
conceptual systematic presentation of his ideas.

(v) Kierkegsard's workas do not lend themeelves
to an abstract fixed wnity, but to a dynanie unity,
a wnity of growth and movement,

(e) The spheres are possible modes of existence in
one and the same personality; end the transition between
the gpheres is made by a leap of passiom, or by a dynamie
interjection of the will,

The above conelusions are not without implications
as far as the development of the problem of faith and reasom
in Kierkegesard is concerned, For Ingtance, the dynamie wmity
of Kierkegaard's vork that was esgtabl ished above helps us to
study the different movements of faith and reagpon vithin a
deminant prineiple that tleg together the threads of
Kierkegeard's thought on the subject. Furthermore, Kierkegaard's
eriticisn of system and hip emphasis on existence as Immediate,
probably shows why he maintaing later that faith is an existential
matter and not a retional one. l! system or reapon makes



exigtence evaporste, it makeg it more mo when it accomts
for the dynamie nature of faith, Besides, the digtinetion
between the grheres was necessary to show the gort of
paseion and crisis the religious man has to encomter
vhen passing from one sphere to the other.



CHAFTER II

THE LEAP AS OPPOSED TO MEDIAT ION
OF REASCN BETWEEN THE SPHERES

The transgition from one sphere to the other, was
deseribed at the end of the preceding chapter as a erisis and
a breach of eontinuity, This chapter will, therefore, be
necessarily focussed upen this notion of "bhreach', vhich
Kierkegaard calls the Leap.

This category of the leap is central to Kierkegaard's
thought, without vhich his thought remaing waeclear, This leap,
being contrary to medistion, and this mediation, being a
quality of the continuous processes of reasem will, of course,
confront us with Hegel's notions of econtinuity and becoming,

But before discussing the 'leap' and its
‘existential'! and 'logical' implicstions, one should point
to the fact that the "leap' underlies mogi, if not &ll, of
Kisrkegaard's writinge about the melation of faith to reasonm,
Therefore, the attempt at & g@arching gnelygig of the 'leap!
in a specific isdlated seetion is hardly possible., For to do
80, is to be driven to a thorough discussion of Kierkegeard's
thought s well, a discussion which may be showm in the growing
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development of this essay. Furthermore, it is perhaps
erroncous for one to say that Kierkegsard does not discuss
the "leap' except vhere he openly mentions the word 'leap'.
For in pany contexts, if Kierkegaard does not explieitly
mention the term, he either presupposes it or uses different
terminclogy to convey precisely the same meaning, For
ina’uuo,l terms or phrases like 'qualitative dialectie’,
'dislectie of life', 'breach!, 'discontinuity', 'cbjective
wneertainty', 'intervention of the will', 'decisive cholce',
'an act with infinite pasesion', 'halt! ete,.,, &ll essentially
mean the same thing as the 'leap' for Kierkegaard.

Baged on the above wnderstanding, the subsequent
renarks of this chapter will be deveted to the leap between
the spheres as oppomsed te Hegel's coneept of mediation and
continuity,

(a)  The Leap: Some Frelininary femarks:

Kierkegaardian schalars do not agree upon a common
pource of this idea of 'The Leap'. Some interpreters like
Bighop Bohlin? maintain that it is derived from the

qualitative leap which Hegel describes in Jhe Fhencmenclogy
of_Jind. m:’ expresses the opinion that the idea is

1
Kierkegaard's work Concluding Unselsptifle Fogteeript,
abounde in such terms,

2 of,, Thenas, Op, gil.s P 90
3 As cited by Thomas, Op, git., ps 90.



derived from Kant's theory of the jump which takes us
beyond experience, This sounds closer to Klerkegeard

with one important difference, and that is the leap which
Kierkegaard stresses iz a particular thing and not a
general assertion of something metaphysical, prfdiul
pays that the source of the idea is Schelling vho lectured
at Berlin, and Kierkegserd heard his lectures.> Schelling,
!l,f!‘di.ng says, emphasiged strongly that speeulative
philosophy (Hegelianism) could not get further than the
abstraet and the universal; and the relationghip to
absalute reality vhich religious faith clings to, can

only be regarded as gn gct of the will induced by practiecal
and persgonal needs or, as Kierkegaard puts it later, by a
leap. The opposition between thought and existence, between
the univergal and the individual , and the impossibility ef
a continuous transition between them impreseed Kierkegaard
g0 foreibly thet he never forgot it.

1
Ag cited by T, K, Croxall in his introduetion to Dubitandm
m’ PP f-82,

2

In a letter to his brother from Berlin Kierkegeard says that
he attended Schelling's lectures and that later he found
himgelf too dld to hear such lectures, and that Schelling was

too old to give them. Cf., Jowrnalg, p. 104, year 1842,
n. gee,.".

3
Pubitandum Egt, p. 8.



Kierkegaard himself in the Postscript ,1 attributes
the leap to Lonincz while subordinating the influence of
Jacobi on him, Kierkegaard expresses his love of Lessing's
concern with the personality, and with the idea of historieal
contemporaneity from wvhich Kierkegaard, most probably, aequired
the concept of the leap. However, one still wonders why
echolars do not geeept Kierkegaard's own account of the source
of the leap as he points to it in the Pogtgeript. While leaving
the problem to be settled by more competent uhalau.’ one
thing remains certain and that is Kierkegeard made use of this
eoncept of the 'leap' in his writings more then any of the
writers who preceded him,

Whatever the case may be, it is perhaps unfortunate
that many of those who dealt with the coneept approached it
with marginal eoncern. They did not cut deep enough into the
logiecal and epistemclogical grounds that may justify
Kierkegeard's use of it, thus sparing him the unwarranted

1

Cf., Pogtgeript, pp. 86=97. In page 90 Kierkegaard saye the
fallowing: "It is & leap, and this is also the word that
Legeing has used asbout it, within the... distinetion between
econtemporaneity and non-contemporaneityit

2

Cf., Henry Chadwiek, unum.msﬂ.m_nm
(London: Adem and Charles Hlack, 1956), pp. 52-53,
3

The reader is referred to Thomas, Op, git., pp. 90-92;
elso to Dubitendum Est, pp. 77-83. '



1
charge of radical irrationslism. For ingtance, Bomifagi

in his interesting and lueid presentation of Kierkegsard's
thought overlooks 'the leap', and Greme® ungympathetically
calls him a lover of paradoxes and the Apostle of absurdity
without taking the pains to look at Kierkegaard's leap from
within to find out how much of his seeming absurdity remains.
Another observer, Robort-,3 is content to mention only that
".ssthe transition from the ethical to the religious is made
not by thinking but by what he called a 'lup'.‘n Jean hbl,’
perhaps unjustifiably, says: "eette theorie du saut est
llaffirmation pour Kierkegaerd du discontinu et de
1'irrational ".6 (by this theory of the leap Kierkegaard

affirme the diseontinuous and the irratienal).

1 .
Conrad Bonifazi, (Londont: €, Tinling
and Company Limited, 1953),

2
Merjorie Grene, m:‘gmm (Chicago: The University
of Chicago Press, 1948), echap. II,

3 Devid E. Roberts,
ed, Roger Hagelton (New ' ord versity Press, 1959).

4 mig., p. m.
5 Jean vehl, Budes Kiorkegeardiennes (Pariss Fornand iubdler,

'ﬂodo')-

6 3 2
bid.s pe 145. nty



Bearing the foregoing interpretationsg in mind,
one should enphasige the dangers of ecategorising Kierkegaard
ag an irrationalist, Here, ratiomaliss or irrstionclimm may
not be the gort of terms to be used in comnection with
Kierkegsard vithout a possible misunderstanding of his
thought, For example, his claim that the movement from
one grhere to the other takes place by a deeisive leap, and
not by a retional discursive manner, does not necessarily
render him an irretionalist, However, the reagon Wy
Kderkegeard recommends the leap is partly due to his eritique
of intellectualism whose prototype is Hegel and whose logle ean-
not account for movement in existence. This drives us to
congider Kierkegaard's utterence that logulm move.

(b) Jn Logie ne Movement Is Popsiblat

In order to show why, according to Kierkegaard,
hmzunmtenitlmmdmcrpm a trengition
fron one gphere to the other, we have to look back to Hegel,
Hegel held his celobrated prineifle of identity’ which contends

that thought snd being are ong. Reality is in a emstant state

1 By logie Kiorkegaard mesns the Hegelian type of logle, or
the dialectie. Cf., Poptgeript, p. 107.

2 Jhddes Pe 112,

’m stregs on the nature of logie is done here because
Kiorkegaard congiders faith as something actual , namely,
existential and not logieal or ideal,



of becoming, vhere existing differences and oppositions

can be reconciled into a 'higher unity', But in beeoming,
both being and non-being are contained. For when a thing
"becomes' it is now what it was not before, and it will be
later vhat it ip not now, To put it in iristotalian lenguage,
it has moved from potentiality te actuslity, Therefors, for
Hegel there ip a perpetual uneceaging becoming or emming inte
being, For him truth moves and gnnl eontinuously. Also,
truth for Hegel lies in nature, history, and thought, I
being, there is no dichotamy between the '"imner! and the
‘utor',z they are ome and the same, The outer world is
the demengtration of an imner power (Idea) which permeates
all being and is objeetified in varying degrees in the
phyeiesl world, and man is its highest objeetification,

Now Kierkegaard does not deny that reality is in
a congtant flux, the way Hegel maintains above, But this
flux can only take place in the ggtual existent reality and
not in the realm of thought or logig. When Hegel halds the
identity of the subject and objeet, the identity of the
Touter! and 'inner', then the resilt is a conceptual monigm
vhich stends against snd over gxigtenge. This Hegelian 4

1
Pubitendup Est, p. 74 : 4

2 (f
of., Posteerizt, p. 112. :



understanding of reality is vhat Kierkegaard rebels against.
Reality as conceived by Hegel, says Kierkegaard, rmst be
statie and cannot be in a state of becoming, For becoming
is not an attribute of thought, it is an attribute of
exigtence. But vhy cannot '"becoming' be attributed to
thought but only to existence?! It is eimply so, because

a concept does not change either to vhat it is not, namely,
to another eomeept, or to samething factual and concrete.

Therefore, the irensition between two existentlsl aliomatives
or 'spheres' i mede by a Joap and not by the mediatien of
concepts. Furthermore, becsuse becoming ecan only take place
in freedom which irmplies the absence of necessity, then logie
with its necessary linked processes cennot move. Ledus
listen to Kierkegaard:

" The past hes come into being; becoming is a
change in getuality brought about by freedem, If
now the past becomes necesgsary it would no leager
belong to freedom, i.e., it would no leonger beleng
to that by which it came into being. Freedom would
then be... an i{llusion, and becoming no less
fmdq‘umld be a witehereft and becoming a false
alam",

He algo sayes

".ee lot logle tend to its own affairs. The word
"transition" cannot be anything but a witty conceit

1 .
Soren Kierkegeard (Johannes Climecus), Philosevhigel
treng, David F,

Swengon (New ' ton wun'w Fress, 1944),
pe 64, (Inderlining is mine), Heneeforth referred to as
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in logic. It belonge in the grhere of higtorieal
freedom, for transitien is a gtatg, and it 1p
actual,nl

Kierkegaard addes

" In logie no movement can gome about, for logie

is, and everything logical simply is, and this impotence
of logie 48 the trangition to the gphere of beecoming
vhere exiestence and rezlity appear. So vhen logie is
abgorbed in the concretion of the categorisg it is
congtantly the same that it was from the begiming, In
logic every movement,,., is an immanent movement, which
in a deeper sence is no movement...".

From the above quotations we can infer the following
eonclusions: (1) Feascn or 'logie' cannot aecount for the
eontingent nature of cetual existence within reason's own realm
of logieal relations., (2) In the realm of the actual there is
no poseibility of transition; all trensitions take place by a
dynamic decision, by a leap. (3) Ae againgt Regel, Kierkegaard
maintaine that, 'that which really chenged' since it belongs to
concrete existence, namely to time space and history is
contingent and not necessary., Hence that which 'really changed'
must have taken plece in freedom, which means it was not

necegsarily 'bound' to be go but could have happened othervipe,

1

Soren Kierkeguard (Vigilius Haufniensis), Ihe Congept of
Dread, trens. Welter Lowrie (Princeton: FPrinceton University
Prese, 1957), pp. 73=74. Peferred to hereafter as Dread.

2
Abid., ps 12.
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Consequently freedom belongs to existence, and being so,
freedom makes posgihle the aet of ehoiee,l and this act of
cholce is always a matter of a leap. (4) A1l movement,
according to Kierkegaard, implies a trangecendence which
logic cannot qualify for, In addition to these pointg just
concluded, Kierkegaard would add two other important pointss
(5) It is meaningless to talk about the leap in the areas
of gquantitative sciences, mathematies, and logic. Hegel's
mistake was to assert the emergence of a nmew gquality in logie
which is an assertion of no meaning. Because if logle is to
accept thie, it must straight away change both 1ts nature
and its luning.z (6) For Kierkegaard, from an existential
point of view, the person cannot be abgorbed and transformed
to an ideality by logic., Even if it were possible for the
individual to become pure thought, then the being with which
thought will be concerned is not the real being, but the
being of thought.’ Consequently, personality affirms the
prineiple of contradietion, that of existence and thought,
and this contradiction enables the personslity to make
existential choieces that result in a leap. Personality,

says Kierkegaard, will forever repeat its immortal dilemma

1l

Kierkegaard's concept of choice is discussed in Chapter III,
2 .

cf., M’ PP. ﬂ.p. Algo see note Be 28,
3

Cf., Postgeript, p. 112.
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of Hamlet, to be or not to be, that ig the quutim.l
e) dhe Leap = Nelther hational Hor Irretiongl =

Ealth and feagon.

The sbove discussion, together with the econclusions
thet were drawn from 1t, showe elearly why Iierkeguard emplayed
the 'leap' in the presentetion of his thought., Whether in the
aesthetic, ethical, or religious gphere, all behaviour is an
existential behaviour, a matter of a leap which deeg not belong
to the realm of logle and mediation, The Hegelian individual
livee in the 'illusion' of the smooth harmony of thought while
in actuelity he 1s mostly gripped by the 'open' contradietory
alternatives of existence, In fact, the Hegelian individual
does not really live. His life is as semi-real as a concept
may be, This sort of a 'peeudo-life' should not and eannot be
lived in any of the spheres of existence, and especially the
religious sphere. To gay the least, this 1ife cannot be the
sort of 1ife a man of faith lives, For faith is as rpgl as
exigtence can be and no 'concept-juggling' can help a man to
move from one existential situation to ancther, be it a
situation of personal interests, or a situation of altruistie
morel cobligation or a situation of confidence in the Divine -
(Faith), The Hegelian thinker, 'the coneept!, can forget in

1
Ml 2 '"b' year 18’9. sec, 286,
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all his thinking to think that he is an gxigiing individual
and will never be able to explain life., He will merely make
an attempt to cecse to be a human being, just in order to
become a book" or an objective tnl!thing.z

Accordingly, for Kierkegeard,in life, in existence,
in the act of existing, there is eontimuous striving against
contredictory alternstives,” Here there is no 'higher unity'
in vhich the gither/or or these alternaiives can be happily
regolved, We are thrown on the waves of contrsdiction, so to
speak, and we are foreed to act; we are faced with many chamms
emd precipices that are so infinitely wide® to the extent that
they can only be bridged by & deeisive leap. Therefore, for
Kierkegaard, a leap is a Jugmp between two existentially, (net
rationally), discrete spheres of being; an aet that bridges
the 'gulfs' betveen existentisl popsibilities and eontradietions.
Conpequently, we can safely stipulate that lesps are many but
one in kind for Kierkegeard, Most behavioural decisions invalve
a leap, and not only the movement from one stage of existence to

1
Cf., Postpeript, p. 85.

2 It 1s notevorthy here to observe that Kisrkegsand does mot
depreciate reagon or objective attempts when they are in their
right order. "It is not denied that objective thought has
validity; but... vhere subjectivity must be accentuated, it
is & I’.mm.ﬂm:. m.p pe 85,

3 ct., Did., p. 8.
4 or., mag., p. 9.



the other, Every treneition, from the individual instance

of observation in the induetive proeedure to the ideality

of universel lawe of peience, invdlves a leep, The movement
from skepticism to belief is & leap of fundamental importance.t
Even the passage from the phileogophiecel realm to the realm

of religion, and from the realm of religion in general to
christianity, each passage involvees a leap. Yet in most cases
this leap is & leap of feith,? it is a religious movement,
Thig movement alweys entails an adventure, an set of courage
and risk, a trust in the other end, Thig risketaking,
Kierkegaard observee, iz alvays dynamiejy for without risk
faith, any feith, beccmes mlimc.’

imong those many 'leaps' that the individual le
challenged to perform in the existential striving of his every
day 1ife, there is one form of leap which Kierkegasard stregses
very much and he regerds it ag of utmoet importance. This is
the leap per excellenge by which the religious pagsion, (4in

1l
Cf., Swengon, Op, cit., pr. 148=49. 'n.!

2

Here one should observe that Kierkegeard does not necessarily
meen by 'faith! the religious feith or the Christian faith enly,
but the leap is called a leap of feith (truat), in so far as
every leap ip made with pascion and eonfidence in the other end,
any end, be it God or a stage of existence, Here faith mesns
truet in either, an aet of marriage, an aesthetie mode of life,
::‘ln God., 411 leaps have a common quality, namely, passion

trust.

3
“a’ m’ Pe ’68’ year 18”’ sec. 10“‘



Christianity called faith), ouorgu.l When performing this
leap the transition is not made only by an aet of the will
as it is in other leaps, but alsgo by divine assistance, by

God granting the condition to man,

On the basis of this leap the Christian faith

a confidence, a jump into a vacuum without a good reason for
hope, In other worde, this leap par oxe.llonco,z which belongs
to the behavioural realm, makes Christian faith contrary to the
continuous processes of reason, In short, as has been
previously remarked, Kierkegaard says that the positive can

be conquered only by the negative. To the mediacy of reason,
then, muet be opposed the immediacy of faith; to continual
reasoning, the passionate and pathetic lyrieism of affirmation
and intuition; to the reasonableness of logieal thought and
objective reflection, the existential leap of faith made with
pessionate inwardness.” This is wvhat Kierkegaard mesns by
saying that the understanding is the death of faith, But why
is it necessarily the death of faith? Kierkegaard answers that

1l
Cf., Swenson, Op, eit., p. 163,

2

This form of the leap ie discussed in chapter IV, In this
chapter the different aspects of this leap are seen in
operation in various areas of Kierkegaard's notions of truth
as subjectivity, and the apprehension of truth.

3
Cf., Jalivet, Op, oit., p. 116,



the death of faith 1p due to the approximation processes
of reagon. This approsimation malkes faith, the leap par
excellence, probahble, but vhen faith is made proballe it
definitely becomes impogsible, For that vhich is very
probahly we cen slmogt know, or ag good as know, yet it
1s impossible to believe,r and it Is not eommengurate
vith the intensity of the leap of faith,

that follows, in consequence of thisg Kierkegsardian
understanding of the approximetion of reason, is that reason
cannot and must not give feith, Reagon must understand ifpelf
end know what it has te offer without teking anything away.
But usually reason deces not abide hy this rule, and when it
doesg not, then it will be hard to find among thope vho devete
themgelves to rational speculation and experimental procedures,
e will at their heert, & convietion, a faith,? says Kierimgaard,
Such people would want to understand, would went to explore
and receive ideas without believing or being detemined ty them,

However, if the speculatiwve life of reapon weakens
the will, and if it makeg 4t hard for the individual to prompt
the leap of faith, this does not necegsarily mean that the leap

1
Eogteeript, p. 189,

2 .
The Eresent ége, p. 18, /
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of faith is completely unsupported by reason. But it is
rather supported by reason in so far ag reason holds faith

in honour while it cannot fully understend it .1

Reason at
leasgt can know the leap ncgatinly.z In addition Kierkegaard
maintaing, that the man of faith and especially the Christiem,
both has and uses his understending. By and large he

respects what is human and does not put it down to lack of
understanding if anybody does not posses the Chrisiian faith 2
The Kierkegardien believer, therefore, does not move in
absurdity, whimsically, wnintelligently and at random vhen

he performs the leap of faith, On the contrary, refleetion
can be halted by a leap of faith, this leap of faith is a
process up to whieh rationsal analysis can lead, preparing

the way, but eannot grasp it eaaentially.l‘

After the above charccterization of the leap in
general and the religious in partieular, and after showing
that the leap is contrary to the mediation of reason, one
can still hold that Kierkegsard is not an enemy of reason

nor iz he preaching irrationalism or anti-intellectualism

1
Cfn’ w’ P 362. Yyear 18”, sec, 1033.

2 cf,, Ibid., rp. 362-3, year 1850, sec. 1033.
3 cf., Postseript, p. 504.
4 ce., id., pp. 105-6.



the way he came to be popularly lkmown, Thie point ean be
f1lustruted along the following liness

In conclusion (4) of seetion (b) of this ehapter’
wve nintlm that all movement, according to Kierkegesard,
implies a transeendence vhich logie camnot qualify for, Now,
if this conclusion can be granted, them we can say that the
leap for Kierkegaard, being gxistentisl, is necessarily
outglde the gtatle domain of logie, being thus it makeg no
senge to say that Klerkegsard's concept of the leap is
rational or irrstional, For these two categories cannot be
predicated of the leap without deing viclence to language.
This is, in very much the same way that we cannot predicate
tocth aching or its abgence to 'Friday'! or '"Tussday’.
Furthermore, on the same grounds, when rationalism or
irratimalism are attributed to Kierkegaard's employment
of the leap the outcome is a category migtske. The leap
belongs to a different order of being. We can even push
the matter further and say that faith, for Kierkegaard, from
a gognitiye peint of view is neither Lyup nor folge, but
einmply gxigtge Thie 1s so becsuse oxistence, or that whieh
exists, cammot be true or fealse, it ie ppgl. Truth and
falelty can only be predicated of the rational procesges of
reagpon, It is on thie basis perhape that Kierkegaard hated

1l
See above p, 46,



to hear pomebody saying that Christianity is to a ecertain
degree true,l Ve mey also add on the basls of the above
enalysis, and on the bagis of conclusion (5) of section (b) .’
that the leap vhich is invdlved in the act of faith is not

at all a quantitive leap, but & qualitative one vhich stamps
the mode and perponality of the individual, The leap of
faith, therefore, leads to a drastie qualitative change in
omee own being.

The preceding argument warrants the feallowing
eonclugion: (1) The leap is not quantitative. (2)
Cognitively speaking, it is medither true nor false. (3)
Existentially speaking, it is meither rational nor irrational.

Once again, the third point just mentioned brings
us to the limits and scope of reason in the aet of faith,
Faith itself, being not rational, does not ecome within the
realm of reason to reason about, However, this dees not
mean thet Kierkegaard depreciates reagon or thet he rejects
ite validity vhen reagon eperates in its proper househald
viz, Mathematics, Logie, and Empirical Seience. In faet,
Kierkegaard stresses that reasgon should guide us in every
day 1life and that we ought to be quite cognigant of the
difference between a conseious regpongible aet, egpecially

cf., Pogtscrint, p. 209.

See above p. 46,
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that of faith, and a vhimgical irresponeible ome,

This lagt point calle for e remark concerning
certain misunderstanding which Xierkegeard's thought seems
to have guffered, For instance, Walter Keufmann in his two
notatile velwses, "Lron Shalnesare io Dstentislim® end
“Existentislim fran Dostosvsky o Sartre*’, despite his
{11winating critique of Kierkegaard, very reservedly
discloges an unwarranted bilas and repeatedly, though un-
fairly, says: 'He,.. attacks Hegsl of whom he lacked amy
thorough first-hend knowledge...™ and "the erueial
difference between en informed and uninformed, a reasoned
and unereagoned, a respongible and irresponsmible deeision,
egcapes mrhpard." Kaufmamn addes: ‘"Reason aloms, to
be sure, cannot golve some of 1ife's mogt central problems.
Does it follow... that reason ought to be abandonad
ultogether? Kierkegsard rashly remounced clear and distinet
thinking sltogether,"

1

Walter Kaufmenn, From Shakegpeare ;q ﬁmn‘ﬂiﬂ
(M York: W and Co. M., 1 .
2 yalter Keufmenn, e
Sertre (New York: Meridian Books Ine., 1956).

3 Ivid., p. 16,
4 Ibides pe 17,
5 mid., p. 18,



Now, if we consider Kierkegaard's views concerning
"logic! and the '"leap', the wey we presented them above, it
would then be possible te show that the above charges against
Kierkegsard are unfounded, For example, concerning
Kierkegsard's first hand knowledge of Hegel, Kaufmann jgesns
to be wrong for the following reasons: (1) Hegelianiem
during Kierkegaard's time was dominant in Denmark, and a
congiderable part of Kierkegaard's terminclogy is quite
clearly Hegelian, as it wae pointed out in the previous
ohapter.l Terms like 'mediation!, 'opposition', 'medisey’,
'immediaey', 'ideality', 'reality', 'immanence’, 'dielectic’
are expected to have been drawn from Hegelian texts. Begides,
Kierkegcard in his writinge refers to particular sections and
titles of Hegel's works, For example in The Concept of Dread,
Kierkegaard says that Hegel entitles the last section of his
Logie 'M'.a Then, of course, someons who can locate
titles of sections of the body of Hegel's writings ecannot
be properly accused of not reading Hegel, (2) Kierkegaard,
himself, complaine sbout the difficulty he encountered
while reading Hegel:

" I for my part have devoted a good deal of time
to the understanding of the Hepgelian Philosophy, I

p |
See above p.l4L. 'm! 3.

? Dread, p. 9. See also Tbid., p. 146. 'a',



believe also that I understand it talerably well,

but when in gpite of the trouble I have taken

there are certain passages 1 cennot understand,

I am foolhardy enough to think that he himgelf

has not been quite clear|® i

This passage, together with point (1), may leave

no doubt that Kierkegsard had a first hand Imovledge of Hegel,
Consequently, Keufmann's indietment that Kierkegeard had no

first hand knowledge of Hegel is left groundless.

Also, the other churges would lose their aignifieance,
when we realige thet Kaufmenn in most cases does jot _argue for
his point but he gimply presents it, loreover, if Kierkegaard
asperts that reason glopg cannot relieve wug from the need of
decisiong, it does not follow at all, the way Faufmann puts
it, that reason ghould be abandened altogether., For, in many
contexts, Kierkegaard asserts that reason, although necessary,
48 not sufficient for making existentisl leaps; it must be
corrcborated by interests end pagsion, Furthermore, if 'leaps'
live in passion and espocially the leap of faith, then reasen,
says Kierkegaard, can lead to the leap yet cannot grasp if
fully,?

As a result, it peems to make no senee to say that
Kierkegaard ecennot differentiate between reasoned and

1
Fear ind Trembling, pp. 43-44. (Underlining is mine)

2
Cf., Pestgcript, p. 105,



wnreagoned formg of decision end behavieur,

(@) Conclugions

- What has been undertaken in this chapter was
the attempt to ghow the feollowing: (a) that the transition
from one nhon of existence to the other is not a matter
of mediation but that of e leap; (b) point (a) was
egtabl ished by discussing Kierkegaard's notion that
logie cannot move, and that logie, the Hegelian, does
not account for the contingent nature of regl exigtence;
(e) since faith ig something living, it is outside the
ideal reelm of resson, and consequently, faith ig effected
by a leap and not by the consistent processes of reasong
(@) when reason accounts for 'faith', or the 'lsap!,
faith is trensferred to scmething non-living, or semi-
real; (f) the leap, whether from one grhere to the other,
or whether the lesp par excellence, is gogaiiively neither
true nor false, nor is it either raticonal or irrational,

If the way in vhich point (f) is inferred can
be grented as correct, then it cmstitutes a step towards
establishing the main thesle of the present essay, namely,
thet Kierkegsard i1s not an irrational ist nor is he

depreciating reagon, nolther in the meverent from one



sphere to the other nor in the contents of these
spheres; especially the contents of the religious
sphere, But so far, nothing hag been rent ioned

about tho econtents of thepe spheres. So let us tum
our attention to the mesning of the conmtents of these
grheree, in so far as they bear on the prollem of the
relstion of faith to resson in Kierkegeamrd, This shall
be the irmediate task of the following chapter,



CHAFTER III

THE MOVEMENT OF FPAITH AND REASON IN THE CONTENTS
OF THE AESTHET IC AND ETHIECAL STAGES

In the previous chapter the attempt was made
to account for Kierksgaard's use of the category of the
leap, the reasons Kierkegmard himself gives for this use,
and the stand he takes against Hepgel 's notion of mediation,
When discussing the leap, some agpects of the limits and
scope of reason bearing om the problen of faith and reason,
were brought to light.

This chapter deals with the movement of faith
and reason in the gontenig of the gogthetic and the gthical
stages. To do go, one 1 led to attenpt an adequate
expogition of what Kierkegaard means by both the aesthetie
and the ethical spheres of conseciousme ss, When discussing
the aesthetle stage one finds it imperative teo approach
Kierkegaard's notions of despair and choice. On the other
hand, when discussing the ethical stage, ome is compelled
to dwell on Kierkegaard®s concept of the telesclogical
suspension of the ethical. ihile wenturing to treat the



above points, it weuld be proper to indicate the
different movements of fulth and reagon, and to point
to some miginterpretations of Xierkegeard that were
respensibly vritten, although unjustifieble in this

connection,

I THEE AESTHETIC STAGEs

(a) The Meening of the iesthetic Stage:
Kiorkegeard investigates the sesthetie view?

of 1ife with pubtlety and wit yet in Either/Or he is
endlessly npotitim,’ viewing over and over the
same theme again from different perspectives.

1
The sesthetic attitude is expreesed at the beginning
of Either/Or, and later in the "™iary of the Sedueerv,

algo in the Stageg on Life's Wy, end in Repetitien,

2 Jelivet's views on this subject have been made use
of in expounding the ideas of this section, See
Jalivet, Op, edt., rp. 24~72,

3 he attempt has been made in this chapter to aveld
being repetitious, Hacker saysi "If ome were to
attempt a pregentation of Kderlegeard's thought...

he would find himself ecompelled to repeat step bWy

step and sentence by sentence the originsl writings.
Ome would, in other words, find himgelf compelled to
refer the reader to the vorks themselves and tell hims
"How go shead and read' ", i4s cited by Kurt Rednhardt,

W (Yew York: Froderick Ungar
ighing Co,, s Pe 40,
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The gesthetie stage, according to Kisrimgaard,
is o possitle form of individual exietence which advoeates
yariety of pleagures as the ultimate goal to which the pelf
ie attrected, However, this variety of fleasures, Kierkegaard
does not reduce to pure pensualimm, Rather it includes any
attitude vhose gale mim is pleasurs, even if it is refined
and merely intellectual, In short, the segthetie life
culminateg in & genexal form of Eplcureanism vhich tries
to banish meaninglegmness and degpuir bWy emphagizing the
pleasures of the moment, By dodng go, it falls back em,
or gets errested by, the same existential state it attempted
to escape from, and thet ig degpair. The aesthete, in a
primery genee, ig he whe determines to live for the luxury

of plesgurable momenta.

Accordingly, every man, says Kierkegaard, no
matter hov inferior bis talentg are, feelg by natursl
tendency the necessity of forming a view of life and a
conception of its purpoge, The septhete aleo forms a view
of life, but this view is based on enjoyment, In this view,
the sesthete doss not differ from other people, for most
pecple through the asges agree that one must enjoy life,
However, the importent thing here is that people differ in

their eonceptions of unjq-nt.l They diffsr becasuse

t Soren n;r:nmrd (g:tw].:;?it;k HI,?‘&{ (%m:
ﬂbhdq ompany . . . rred
to hereafter as m' : n
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enjoyment 1s not one thing but s miltiplicity of thinge.

Ir this 1s true, then the aegthete vho emphasizes enjoyment
in 1ife, is himgelf ruptured or difused into a boundless
miltirlicty;l the muiltipliedty of the rleasures of the
moment, But ginee the segthete lives in the greed for the
moment, then he lives a prey for external events. But vhy
a prey for external eventg? Thig is beecuse "... he who
suys that he wants to enjoy 1ife always posits a cendition
svhich either 1lies cutside the Individusl or is in the
individual in such a wey that £t ig not posited by the
individusl hinnlﬂ'!z Consequently, if men has to seek
enjoyment outgide himgelf, he csnnot hear sxistence in the
pm-aﬂt.3 Therefore, the aesthete 18 driven to plunge into
viclent exeiting works and amusements in order to escape
from the poseibility of boredem., This escape, whieh is an
escape from himgelf, becomes his cause of bewilderment and
degpair,

1
Abid., p. 188,

2
Jodd., p. 184,

3

Cf., Either/Or, Vel. II, pp. 186+187. "W encounter views
of 1ife which teach that one muet enjoy 1life but which place
the eondition for it outside the individusl, This is the
cige vith every view of 1ife where wealth, glery, high
station.., are accounted 1ife's. tagk and its contenti®



The aesthete, accordingly, is ¢« man vho does
not possess himeelf; he i1s emgaged wvith the things outside
hin and therefore lacks full-blooded individuality, stability,
end 1s diffused in the flux of momentary> immediste pleasure.
Nothing gives him temporary relief from his boredom except
the freshness of immediacy. The aesthete?, seys Kierkegaard,
cannot will ene thing:

" ++s when that one thing vhich he wills is not
in iteelf one: 1is in dtgelf a mult itude of thinge,
& dispersion, the toy of changeableness, and the
prey of corruptionl In the time of pleasure see
how he longed for one gratification after another,
Variety was his watchvard, Is variety, then, to
will one thing that shall ever remain the same?

On the contrary, it is to will one thing that must
never be the same, It is to will a miltitude of
things. And a person who wille in this faghion is
not only double minded but is at odds with himself,
For puch a man wills first one thing and then
immediately vills the opposite, because the oneness
of pleasure is a snare and a delusion. It is the
diversity of pleasure that he wills. So vhen the
man of whom ve are gpeaking had gratified himgelf

1

Cf., mno’ Pe 182. "Bat vhat is it to live “.ﬁ‘thmynaco
What is sesthetiecal in manl....To this I would reply the
aesthetical in man is that by vhich he is irmediately what
he is..., He vho lives im and by and of end for the aesthetiecal
in him lives aesthetically'.»

2

When trying to trace the word 'aesthetde' back to its Greek
origin, we find that it 4s Qerived from the Greek term
'aesthetikos' which means perceptive. If this is true, then
it bears direct relevamce to what Kierkegsard means by
aesthetic, For that which 1 perceived is usually irmediate;
and this s precisely what Kierkegasaxd neang by sesthetie
life, namely, living in the immdiate moment,
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himgelf up to the peint of disgust, he beeame weary
and sated... his enfeahled poul raped so that no
ingenuity was sufficient to discover something new -
somothing new! Tt vas change he eried_out for ap
pleasure served him, change! change!®

This quotation, frem Purity of lieazt, displays almost
exactly vhat sort of being the sesthete is in his pursuit

af'ter pleasure,

(b) Some ispegts of Faith end lsegon in the Aogtbetde
Mode of Life.

de weg Just mentioned, when willing enjoyment, the
segthete 1p not willing one thing but a miltiplieity of
things., This multiplicity of altematives 1s coneeived
by the sesthete's power of reaponing., It 1s reason
that points to the possibilitiss of sesthetdie life, but
reason itself preecludes comnmitment and even action,
Consequently, the contemplative or rational aesthete
stande outeide 1ife end scrutinises it as a speetator,

Furthermors, retional sreculetion and nenecommitted
intellectualism, which [ierkeguard calls skeptieism, are
employed by the refined sesthete to escepe dynamie,
ethical or religious decisions, The philogophers or

1

Soren Kierkeguard,

trans, Douglas V. Stesre iln JYork: Earper and Brothers

Publ ishers, 1956), prp. i”?c



rationelists, wvho occupy themselves with the luxury of
velghing possibilities and anylysing concepts, are all
espentially segthetes in their undertaking., 4md all of
thepe, nio the Danish Soerates, suffer from a leck of
self-understanding, Their lack of self-understanding is
due to the faet that they are incapable of an imward
movement which would invalve them in the responsibility
of pruetical conmectiong and decigions. Therefore, it is
hard for such speculators to relate themselves to a
pernanent stendard, or to the Divine imperatives, For
they are aesthetically ebsorbed in contemplating their
own abstract gystems that are far from real 1ife. Thus,
from thege extravagant intellectuals vho are bewitched
wvith their 'intellectual landscape!, come the greedy Don
Jun,l the idle doubter, and the egocentrie Epicurean,
Eventually then, the philcsorher's objective detachment
and the contimous suspension of Judgement until evidence
emarges ~ tvo qualities clogely associated with the Vegtern
tradition of philosephy - are rejected hy Klerkegaard., In
this rejection Kierkegsard presented the primary theme of
subsequent exietential philosophy, namely, that of the
priority of existence over essence.

1
See Eitber/Or, Veal, I, pp. 53-102,
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But what sbout the faith of the sesthete
according to Kderkegaard? lhen one 1 engaged in reading
Either/Or one doss not peally dwell on passages vhere
Uorhgauﬁ overtly predicates faith of the aesthete, What
permeates the being of the aesthete is a sort of convietion
about the vilue of the immediete attachment to life and
the fleeting moment, In other words, the asesthetic life
is devold of 'faith' in the sense of retional and passicmate
attachment to the Eternal-God. The sesthete who indulges
in the moment, 1.,e., the temporal, is in sin, For the
temporal eignifies d!ﬂ‘ulrnul according to Kderkegasard,
But why does the temporal signify sinfulmegs? Simply
because the sesthete livep merely in the instant abstracted
from the eternal, and embruces finitude which is an
esbracersnt of a false gelf-independence, Living in the
tempordl is an escape on the part of the sesthete from
yielding hingelf to faith and, consequently, he is caught
by ein,

This is why the self of the sesthete is engulfed
in suffering and despeir, For he waives an eseential
necessiry eomponent of his nature, namely, the etornd,z

1 pread p. 3.

2 por Herkogaard, the humen gelf ig a union of the temporal
and the eternal; being svare of both i¢ a deepemed pelf
knowledge, Cf., Jbid., p. 7%. Algo Ioid.» PP fl-83, of.,
also pe 162, *The n:l} is the consecious
synthesis of infinitude ond findtude..., "



which g foressken and remuine hungry, or, so to speak,
erying for satisfeetion, Thie muffering, or inner torment,
is the beacen vhich promtes the aesthete {o choose religious
feith via the ethical ptage. The aesthntie stage, therefore,
ie¢ a point of departure {rom which men paises and lays
anchor in the eternal, end therewith, maches the blisgly of
fafth, Yet man is left fyee tomake his owm deecision,
either to choose <« existentially == the ethico-religions,
er remain suspended in the cham of gpeculation, loosing
toueh with existence, peralysing his will and destroying
his personality.

Therefore, the life of the smethete is wanting
in the gort of fuith for which IHerkegeaxd s calling., He
dozg not even sttempt to employ the tems "easthetie faith!
or 'ethical faith' which smme interpreters of Kierkegsard
are vont to employ, For Ingtunce, Jemes Callins in his
sonevhut dogmatieally writtien essayt on the rde of
reflection in the three stiges, although enlightening at
certain points, eonstruss the whele prodlem of reagon and
faith in & menner vhich, Amsemuch ag Lt 45 Collin'eg own
imnovation, ip literelly mn~Kierkegeardian, Fe talks sbout
'geethetic reflection amd ssgthetie fuith'y, Yethical
reflection and ethical fulth', 'religiovs reflection and

: James Calling "Faith and feflection liu Ierkegeard”,
Klerkegeard Criticue, pp. 141 = 54.



religious tnith'.l This mammer of approaching the problem
of fafth end reagon is not attumed to Kleriegeard's writing,
and is definitely alient to it. True, there are instances
viore Klerkegaard talke cbout sesthetie, ethieal, and
religious nﬂ.otion,2 but he rever mentiong or wanted to
ment ion wvhat Cellins calls aesthetie faith or ethiecal faith.
Kierkegeard ugee '"faith' to mean only religioup feith; this
mezng that Ccdllins is not fully avere of the shifts of
meaning of '"fsith' in each case, Colline pemetimes talks
about belief and reflection’ without making elear to us
vhether he means by 'belief’ emueotly what he mezns by faith
and vhether 'belief' in the different spheres has different
connotstions, FHence, he falles vietin to a termindlogieal
blunder, Let us listen te Kierkegaardt

" For faith ip not the first immedisey bt a

subpequent immediacy., The first immedisey is the

aesthetical ~--- But feith i1s not the sestheticel -

or elee faith hep never exi sted becaupe it hap
alweye existed |n b

1
Abdd., P 142 = 45.

2

w-.&m. Vel. II, p, 188, 4lso Fogimeript,
y. 10 .

3
Collins, (p. edt., pe 143,

4
Fear ind Trembling, p. 92.



Tt i@ clear fxum thip pessage that Kierkegaard
vag reluctant to telk about ‘aesthetic faith' the way
Colling does. Jor as Iderkegeard vrites in the pasesage
gbove, faith !s not the segthetiealy nor would he
congdder faith sg the ethical, because the ethical in
the @et of faith §s suspended, as wve shall see below,

(e) The ssthete snd the Moment!

Fron vhat has bean sald in sections (a) and (D)
om2 ecan infer thet the busle sesthetie dictum, for the
semthete, ig that the mement ie everything, But this is
esmentially lile saying that the mowent is nothing; Just
ag the Sophistie proposgition that everything is true
neang thet nething is twe,l For instance, Don Juan, vho
belongs everydhere and desires in every woman the vhale
of vemenhood, wlongs to no woman, snd, consequently
belongs novhere, This mecns that in the moment, for the
asgthete, there ig only the mement, However, the mement
bedng tranglent and contimicusly dissppearing, then the

1l
Eostacrick, pe 265,



segthete, in a special eenpe, lives In nothing.l If we
lock at hieg sctual 14fey, we find it anarchicel, disorderly,

and repulting in failure,

Om the other hand, Kderiergaard seys that the
moment is 'a glance touched by eternity', or it 4s the
pregent that haep no past or future.? Hore it is this
etermity in the moment that givees the aesthete gtability
and pelfepossession, Buat this 45 exsetly vhat the asesthete
recklessly negleets and thus, he becomes & vain ery, a
speck of dust in the vinds of enfjoyment, But enjoyment
or immediacy is en intowication thet has the taste of
death, Consequently, the sesthete is somebody who dies,
or who longs for dying by neglecting the etemal and
concentrating on the transitory wvhich becomws domh'.j

In Either/Op, Vol, II, p, 198, Kierkegaari says that
meny men find it naturdl teo despeir because they
digeovered thet vhat they bullt their life wpon was
transient. also Ibid., pe 190, Kierkegaard mentions
that the aesthete lo «« EomDB after pleaﬂll'l ess foOr
only in the instent of plecsure does he find repope,
and vhen that is pessed lo gaspe with faintness...
the spirit is constantly Aigeppointed, and .,, his soul.,.
beeomes an amguiching dread... " See &leo Jolivet, Op, c¢it.,

Pe 125,

2 Lresd, p. 78,

2 Tel. IT, pe 199, also Ibid., pe 200, where
J%n declares to the eesthete tyow are a

dying men, you die dally... life has logt its reality..."
See sleo Jbid., p. 198, 'the sesthetie view of life hae
proved itself to be despalir’ 4



He then becomes the 'epitome of every poulunty',l and

is foreed to choose either the temporal , which necessitates
nthilism and perdition, or the ethico-religions ensuing in
self integration, selfperpetuation and health, This is so,
because the healthy man, according to Kierkeguerd, is he
vho lives in the hope for the eternal via the moment, yet
reteining touch with the temporal,

(@) The iesthete and Degpaiz:?

In the preceding sections the fasetors that
rrecipitate despair have been mentioned. It has been
noted that the sesthetic stage ls 2 stage in the existentisl
devel orment of the self, in vhich man dees nmot yet realise
his dual nature of the infinite and the finite, the eternal
in time, The aesthetic stage precedes despalr and nourishes
the peeds of despeir in ‘.lt-’

1

dbid., p. 17, vhers the aesthete is toli that "you are an
epitome of every poesibility, and so at one time I can see
in you the possibility of perdition, at another of salvatiogp.

2

Thie section and the subsequent sgections (e¢) and (f) een
hardly be written without the repetition of certain concepts
and themes, For vhen discussing despair e 3z led to dwell
on choles. And vhen discusiing cholee ome has to dwell
agein, to a limited degree, on desgpeir,

3
in ebaborate analysis of Despeir znd Chelee is to be found

in ﬂlhigt_hm. FPe 146=200, and Val, 1I,
ro. 198« ; 'Choice'! 1s siregsed bn pages 218-220 of
Eithexr/Op, Vo1, II,



But vhat is despulir? Despeir ie a form of
lose of ome's eolf dus to the inability om the part of
the sesthete to effeet balanee and stability between the
two components of hips being. It 4e & form of bevilderment,
confusion, and even estrengement from one of the elements
of his composite being, It 1s the fellure to haold fast
both elements in & form of hemogemsity before Pure Being
or Cod, Congidered this way, despalr becomes a double-
edged wveapon which slays and seves at the seme time, For
ke who remains in despair becomes wmortelly sieck, and he
who suffers it 1s necessarily driven te choose himeelf in
his etornal validity.?

1

Cf., Siclnesg Into Dogth, r. 162. "he self is the
conscious gynthesls of infinitude und finitude ««e whose
taskt 15 to become itpelf, a task which ean be performed
only by meaneg of & relationship to God.n

2

ml' m’ 'd. II’ p. ml m Iﬂlthﬁt. ’t. to
know thet his destruction ig the temporsl: "Then it
eppedrs to hin that time, that the temperal, is his ruin;
be demands a more perfect form of existence, and at this
point there comes to evidence a fatigue, an spathy....
This apathy may rest sc broodingly upem a man that
euicide appears to hin the only way of escape.... He
has not chogen himpelf; like Nareissus he has fallen in
Jove with himself. Such a situstion hag certainly ended
not infrequently in suieide’,n
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Kierkegaard presents quite a searching analyeis
of despair in his Sickness Unto Depth, and in Either/Or
Volume II, Tt is intereeting to find that Kierkegoard
anticipates many of the Frendien peychoanalytic coneeptsg
for example, when he talks about congeicug and umeonseions
forms of despeir; also vhen he gaye that he vho becomes
congelous of the causes of hip degpair is on his vay to a
eure, Kierkegsard here seems to be advancing a doctrine
of human nature which is as profound ag 1t is psychclogieal,

Furthermore, Klerkegaard initiates hig analysis
of despedr® with the folloving plen:
A, Pegpeir Paparded in Such a Way Thet “ne Does
Not Reflect Whether it is Conscious or Not, So That
One Neflecte Only upon the Factors of the Synthesis.

a) Degpeir viewed under the aspeets of
Finitude/Infinitude.

(1) T™e despeir of infinitude is due to
the lack of finitude.

(2) The despair of finitude is due to the
lack of infinitude,

1l

The intersgted resder may be referred te & fairly rounded
expogition of this concert in David Roberts
g4 folicious Pelief, ed., Foger Haselten (New Yorks
Oxford University Press, 1959), pp. 116=125. Mr. Robert's
schematizing of the problem of despair does not faithfully
follow Kierkegaard's plan in Slcknegs Usto Death.
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b) Despair vieved under the aspeet of
Foseibility/Mecessity.

(1) T™he despair of possibility 1s due teo
the lack of necessity.

(2) The despeir of mecessity iz due to the
lack of poseibility.

B. Degpeir Viewed under the Agpeet of Conscioumnese:

&) The deepeir wvhich 1p unconseious thet it ig

degpair, or the degpeiring uncongeious of hawing

&8 self and an eternal self.

b) The deepelr which i eonscious of being

despair, as clpo it is conseiocus of being a

self wherein there ip after all something Eternal,

and then is either in degpair at not willing to 1

be itgelf, or in despair at willing to be itmelf.

Thie 1e how fderkegeard plons his amalysis of
despalr, However, despsir with ite two movements towards
the temporal or towarde the eternal, iy the resilt of the
ontological strueture of man, lJan hap te effect a commuanion
with Pure Seing without being himgelf Pure Being. Both of
the foregoing movements lead to despeir beecsuge they are
attempis 40 escape from the gemudne polf which is nedther
the one nor the other but a composite of both., idthough man
knows that either one 1 the caups of despair, yet be camnot
escape from either one, especiclly the eternaly 4t 4s hard,

it generates despeir and nothing can destray it, Conssquently,

1

The above plan of despeir is adopted from Siekmegs Inte Death,
PPs 162-180,



it driwes nen to contimal sgelf-congumption vithout dyiu.:"
This forn of degpair 1¢ not 1ike the rational doubt vhiech
can be removed easily by retiomal demonstretion.

(e) Deason, Deubt end Despeir:

But whet is the difference between doubt? and
despuir? The difference between the tyo geems to be almost
the sime difference as thet between reasen and faith, If
the realn of reason is the realm of ideality, and the realm
of faith 1z the resilm of real existence, then on parallel
grounde doubt belongs to the reclm of abstractions, and
despair belongs to the realm of the invard life of the
individual ,

Doubt belonge to the realm of reason, but the
redlm of reapon is the realm of necessity, Consequently,
doubt eennot move, and if it camnot move it cannet embrace

1l

Cf., m.’ P 1. »,.,, but mm the death means te
live io experience death.... If one might die of despair
as one dies of @ sicknepe, then the eternal in him, the
eelf, must be capable of dying in the same senge that the
body dies of siclowse. But this 1s an imposeibility....
The despairing men canmot die; no more than the dagger can
alay thoughts cen despeir consume the etermal thing, the
pelf, ... vhose wvorm dieth not, and vhege fire is not
quenched! n

2
For the differenmte between doubt and despsir see
’ Vel II, rpe. 2517,



the exdsting ego.l Therefore, only despedr ean seep into
the wery depth of the personality. Doubt, en the other
hendy can only be predicated of intslleetual activity,
whereis despair gripe the individusl in his very ecore, This
Gempair incites the sesthete to leap towerdg the etermal
and relate hingelf to Fure Bedng, A: a result, retiomal
attempts to reach objective certainty do not preelude
despair. On the contrary, the philosorher might rest in
his fntellectual certainty and still be eeptured hy degpair,
This point Kierkegeard launches 'agsinst certain rhil ogophers
of Germany',? who heving conquered their doubt and tranquil-
liped thedr thought, are still in despuir and are digtracted
from it by objective thinking, The esgthete hardly needs
resson in order to despair, For ome can despair without
Peigon, and can reason and remain ia despair, This means
thet, for Klerimgaard, the extravagant intelleetusl doee not
vil] despeir but thinks 4t out, and therefore, remaine
existentially in it.

However, in order to go beyond degpsir, one wust
have the will to will despeir. And when ome wills degpair,

1

Rid., pv 26, "Despair is preeisely an espreseion for
the whale personslity, doubt only an expregsion for thought ', n

3 .
IRid.y pe A6, Bere Kierkegaard soems to mean Hegel,



he iinply goes beyond it.) Mt by going beyond it, his
personality is tranquilized, not by logical necessity

but rether by an insertion of the will, This will is an
essential constituent of the personality, and the more
will & person has the more self he pessesses. This is why ,
when talking about the importince of cholce Kierkegaard
says that: "A man wvho has no vill at all is no self; for
the more will he has, the more conseiousness of self he
has ah-t:'..l'2 Congequently, for Kierkegaard, a richmess of
perescnality end its spiritual eontents ean be schieved by
a decipive vill vhich effects choice and vanquishes desgpair
by reaching the Divime.

Cnee again ome should repeat that Kierkegaaxd,
in the dinstinction he makes between rational doubt and
despiir, does not deny the merits of reason when it funetions
in its ovn domain, He is simply drawing the limits of reason
when it reflects on existential matters, 1ike despair and
chodce,

(£) Cholce and the isgthetes

The discussion of degpair end doubt leads us to
discuse Merkegaard's concept of chodee, I order to do so,

1 ibid., p. 2A7.
2 $iekm s Unto Death, p. 162.



we have to dwell again on the duality of the self. Acoording
to Kderkegaard, the econsciousness of the pelf, ss a duslity
of eternity and time, 1s 2 forn of deepensd pelf-knowledge
that introduces to the individual the category of choles, In
the sesthetic stape, when the segthete ig not yet in despair,
he ig not yet himpelf fully. Jhen ke suffers despair, only
then doep he become avare of his real gelf es it is, The
aesthete, as 1t were, before despair, was incspeble of real
chodes. This ig so, because he vas not svare d‘_tho
alternstives that constitute his neture. Therefore, this
self is what 1t is, and it does not beccme, It becomes

only in 4deality or logical mecessity, But wvhen the pelf

is realiged for vhat it 1|,I then there is open to it the

true pogeibility of cholece, Thip is what Kierkegaard means
by saying thet one chooses 'one's pelf', The melf vhich i
chogsen s the dual pelf, and this new self gives new
possibility of cholece. The fomer glf, namly, the aesthetie,
is necepsity, 1.e., the abpence of alterncstives. Whereas the

new self is contingent and hemce can exercise freedom.

Apperently, choice seems to b rooted in the
structure of the pelf that 48 in the situation, However,
vhen the category of choice is introduced the melf lg dlreasdy
in the ethical stage, Consequently, it is the pregence of
the eternal in the pgelf that brings forth the ethical stage.



From this, it follows that vhat constitutes freedom and

makes choice possible 4s something highly abstract - the
eternal - end semething highly concrete, namely, the

taquenl.l ‘Thie ie freedom per se for Kierkegsard, Accordingly,
chodee is nourished &nd reaches maturity in a self that 4s in
Gespalr, Here there is cognigance of the unbslanced eonflict
between eternity and time 2

But thie confliect, we said, 1s the means of
liberetion from the assthetiec 1ife to resch the ethical 1life
by & choice. However, Kierkegsard meintains that there is
one fornm of choice where the individual chooses himeelf
ebeclutely., Thie category of sbealute chelee requires brief
attention: "I return to the importance of chooging, So, then,
4n choosing abeclutely I echcose despeir, and in despeir I
chooge the absolute, for I myeelf, I am the a!uoltm..."
¥hat Kierkegaard means by the gelf as the absclute is obscure,

cf., Either/Or, Vel, 11, p. 218, where Kierkegaard talke of
the self as "... the most abetraet of all things, and yet at
the same time it is the most conerete - it is freedom."

2

Freedem could also be related to Dread in a simdlar faghion,
The seat of Dread 1s found in the tension betveen two open
roseibilities for the individual: The possibility of drewing
nearer to God, or the poseibility of pelf anmihilation.

3
m. Vol. II, p. A7,



Knowing that he wrote in an age where sbsclutiem hed the
upper hend doos, however, help us to clarify what he meant

by the gelf as the ahoduto.l One might say that chodeces
have an abgelute character in the genge thst, having been
made, they eannot be retracted; the self becomes the
absolute vhen the individual, by hie cholce, determines his
destiny once and for all by choosing the ethieal that every-
where lays burdensome tasks upon the pelf, The self becomes
the abselute in either bringing together, or, in dissocciating
the mltiplicity of the attachments between itgelf and the

universe.

Furthermore, absclute choices hawve two dialectical
moverants or aspects, neceseity and freedem, Chodess are
nscegsary in the sense thet the pelf cor fmwerd history which
is chosen, vas already available qua the individusl; and
cholces sre free in the senge that the neuly sequired gelf
was precipitated by the cholee.,® This sounds paradoxiesl,
yet onme cun find i1t meaningful, For, if vhat one chooses

1

One ecannot but agree here with yhat Lowrie says about his
painful diffieulty to understand Kierkegeaard on certain
pointe: “"Mach as I love Kierkegaard, T gometimes hate him
for keeping me avake at night. Only between gleeping and
waking am T able to unrevel scme of hig most ecompliceted
sentences/v Fepr and Trembling, p. & 'n',

2 .

Cf., w. Vol, II' Pe A9, Cholces p.l'fﬂ'l LT
two dislecticel movemsntst that whieh is chosen doeg not
exigt und comes into existence with the cholce; that
which ig chosen exiets, otherwise, there would not be a
choice,”
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d4d not exist, but completely came into existence with the
choles, one would not be choosing, but would be creating.
Put one does not creste himpelf, he chooses himself, Further-
more, if the originsl self is regarded ag the nev self, then
thie new self is mot a self of free spirit, beesuse it
sctually wes not chosen, but vag there from the beginning,
The new self is born out of a choice that transforms the

original self to & new ome.

However, vhen cholce is performed, the self ie
trensformd to @ higher sphere then the sesthetic. The self
recéhes the ethiesl end religious sphores of econsciocusness.
But when the self reaches these spheres the sesthetle stage,
Kierkegaard observes, is not eompletely eliminated. The gelf
lives in the happy synthesis of the three modes of exlstence.
The three become united in &m alliance, snd become mutually
interdependent , with the religious sphere as the dominating
feetor. This fuct seems to have been overlooked by eertain
interpreters of Klerkegeard, for examyle, Thomas and Allen,
in their books, Sublectivity and Paredox,’ snd Kierkegeard:
His Life ind Thought,? respeetively, Their understanding of
Kierkegaard on this peint is questionsble, In comaetion

1l
Thomas, Ops gdt.

2
Eul. 4llen, ““"“’FMM'“ (Lendons
Stanley Nott Ltd., 1935).



with the three stages Themap writes the fallowing:

" The whele point of Either/Or was to present
the dilemma of opposites = either the sesthetieal
1ife or the ethieal life, It wes not an attempt

to merge them in a sgyntheslis but to rreserve them
clesrly spart so that it eould be n that they

vere the alternativee of a cheleed"

whereas, Allen hee the following to say on the

gime lzguet

" We are meant to mount up from level to level,
t411 ve come at last face to face with God, There
are those, of ecourge, who never leave the swamps
for the p path which winde up the mountain
plde..."

Cna's inebility to agree with Thomas and 4dllen
in the shove guotstions is necessitated by many passages in
Either/0r. In this book, Kierkegeard emphasizes that 1ife
becomes meaningless if we cannot eonceive of the three
spheres cp sllies, and even ag a wnity and & gatheala:

" If you cannot reasch the point of seeing the
sesthetieal , the ethieal and the religicus as three
great alldes, if you do not know hew to conserve
the unity of the diverse sppearances vhich every-
thing aseumes in these diverse gpheres, then life
4p devoild of meaning, then one must grant that

you are justified in uiutaimlnf your pet theory
that one can sey of mr;:’bing Do it or don't do
4t you will regret both!

 §

Thomap, M-. Pe 13.
2

Allen, Op, edt., re 1A,

3
BEiiber/Op, Val. II, p, 150,



In another passage Flerkegaard repeats the

same theme:
" wss@l]l of the segthetical remaine in man...
but from this 1t by no means follows that it has

been lost.,.. The ethicist simply ecarried thrmgh}
the despair wvhich the higher sssthetician began...

These passeges show that Thomes' and dllen's
undergtanding of Kierkegaard on his point leaves much to
be desired, Also, early discuseions showed that the three
modes of existence co~exist in the pame self, Tt was shown
that in the movement from the one to the other, the first is
not entirely left behind but 4s integrated with the higher
stage. Furthermore, the unrelisbility of the views of both
writers is made clearer, when ome knows that the different
stages are not to be telen as a jourmey from Beirut te
Jerugelem, vhere Beirut is left behind when reaching Damascus,
and in Jeruselem, both Beirut end Damageus are eompletely
left behind,

Now, from all the foregoing discussion of the
meaning of the segthetic mode of 14fe, cne can conclude
that the megthetic life ends in degpair, Thie despair
prompts the sesthete to choose the ethieal mode of
existence, an existence which also driveg him to choose the
religious sphere, But since Kierkegsard maintains that the

Jbdd., p. B2,
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ethicel sphere is very close to the religious sphere, one
gshould, therefore, consider Kderkegeard's understanding of
the ethicsl sphere ingofar as it bears on the problem of
feith end resson, Tt is this sphere that we should tum to
next.

I1 THE ETHICAL arm"

(a) The Mesning of the 'Ethigal's

The preceding amalysis of the sesthetie mode of
14fe showed that the ghipwreek of the mesthete was despalr
frem vhich the ethical life emerges. Whenever choice is taken,
the ethiesl becomes present, But what dees Kierkegaard precisely
meen by the ethical? This ie the goal of the pregent section
of the essey.

Briefly, the ethieist, for Kierkegeard, is a person
vhose ultimste aim or telos, 1s the whele-hearted obligation
to duty and to the universal morel law, Duty and universal ity
are vhat lead him to & stability which the self of the aesthete
lacks. If for Degesrtes, the Archimedean peint of certainty
was "Cogito Ergo Sum", then for Kisrkegsard its ethieal
equivalent would be, "I choose guthentieally, therefore, I
reach the plame of duty snd the umiversality of the ethical ™,

-—

The ethical stage is discussed in Either/Or, Vel, II, in
the Stages, Pogtseript, end 4n Fear dnd Trembling.



The man who discards the temptations of the moment and
external factors, and focuspes on the inwardness of his
single being, reforms himgelf with an imner moral restraint,
In so doing he becomes the example of complience with the
eternal ery of the Athenian Soerates, "know thyself".

Duty, for Kierkegaard, is founded on reason which
ie universal and abstract, However, in order to be raised to
authentic morality, duty should be interiorized.l In other
vords, the sense of morsl obligation should be fused with ome's
consclence. Having become go fused, it is imperative that it
muet become altruistic. Having become altruistie, man
shoulders responsibility, establishes friendships and commits
himeelf to marriage.® This means thet he subordinates his
individusl interestes to eollective interests and the welfare
of society. Here, collective duty - I use 'collective' to
mean 'universal' - becomes the person's own duty, where he
becomes a synthesis of the universal and the particular with
inwvard clarity and coherence:

. «sswhen the ethical individual has completed his
task, hes fought the good fight, he has then reached

the point where he has become the one man, that is to
say, thet there is no other man altogether like him;

(i Val. II, pp. 260=61, "Only when the
individual m--ir is the universsl is it possitle to

reelige the ethical, This is the secret of the conselence....
S0 the ethical individual has duty not outside him but in
him'

. Cf., Mo' PP« 3&‘”.



and at the seme time he has become the universal
men. 76 be the one man is not itself anything so
great, for that everybody has in common with every
produet of naturey but to be thet in such a vey
that he is aleo the universal man s the true art

of livinglv

(b) Confliet Between the Demandg of Feason and
the Demendg of Faiih:

Again the ethical, being the universal , labours
under the dictates of reagon; being so, it is highly abstraect.
Cengequently, the ethical is prchibitive and appears as & law.?
Furthermore, svery action the ethicist does ghould take the
form of duty. If the ethicist cannot effect this, he will be '
urhappy. This i1 so, becsuse duty in him would be dependent
upon external factors. Even friendship should take the fom
of duty-3

Breathless es one might feel at this point one
cun very distinetly distinguish a clear Kentian strain
stemping Kierkegeard's esnalysis of the ethiecal., With a
moment's reflection ve are driven to Eaunt's concept of duty,
The Categorical Mmperatives that is, & command issuing from
the automemous feeling of respect for the law and promiging
no revard; & universally appliceble nexim, It is sn a priori

. Ibid., ¥e 261.

2 mid., p. 259
3 m., Fe 327,



concept compelled by the universsl laws of reason, It was
Kent who declared that one ghould aet in his person on
behalf of humanity; or his celebrated rule: "get as 1f the
maxin of your action were to become threugh your will e
universal law of nature ',11

However, appearanceg are gometimes deceptive., The
gtriking resemblance between Kisrkegeard and Kant here camnot
be extended sny further. The retionalistie aspect of Kant's
coneept of the ethicel can be extolled to the extremes. TYet
no allowanee for any distinetive expression of individuality
is permitted. The moral agent =- if I understand Kant correectly
here == is compelled to the imperatives of God without ineurring
any eonflict with hig obligations towards his fellow humans.
In other words, the claeimg of prectical reason are in harmony
with the dictates of Pure Being =~ God, UWhereas Kierkegaard's
point of departure from Kant is tc be found in his coneeption
of the ethieal,?

The ethical for Kierkegaard, being a synthegis of
the universal and particular, en acute contradietion, harbours
in it the peeds of its own destruetion, For it is not infrequent

1 Dmanual Kent, Qromévork of e Metsutyals of Moply. trae.
H.J. Paton (New York: Herper and Row. Publighers, 4)y Pe 30,

2 The theme of Judge Willdem in Either/Or, Val. II, is dominently
Kentian, The disecontimuity between Kant and Kierkegaard is to be

found in what Johannes de Silentio saye in Fear iAnd Trembling. Ta
this book De Silentio repeats what the Judge maintaing, and then
he goes beyond 1%,




4het the demands of the ethical are in tension with the
denmandg of Ged. They mey even contradiet each other. This
4s vhat uplifte the individunl sbove the umiversal, Hence
the ethical becomes the stumbling hlock of faith, "For faith
45 this paradox, that the partieular is higher than the
wiversel,..™ Faith iiself, domends a conerete individual
steanding in a face~to-face encounter vith Pure Being which
dncamates itself ag a person in time, This intractable
chareeter of faith gees not really demclish the Kantian
farroganee' of prectical reason, that is, the moral law. But
4t 41s rather digcontinuous with it, Reason i1s, so to speak,
suspended end the invardly plagued individual, with his
contradiction iz purrendered to the dariness of the sbsurd,

and faith enters upon the secene.

One need not giress again here that it was the
dntroduction of the eternal into the self that transferred
the sesthetic to the ethieal, Also, by the same token, the
othicsl is destroyed and transmuted to the religious universe,
The besie characteristie of the ethical situation is thet 1%
cannot do full justice to ethical exigencies. The substance
of the ethical being universel, ethical maxinma establigh
horigons which the ethicist painfully ventures to aecomplish

| .
Tear dnd Trembling, p. 65. See also Ibigd., p. 80,



and alveys falle short of, Hence, the expression of this
othiedl failure s guilt, For guilt is primarily the product
of the ethieal. Te self 1s lost, perhaps dissipated end
repugnantly stretched bayond 1its capacity, due to the some=
times pussling impossibility of ethieal {mperatives., The
moral subjeet, staggered by his encompassing guilt, acquires
an emtirely different expression, and hy a 'leap’ places his
guilt before God. His guili becomes sin, and is, therefore,
lewnched into the religious mphere. However, the ethicd in
4t¢ encomter with God is emaquered to retum again as the
madversal in & nore deepened existentisl Miuy.l This is
precigely vheat is meant by Kierkegsard's equivoeal statenent
thst faith 7,, .15 1ike a two—edged svord vhich slaye amd
eaves™ at ome and the same time, Thus, vhile boconing morally
stifled the individual beeenes emuneipated in his new relatiom
with God. When this 1s effected, the individual regaine with
more abundence his existential norsl obligaticns. This is the
double movement of faith; oms bdresks with the world amd

faces Ood, becomes 1iberated im faith, then tume biek again
to his immediate existential duties,

b |

¢f., Ibdde, ps 80, *Fron this, however, it does net fdllow
that the ethical is to be abol ished, but it asequires an
entirely different expression, the paradoxgeal expression ==
thet, for example, love to Cod nay cause the lnight of faith
to give his love to his neighbour the opposite expression to
that ""hi*, .th’cdly’ m.m’ is “q‘jﬂ w My“‘l fee
also Dread, pe 17.

’Wmu.



The eonfldet between the wmiverssl and partiecular,
or, z2 1t vere, the individusl ap rtanding outside the universal,
is §n Merkegaard's case eyxyerplified in his abandonment of
Fegina, The yniverssl urges that [derlegasrd should marry
Tegina, While the particular, rising above the miversal
befora eternity, comeellad that he ghould foresake her, namely,
to bredk with morel tiea, By s=o deoing Klerkegaard resigned
the vorld and became liberuted in the ldea or love for God.

This 4s vhy when he renowced Regline, he was endlessly hoping
to regein her,

dlpo Kierkegaard employs the Abreham=-Isase legend ,1
a8 an example to show the tension detween the universel demands
of rempon, &nd the wniquenees of faith, where the ethiecal is
defezted, In Fear ind Trembling, Iderkegaard practically
exhauais the ethical and religious implications of the story,
The story comprises the talk of hie book . 2

1
Abratan 1s considered Yy Kierkegeard as the "Enight of Faithw,

2

In Fear dnd Trembling, Kierkegaard presents two versions of
the story, the Bible gtory and his om version of the gtory.
ef., Inid., rp. 27-2., Tor Kierkegsard's interpretations of
the story, Cf., Jbid., pp. 20-5L. For an interesting
snalyeie of the implications of the Abrahan legend and ite
bearing en 'feith', The reader is yeferred to Griffith
O, Gvilym, "Kierkegsard on Faith™, [he Hidbert Joumal,
Vol. ‘2, i19 '“)’ FP+« M. The above wtiﬂ 1.
indedted to this artiecle in undersianding Iderkegaard on
thia point,



In this legend, God ealls upen Abraham te
gacrifice his son Isaee, his only son, whom he very dearly
loved, Here the demands of the ethicdl and the demandm of
faith are 3n dreadful eppositionm, FEtkically speaking, the
call of GoAd 1s monstrous and absurd, Feor, as just sald,
Abrahan cared for his family emd deeply loved his gon, In
his love and care, Abraham is @ typicel ethicist who abides
by the moral inperutives of the ethiecal, But in spite of
this Abrehan rencunces the ethical with fervent inner turmeil,
and with 'fear end tremling' eesping into the very kernel of
his being. He leaves, in the dread horror of darkness for
Mount Moriah with his Inife and vood for the sacrifice. By
go doing, he chooses the 'impossible possibility', the absurd,
and passes to the religious sphere. 111 of this 1s dome by a
lear of faith, by 2 passicnate trust in God's ecalling, Viewed
ethically Abraham vas & potential murderer, while viewed
religiously Abrehan is the 'lkmight of faith'y

" If fudth does not malke it o holy aet to be

willing to marder one's son, then let the same
condemation be prenounced upon ibrsham as upon
every other man,... The ethical expregsion for

what 4braham did 1s, thet he would murder Issao)

the religloug expregeion is, that he would

gacrifice Iseac; but preclsely in this contradiction
consists the dread which can well make a man sleep~
less, Sd yet Abreham is not what he is without this
dread |

1
Fear ind Trembldng, p. 41.



The etory of Abreham, says Kierkegsard, has &
remarkable property which is that of being remarkably great,
This greetnese lies in the faet that Abraham, despite his
dread and horfor, hag kept on walking, determined to execute
the will of God. Abreham had to break evay with his ethieal
miles, sugspend them, and to surrender, with an inward
ancerteinty, all his being to God. Because he was rationally

foolish in his act, he was religiously great, says Mmﬂl.l

(e) Faith and the Teleclogicsl Sugpension of the
Ethical Demsndg of Heagont

Abrehem, in his cbedience to God was 'retionally
focligh! becuuse whet he believed wae a personal and private
mdertaking, an undertaking which reason ecannot eomprehend,
aAbrehan's faith, therefore, entails the suspensien of reason
gnd ethies. But vhat does it mean to gay that the ethieal
4s suepended teleclogically? Kierkegaard's possitle answer
would run 1ike this: the ultimate telog of a religious men
4s faith, Consequently, when ethieal rules come into confliet
with the imperatives of faith, these rules are suspended for
the seke of a telos, Hence, ethical rules are suspended
tsleologieally, namely, for a purpose, that is God, That is,

they ought to be subordinated to the gbsclute duty dictated
br_the ibgclute. This is so, because the individual in his aet

1
f. Mo’ Pe .



of faith doeg not stend in relation to the wniversal, but
etands Independemt of it 4n & unique relation to God., For
instence, in ibreham's case, the individual overstepped
reagon, or the ethical, entirely and possessed s higher

" telog outside of the ethiesl, In relation to that telos,
he suspended the ethical, Here again, the suspension of
reason is due to the fact that "Faith itself cannot be
mediated inte the wniversal, for it would therehy be
destroyedsy Feith then, implies en existing individual,
in an existential relatien to Ged, In all of this,
Kierkegeard s perpetuating his enti-Hegelisn thepis where
the individusl is not mereilessly swellowed hy the abstreet
encompaseing of a '"Unfversal Reeson', The individual in the
act of faith, stande estranged of all ecommmion except with
the ilnighty. abreham's zet, when perfcrmed, involved a
suspension of reascn because whet he had to obey, namely,
the volee of God, seemsd absurd to reagon. Yet he obeyed
God end broke away with reasen, For reagon, the call of God,
wes absurd beceuse it vas God himself vho promised Abraham
that from Issac his seed would be ealled. Bventually then,
it looks as though God were inconsistent and contradieted

1

m., Pe a., Cf., +3 Ps 80, "he paradox of faith
is this thet the indi is higher than the wmiversal,
that the individual .., determines his relation to the
univergal by his relation to the sbsclute, not his relstion
to the absolute by his relation to the mi‘urn!!l



himself. It is at this point that Abreham's inward tensiom,
the dread of the darknmess of feith, begins, Here, if one
rejects the superiority of Abrsham's individual ity by not
suspending reason, one is driven back to the conelusion that
Abreham was a murderer without any justification,

To conclude, therefore, one could safely say that
it 48 in the asct of faith, sccording to Kierkegeard, that
the wniversal ethical is suspended. This universal ethieal
is @ mode of existence, and not a universel moral principle
that is ebstract. Thie conclusion, one may maintain ageinst
gome current interpretations of Kierkeguard on this peint.
Bocsuse the idea of the suspension of the ethieal as a mode
of existence is importent for the understanding of Kierkegeard's
concept of faith, one finds it advisable to attempt correcting,
if possible, these interpretations, For instance, Mr. Calvin
8ehra|" devotesg an intricately well-written article
demonstrating that in the leap of feith, it is the wniversal
moral requirement that is suspended and mot the ethiecel as a
mode of existence., I am aware of the injustice that
Mr. Schreg's argument may suffer in being not reproduced
with its full strength end merits in this essay. However,

1l

Calvin Schrag, "™ote on Kierkegeard's Teleclogifal
mm, of the Ethieal", Ethigs, Vel. 70. (1959-60),
FP» .



pregenting the substance of hie thesis here will net inecur
serious distortion of his ideae. The net outecme of his
argument is this:

. sesthat the ethical as & mode of existence

is in no way eontredicted or in any vay suspended

by the religious aet of faith,.. thusg it becomsp

clecr that vhat is suspended by Kierkegaard's

teleclogieal suspension,,. is_the ethical as a

universal moral nquinnntl'ul
Conecerning the suspension of the ethical wmiversal , one need
not quarrel vith Sehrag, nor would Xierkegsard for that
matter, But his distinetion between the ethical as wniversd,
and the ethical as a mode of existence, clever as it is, does
not seem to be very exact or agree with Kierkegaard, that
8chrag exactly means by the 'ethical mode of existence' is
not clear in his essay. To ny mind, the ethieal mode of
existence is itself a yniversally concretg form of existence.
Being so, it implies universal existential =~ not abstraet --
morel ohligations, I think it is precisely these obligations,
this mode of the ethical thut is suspended in the leap of
feith, For it vas Kierkegeard who, in recurrently diverse
contexts, stoutly affimed that leaps of faith «= gugpension -
are exietentially made and not rationally., If only the
universal abgtract ethical 1s suspended, it need not be so, for
being rational it ecan be mediated., Only existentisl choleces

1l
Joid., p. €7,



cannot be mediated but effected by a sugpension, a lesp
to the other end, If the sbove analyeis iz true, them
one could dismiep as irrelevant Schrag's attempted thesgis:
that only the wmiversal ethiecal is suspended and not the
ethical ag a mode of exigtence.

Ancther way of rejecting Schreg's thesis as
boing 'wn-Kierkegeardian' would be io follow a counter
proof along the following lines., It wap mentioned earlier,
in thie chapter, that in the set of faith the ethical is
destroyed in order to be regained with more abundance. WNow,
it is pertinent to ask ™hat form of ethical is regained?"
Is it the sbstraet ethical or the ethiesl ap & mode of
existence? Doubtless it would not be Kierkegasrdian to say
thet only the ethical as universel is regained. This is so
because feith, being pegl, cennot and should not survive in
the semi-reality of sbetract prineiples of morel law. Therefore,
if both the wniversal ethical end the ethicel asg & mode of
existence, are not regeined in the double movement of faith,
then the only possibility thet remaine open is thet the
ethical as a mode of existence is regained. If this 1s cogent,
then it should neecegearily follow that, that vhich was
suspended was the ethical as a mode of existence in order to
be regeined efterwerde, This conclusion is diametrically
opposed to vhat Schrag maintained, and hence .‘Eonu the core
of his thesis outeide the proper understanding of Kierkegeard.



(@) Conclusion:

In eonclusion one ecould perhaps state the
following: Despite Kierkegaard's suspension of the
universsl maxims of nnc;n, he is not an enemy of reason,
nor is be a redical irrationslist, Being rationalist
or irrationslist has nothing whatgoever to do with hisg
thought, What Xierkegsard abhors above all is to sub-
Jugate faith entirely to mm.l Reagon, although
necepsary itgelf, eennot be the sdle ingtrument of faith,
To dub Kierkegaard as rationalist or irratienalist, is
gimilar to saying that water is the only eonclusive
necespary element for cne's life, or that it is exelusively
wunecessary to it, Neither predicate is independently
correet in this cape. Therefore, any understanding of
Eierkegaard vhich goes to either of these extremes ghould
be rejected, |

Tin-Khaldoun, the outgtanding Areb higtorian,
vhen denying the walidity of resgon in the domain of
religious disecurse, urges that one ecannot gee with his
ears nor hear with his eyes. The balanece vhich weighs
gold doeg not weigh mountaine. FResson is sovereign in

- Here 1 use reagcn to mean Kantian practieal reasen,
Howewver, throughout the essay 'reason' is used to mean
both the prectical and the speculative aspeets of reason,



its own domain, mathematics and the concrete selences.
It should not encreach on matters of faith, Evidently,
ve ocsmnot consgider Ime-Khaldoun as an irrationalist
pimply becsuse he ig settling things in order. The
above example is parallel, in regpeet to my thegis, to
understanding Kierkegaard on the problem of faith and
reason, For Kierkegaard, as stated above, faith does
not cone entirely within the realm of reason to wmadere
stend. It belonge to a different universe or order of
things, Even though cne were able to cenvert the vhale
content of feith into the form of eoneceptual thinking,
saye Kieriegeard, it doeg not follow thet one has
adequately conceived faith, or understood how one got
into 4t, or how it got into one. For Kierkegaard there
ie & wvept difference between he wvho has disinterested
Inovledge of vhat Christisnity meens, and he 'who reclly
navigates in the bliss of Christian faith', Here the
individual paradoxieslly stands in truth higher than the
universal .

For the elucidation of the notiens of paradox
and truth we should turm our attention to the following
chapter,



PART II

FATIR, REASON

AND THE AFPREHENSION

OF TRUTH



CHAPTER IV

THE MOVEMERT OF
FATTH AND REASON IN
APPREHENDTNG TRUTH 1

The first part of this essay, comprising
chapters one, two and three, was meinly devoted to the
problem of faith and reason with respect to Kierkegaard's
doctrine of the Spheres of Existence.

In thie chepter, the second part of the essay,
the attempt 1s made to present an exposition as well as a
eritical evaluation of Kierkegaard's concept of apprehension
of truth, and the implications that this concept has on the

problem of the relation of faith to reagon.

Consequently, this chapter is divided into
three main sections: The first section deals with
Kierkegaard's theme of Truth as Subjectivity. The second
gection deals with Kierkegaard's Mthod of Indirect
Communication, and the third section deals with 'How Truth

1 Kierkegaard's concept of apprehemnsion of truth 1g found
in his two books, Fragmentg, end Postgeript. In this part
of the egsay extensive use is made of many of the essential
themee of these two books.
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{s ipprehended' according to Kierkegsard, Ve will,

therefore , approach these sections separately.

I 'rma.ssumrvm1

(a) Iruth Is not an Eplstemdlogical lattaer,

From many contexte of Kierkegsard's writings

1

Kierkegaard, in not infrequent eontexts, maintains that
trmath ig not only subjeetivity, but imwardness, Apparently
he soens to employ both concepts interchangeably., Cf,,

s Po 216, also p. 218 vhen he says "...the
irruption of invardnesge, the first determination of truth
as inverdmega”. From Kierkegeard's recurrent use of
'imuardness', one can infer that part of what he means Yy
it, ie the internal dymamic activity of the perscnality,
the rational and the irrational components with intensity
of feeling end thought, Walter Lowrie's use of 'inyardness'
instead of the Danigh term !'Inderlighed'! seems to imply
nany meanings in Kierkegaard's texts, yet all are akin to
ona another, Invardness seems to imply 'intimeey with oneg
{mer states' 'energy', 'earmestness', 'sincerity'!, 'depth',
'pathos?, 'intensity'. In the P ’
Kierlogaard defines invardnesgs as ",..the relationship of
the dndividusl to himpelf before CGod, his reflection into
himself, and that 4t 4s preecisely from this that the
suffering derives... so that the absence of it signifies
the absence of religiousity®. Kierkegaard sume up the
protlen of invardness by thé fallowing: “Christisnity is
spirdt, spirit is invardness, inverdnese is subjeetivity,
subjectivity 1s essentially passion.... Ag soon as
subjeetivity is eliminated, and passion eliminated frem
subjectivity, and the infinite interest eliminsted from
pegsdon, there is in gemeral no deeipion at all,.."

b, p. 33,
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it 1s clear that the 'truth'l

he is paseionately concerned
with is the 'oxiltontid'ztruth, and not the objective detached
one. It is a translation of the absgtraet into the conerets,
an inward appropriation of the ideal, a dynamie practice and
a realization instead of any doctrinal knowledge. It is a
'how' rather than a 'vhat'., This sort of truth is launched
with an impagsioned individualism and with a ravaging effect
against Hegelianism, Truth, Kierkegaard would say, is not
in the cognitive proposition that is believed, but in the
person believing it, Hence, truth is subjectivity, namely,
it belongs to the subject.” Howver, this definition of
truth should not drive one to impute to Kierkegaard an
epitemalogical relativism such es that of Protagorass:

"Man, .. is the measure of all things of the existence of
things that are, and of the non-existence of things that

are not? 4. Kierkegaard does not impute amy infallibility

1
Kierkegaard'e theme of truth as subjectivity is developed

in the Postseript, pp. 59-224.

2

Note that Kierkegaard uses 'Existential' to mean 'Subjective'.
The two terms are employed synonymously, However, he is
cognizant that not all subjective thinking is exigtential. For
example our fancies, illusions, and sutistie thinking are not
existential. In other words, there is no biconditiomal
relationship between existential and subjective, where if you
deny the one you deny the other,

Ll m;:iﬁ, p. 175. "The subjective reflection turns its
attention inwaerdly to the subject, and desires in this
intensificetion of inwardness to realize the ‘truth™

4 Flato, "Theaetetus", W, trans, B, Jowett
(New York: Random House, 1937), Vel. II, p. 15 . Referred to
hereafter as Diglogueg of Flate.
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te subjective personal opinions, nor does he talerate
golipeism, For he believes, among other universal
stendards, in an ultimate gtandard, God, the subjective
truth par excellence, Kierkegaard is not a subjectivipt
in the sense thet he would deny objective truth, Tt is
the gubject in the st of making truth bis oun that he
ingisted upon, and not the subjeet in pogsession of, or
determining it. Furthermore, Kierkegaard's formulation
of truth as subjectivity, contrary to the common
munt:leu.l is not an epistomdlogical one, Indeed, he
doeg not seem to gynpathige with the modern philosophie
enterprise of investigating the origin, ground and limite
of kmovledge., This is because the life of the individuael,
who i@ in passionate search for truth, is toc full of
effort i oxder to spare him the 'idlences'” of doubting

1

Cfey A'.I.l.n, sy Po 148, See algo James Brown,
. (New York:s The
~Callier Publishing Company, 1962), pp. 12-13, Also

Ibid., rps 26-37, Both Allen end Broyn think that Kierkegaard
in his theme of 'truth ag subjectivity' is advaneing a
possible epistemclogicel theory, Espocisclly Brown vhen he
charts an wnwarranted epistemclogieal comparison between Kant
and Kierkegaard, This is obviously a mastake, for both Kant
and Kierkegaard are not talking sbout the same dimensions
of truth, Kierkegaard is net eoncerned here with the origin
of dnoledge and the reality of the cuteide world, He is
infinitely concerned with the individual's salvation before
TrutheCod, Kierkegeard's possible epistemclogieal theory is
to be found in a different eontext, in his analysis of immedisey,
as the content of consciousness, and congeiousness &s a contre-
diction of the immediate and the possible, Cfey

Ope &it., ppe 14749, Aleo Dread, p. 32, Pogtscript, p. 102.
2 of., Eor_Self Exemination. p. 88,
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the rewlity of the external world, Doubt in matters of
of faith is not noetic doubt to be eliminated by the
asequisition of more knowledge, but an existential doubt
vhich can only be overcome in a passionate act of the

vill .1

It 18 clear, therefore, that vhatever
Kierkegeard meang by truth as subjeectivity, eannot be
doubt in the reality of the outside world and the
substitution of the immer subjective world for it,
Kierkegaard here seems to be extending hie denial to the
Hegelian jdentification of the 'imner' and the 'outer',
the subjeet with the objeet,? which are basiecslly epistemie
immovationg and definditely un~Kierkegaardian in this context.
Vith his denunciation of epistemie doubt’ end various attempts
of Jdeulism, Kierkegaard transposes the prohlem of truth, to
an entirely different plane, namely, not the exploration of
ite origin but rather the pelation of the conerete f“ingle One
to any doetrine, This is due to the faet that Kierkegaard

e, , Pe 67, Trom this it fallows that doudt can
be overcome y by a free act, an act of the will..."

2 Page 112 of the Postgeript contains Kierkegsard's atteck
against Hegel on this point, "The gystematic Idea is the
identity of pubject and object, the unity of thought and
being., Existence... brings ebout, a separation between
subject and objeet, thought and being!.

3 This should not persuade one to beleve that we camnot
infer from Kierkegeard's works an epistemclogical theory.
Hére Kierkegaard is viewing the problem of truth with
different perspective, namely, the religious.



- 106 =

draws a distinetion between Pure Being, God, and existence,
man, and not between subject and object which kindles the

epistemological problems that modern philosophy is endlessly
trying to extinguish,. _Thil distinetion breaks away from

the epistemological problem, and focusses on the problem of
truth as subjectivity; namely, how existence - individual -
can relate itself to Pure Being as it menifests itself in
various forms, The aﬁblttnce of such a relation is not
totally noetic, but essentially passional, That is why
Kierkegaard strove in his works to explore the universe of

human emotions.

By now it is evident that it wae the truth

of the ethico-religious with vhiech Kierkegasard is concerned,
and not the objective truth of a creed or belief. Religion
is not a method of formal logie, or & set of syllogisms to
vhich the men of faith assents because they ere true. The
@ligious truth,l truth as subjectivity, must enter into the
very heart of the individusl's personal existence or else it
is uselegs., It should, with vigour, lead to an inwaerd drastic
transformation of the individual himself, and bestow -~ "'»
on him a novel personality cleasnsed with truth, However, this

——

1
One can safely employ the term 'faith' rather than 'truth'
without incurring & misunderstanding of Kierkegaard.




ghould not lead one to believe that Kierkegsard had ne
respect or liking for natural seience and experinental
procedure, This is the errer, in my opinion, that

Mr. Allen Bﬂitlol

The religious truth, or feith, isa
personal metter; something whieh egpentially involves the

individual man,

1

Alen, Op, ¢it., p. 150, says about Kerkegaard: "Hie had
no liking for natursl seience, because it offered an
impersonal truth, and he was hungry for semething whieh
counld be assinilated at once,,. hlinded him to the faet
that the seientific outlook ig of equal importance?. (me
can submit that Kierkegaard is definitely innocent of
M. Allen's indietment here, For Kierkegeard was awvare of
the benefits that the seientific enterprise was yielding
to humans. Kierkegserd could not have been so naive a: to
overlook the equal importance of natursl seience,
for example, in the cage of a physician's treatment of a
fatally peisoned individual; nor the impertamce of
astronony or physies for a bewildered ship in the dark seas,
Fierkegeard tried to meet and meutralise the exaggerated
gedentifie outlook, by overemphacizing subjectivity. ihat
be hated was to see selence, with its extensiwe devel opment,
encroaching upon Christianity and meking it & lifeloss dsta
for experimentation, It is nstural to disapprove of something
you appreciate, vhen it is not in its right place, Secience,
although important, has no place in religious discourse. For,
wuch ag one likes, or meeds his car, he would unguestioningly
hate eeeing it parked in his bedroem. In the year 1846
Herkegsard made the following entry in his Jowrnalss "all
such sedentifiec methods becgme perticularly dangerous and
pernicious vhen they encroach upon the spiritual field.
Flants, enimals, and stars may be handled that vey, but to
bendle the epirit of man in such & fashion is vhiech
only weakens moral and religious passien’. pe 182,
Sec, 617, year 1846, Aleo in the geaxd
holds that 'It must be always remembered that I gpeak of the
religious, in vhich gphere objective thinking, when it ranks
as highest, is precisely irreligious., But vherever objective
thinking is within its rights, its direct fomm of ccmmanication
is slso in order, precisely because it is not pupposed to have
anything to do with subjectivity", Fogigerdzt, ps 70. "',
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In this sphere of subjective truth, man's
very soul is on trial, It fellows thet truth is pot g

mbjective yeflection sbout an obiective cortalnty whereby
one estahlishes a theory vhich chunges objective certainty
to a subjective belief in truth; but rather a subjective
appropriatien;" 1.0., a making one's ovn an objective
uncertainty that burdens the subject with the responsibility
of venturing to create truth, Kierkegeard saywst

" Here is such & definition of truths im

oblective uncertsinty beld feet ln an sppropristion
the highest truth attainable for an exdsting mzﬁ.

At the point wvhere the woy swings off (and where this

15 eanmot be specified objectively, sinee it is a matier
of subjectivity), there objective Imouledge is placed in
abeyance, Thus the subject merely hag, objectively, the
uncertainty; but it is thie whieh precigely Ainereases
the tension of that infinite passion which congtitutes
his inverdness., The truth is precisely the venture which
chooses an objective wncertainty with the passion of the
infinite., I contemplate the order of mature in the hope
of finding God, and I pee omnipotence and wisdom; but

T alsc see mach elpe that disturbe my mind and exeites
anxiety, The sum of all this is mn objective un~
certainty. But it s for this very reasen that the
invardnese becomeg as intense ag it 1g, for it embraces
this objective wncertainty with the entire paseion of
the infinite. In the cese of & mathematical proposition
the objectivity ie given, but for this reascn the tn!h
of such a proposition is slso an indifferent truthl,

Vebster's Dictionary meintains that 'apprepristion' comes
from the Latin reot 'proprius' vhich meens ‘one's o',

2
Kierkegaard, Pogtseript, p. 182.
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Ve see here that: (a) the above definition of
truth is equivalent to Kierkegeardian faith par excellencej
nemely, "without rigk there is no faith";l (b) it 18 the
element of objective uncertainty that brings about the
infinite passion of subjective certainty = truthy (e)
the truth so generated, involvement implies a stake in the
outcome of something that 1s undeecided, in which there are
genuine possibilities, and reason gtands almost helpless
before it; (d) 4f truth is such an invdlvement as in (b),
then truth should have an element of uncertainty in it
without which it eould not be itself, (e) 3t is the process
of trensformation of the invard geography of the individual
that gives truth its velidity; (f) the necessity for
subjective appropriation of truth is stressed by Klerkegaard

and is preferred to objective endeavours.

This last theme (f), which was inferred from the
above ig of primary significance for Kisrkegaard, Truth must
be appropricted in such a way that it will be true for me; a
truth vhich engulfs the very being of the individual and
becomes the individual's ultimate concern., An entry in his
Journals says the following:

1
Ibid., p. 182,
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" that I really lack 4g to be clear in ny mind
¥hat I am to do, not vhat I am to kmow, exeept in so
far ag a certain understending must precede svery
action.,, the thing 1s teo find a truth vhidch 1s true

for pe, to find MLMW“-
thet would be the use of discovering od objective

truth, of working through all the systems of rhnuqty

and being able, if inquired, to reviev thes all and show

up the incongistencies within each systemj « vhat good
would 4t do me te be able to.., comgtruet 2 vorld in

which I do not live, but only hold up for the view eof
othersy = what good would it do me to be able to explain
the meaning of Christianity if it hed go deeper significance

for me and for my Jife..ss I cortainly do not deny... an
dzmperative of understending snd that through it one ean
and

vork upon men,
Bl B0 v o Totge arveresed T e
Thie marvelously expressed fragment of Xlerkegmard's

spirit ig an epitome of human gouls ever seeking suthentie
exigtence, and grappling to find the ome and omly prineirle -
truth -« for which one can gtake his 1ife and by vhich, one
can label his destiny. It 1s an epitome of an sdventuring
Cilgamish, a compagsionate Buddha, and &n inquisitive Socrates.
Kierkegaard was one of the very few who over-emphasiged the

appropristion of truth gpo tremendously,

dlthough one mdght succeed in finding a sort of
egoecentrieity in Klerkegaard's passage above, one can under-
stand that for him truth should not be eonstrued in an
objective mamner, And if truth could enswe from the undexs
standing or resson, one should not abstraet from it, but 4t

)
dowrnglas pe 15, year 1835, sec, 22,



ghould be taken into one's 1ife and invalwve its totality.
Tranglating this into the context of faith, we can pee
that for Kderkegaerd the prohlem is not the understanding
of the Chripgtian faith, but learning got to transform it
into an abstraction; ¢o live in it, dies in it, and

sacrifice one's 1ife for it.

(v) Iruth Ie the 'HOW' snd Mot the TWHAT':

The prineiple of 'truth' as subjectivity is an
invective ageinst the indifferent beliewer, who should
roalige that if he 1s a believer, then he ghould commit
himgelf unqueetioningly te tmll.1 Truth, therefore, is a
living relestion between the gubject in truth, and the
object, namely, God. But this relation is not an arbitrary
relatdon, It is @ HOW rather then a WAT.? Kierkegaard
would go ag far ase seying that even if falsgity were
papsionately appropriated, it would approximste truth
more then an objective certainty, &t thig point it becomes
anply clear that what Kierkegeard was interested in bringing

el

1

Kieriegaard's concept: 'truth is subjeetivity', is reminiscent
of the Socrstic diectum « Know Thyself - vhich implies bringing
to avarvness something which men slready possesses, But
Kierkegaard construes the matter differently: man should
look within end aweit for the eondition of truth from above,
'Trath is subjective! and God 'is infinite subjectivity'.

2“. [0 C 1Y Ps lﬂa
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out by his definition "truth 1s subjectivity", is not the
validity of the Christian doctrine, but the prelatiopg of
the subject in feith to Christianity.}

But how does Kierkegaard define the 'how' and

the 'what' just mentioned? Kierkegaard goes on to say that
the 'how' is not concerned with the moral velue of an
utterance, but with the relationghip sustained by the
existing individusl to the gontent of his utterance. This
inwsrd 'how!, saye Klerkegaard, is at its best the passion
of the infinite, However, this passion of the infinite is
precisely subjeectivity, and econsequently becomes the truth,
Whereas the 'what' is merely focussed on the thought content
and its objective validity,2 Perhaps the following quotation
from the Postseript is very illuminating in this context:

» When the gquegtion of truth is raised in an

objective manner, reflection is direeted cbjectively

to the truth, as an objeet to wvhich the knower is

related, Refleetion is not focussed upon the

relationship, however, but upon the question of

whether it is the truth to which the lnower 1s

related. If only the objeet to which he is related

ie the truth, the subject is accoumted to be in the

truth, When the guestion of truth is raised
gubjectively, reflection ig directed subjectively

to the nature of the individual's nlatimdl!f; ir
only the mode of this relation 8 ruth,
the individual is in the truth even if he shoul
happen to be thus related to what is not true?’.

1 mig., pp. 18-29,

2 bid., p. 141,
3 Ivig., p. 178. (pnderlining is mine)



Here, Kierkegaard is not belittling objective
thinking, 1.e,, MNeason, Thie is In line with the thesis
of the present esgay. There is nothing irretional about
Kierkegaard here and heé is not ageinst the public charseier
of objective reasoning, The contrast botween objective
truth and subjective truth is here effected to make clear
that, in matters of faith, it is the truth vhich 4s
egpentially related to personel exigtence, as invardness
or subjectivity vhich ig of primary importance, The theme
advanced by Kierkegaard in the sbove quotation could be
made clear, by the fdllowing menner:

Case (1), Objective fRefloctions

G is pursuing T in mamer 0 abeut Y O T beeams
the objeet of G, and O relates ftself to T enly 4f ¥
is true,

Case (2), Subjective Neflection:

G is pursuing T in mamner § about ¥ DR beocomes
the objeet of G, and if 7 ig true, then G 1s in T even
if Y ip not true,

If my formulation of Kierkegeard's argument 4n
Cage (1) and (Case (2) is granted, then it reveals beyomd
doubt that the main difference between both eases is in the
penner of reflegtion. O, the subject in Cass (1), reflects



on gbiective truth. ‘hereas G in Case (2), refleets only
on his relation, R, and this relation, G must refleet with
infinite passion in order for it tc be true, Thig, I think,
is exactly vhat Kierkegaard meens by truth as subjectivity,
and practically exhausts what Kierkegaard means by faith, in
go far as it 1s a matter of subjective refleetion only,

Furthermore, again in agreement with what the
present essay is trying to establish, Cape (1) and Case (2)
do not logieally comtradiet each other in a paradoxical
faghion, Cape (2) doee not imply the negation of Case (1),
but rather, its desertion, Subjective reflection culminates
in the abandonment of reason by following a different
movement, yet leaving reason a master in its domaing -~
detached mathematieal and scientific realms. Therefore,
perhaps one can, once and for &ll,banish the unwvarranted
predication of irrstionalism and rationaliem in Kierkegaard's
thoughte,

In Case (2), Kierkegaard seems to mun into a
diffieulty when he emphasiges the desertion of Case (1),
That is, we are almost left with no yegl eriterion for being
in truth, Doepg the infinite paseion of invardmess suffice
to lead one to truth? How could this be differentiated from
autistie thinking or illusion? The only way that remains
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open for Kierkegaard as an answer, is to urge that objective
truth in Cage (1) s in no better a situation, namely, it
cannot submit & definite oriterion for existential truth,
However, this possible answer does not relieve Kierkegaard
from the notorious charge of sclipeimm,

n an interesting parable found in the Pogtseript,
the distinetion between both cases, objective and subjective
reflection, is 'beautifully' delineated:

. If one vho lives in the midst of Ch

goes up to the house of God, the house of the true
God, with the true conception of God in his Imouledge,
and prays in a false gpirit; and one who lives in an
idclatrous community prays with the entire passion of
the infinite, although his eyes rest upon the image

of an idol: vhere is there most truth? The one prays
in truth to God though he worghips an idel; the other
prays falpsely to the true Cod, end henece worghips in
fact an idalv, 1

The above quotation gpeaks for itself and needs
no further comment than what has been mentioned earlier,?

1l
Iodd., p. 179-80,

2

One should be on the alert here not to attribute to
Kierkegaard's concept of 'truth is subjectivity' any
pragmatic charscterigtics. The infinite inwerd passion
with vhich the subject relates himgelf to the Object, be
it an idol or gemuine God, 1s not gimilar to William James'
"will to believe", where faith becomes hypothetical and
depends on its practical utility. Faith for Klerkegasard,
is something actual, it is living, and God is an ontalogical
reality, he is living, He cannot be demonstrated, neither
by pragmatic proofs, nor by retional ones.



- 116 =

(e) Hegel 's Concert of Truth Is a Isutology:

If by now ocur understanding of what Klerkegeard
means by truth is relatively establiched, then it ig
appropriate teo nparato- Kierkegeard from Idealism or the
Eegelien understanding of truth; that is, truth as the
identity of thought and being, or the identity of being
and thought,l Truth construed in thie manner, as noted

before, is bitterly rejected by Kierkegeard., Truth, at
its best, can serve as a useless tautelogy. According to
Kierkegaard, the Hegelian theeis, I think, would take the
following forms

The Subject (8) = Thought objeetified (7)
The Objeet (0) = Thought objectified (T)

From this follows, that the relation between (S) and (0)
emounts to T =T, vhich is ocbviocusly a tautclogy that
contributes no new knowledge,? The idenmtity of (8) and
(0) 4n Hegel, effects a contimuity in the whdle of being,

1
Postserdpt, p. 170,

2

For an elaborate explenation of this podimt, Cf,,
Mnﬁn. PPe 169=71., On page 169 Kierkegaard says
the following: ™hether truth is defined more empirically,
ag the conformity of thought and being, or more ideal~-
istically, as the conformity of being with thought, it is,
in either case, important carefully to note what is meant
by being... what eignificence being there has for him, and
vhether the entire sctivity that goes on out there does not
regolve itpslf into a tautclogy..."



=117 -

But according to Klerkegaard, this 1s a being of thought,

& kind of being, which is not that of man, Man's situstionm,
ag an individual does not permit him te adopt that peint of
viey. Man, being & subject, must, therefore, adopt the
subjective point of view. However, Kierkegaard urges that
camplete pubjectivity is cloge to madnese with the enly
difference being that madnese is subjective passion for
samething definite,l while full subjectivity is appropriste
only towards God.

(a) Subjectivity Becomes Untruth!

Before ending our discussion of truth as
subjectivity, it ip necessary at this point to indicate

brdefly the new movement that subjectivity acquires by
the fact of higtorical rewelation, Truth, from the Soeratie

podnt of view, is subjeectivity, but from a Christian peint
of view, due to higtoriesl revelation, the pemetration of
the eternal in time, truth as subjectivity is transformed
to untruth, Truth becomes external to subjectivity and
truth is no more immanent in 4t, Truth becomes something
transcendent; 4t becomes the eternal turmed flegh at a
certein point in history., It is no mere subjective, but

1
addes P 174 'n',
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its object becomes the Absclute Paradox, the eternal in
time. This trangformetion of truth comprises an important
part of Kierkegaard's FPhilosophical Fragments.

I1 METHCD OF INDIRECT COMMUNICAT ION:

Ap a necessary consequence of our preceding
diseussion of truth, it is appropriate to examine a
doetrine vhich permeates Kierkegmari's writings and is an
indispensable characteristic of truth as subjectivity.
This 48 the method of 'Indirect Comminication', This
method, in order to be assessed clearly, has to be contrasted
with direct communication,

The difference between direet and indireet
communication of truth, according to Kierkegeard, 1s the
same necegsary difference between objective reflection
and subjective reflection, Each dictates its owm mode
of commnication, The onme is concernmed with veluntary
immediate expresgion of the self to another pelf, and the
relation between the two selves, is basieally cognitive
or a two~valued epistemic ome, vis,, truth or falsity, The
other is concerned with truth ag subjective certainty of an
objeetive uncertainty, wvhich is feith « subjectivity and
being inward, cannot be communicated direetly., If 4t could
be, it could not escape unaveidable d:lltort.lol. For faith,
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being an imvard appropriation, when conveyed in a

detached propositional form, ie mediated and therefore
anmulled., Evidently Klerkegaard is urging that reason,
although it can deseribe reality objectively hy formulating
a gystem of eornnpendi—ng cognitive propositicns, eamnct

in itg free direct manner deseribe the reality of human

existence .1

Existential truth, faith, makes it clear for
ene, that if he desired

. ees to commmicate anything on thig point, it
would first of all be necessary to give my exposition
an indiregt form. For if invardness is the truth,
repults are only rubbish with which we should not
trouble each other, The commmication of regults

is an umatursl form of intercourse between man and
man, in so far ap every man is a spiritusl being,
for wvhom the truth consists in nothing else than

the selfeactivity of personal appropriation, \M%
the ecommnication of a result tonds to prevenmt).

S0, indirect commnication is the method of commmnication
that develops from such understanding of the human
gituation; the situation of vhat it means to exist, vhich

1

Cf., Pogtgerict, p. A6, Where Kierkegsard maintains that
the misunderstanding between reasom, speculative philosophy,
and faith ",,.must be rooted deeply in the entire temdency
of the age. It must, in short, doubtless be rooted in the
feet that on account of our vastly inereased Imovledge, men
had forgottem whet it means to ?ﬁ, and vhat Jowarduess
gignifiess See also JRid., Pe 2e

2
m-, PPe A6-17.
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18 a question that ultimately concerns the personal
interiorization of truth, and not its publie deperasonal ~

igationt

» Tnvardness camnot be direetly communicated,
for 1ts direct expression is precisely externality,
1ts direction being outward, not invard., The direet
expression of inwerdness is no proof of its presencej
the direct effusion of feeling does not prove its
possession, but the tengion of the eontrasting fom
15 the measure of the intensity of imvardness. The
reception of inwaerdness does not congist in a direct
reflection of the content commmicated, for this is
echo, But the reproduction of inwardness in the
reeipient constitutes the resonance Wy rea of
which the thing said remains absent, ..."

The two foregoing passages above depict to us
clearly why an artful oblique form of the commmieation
of the intimately religious = invardness - is advoeated
by Klerkegeard, Yet he does not deny direct objective
commnication and its propriety in respect to matiers of

facts. Therefore, we can gafely deduce the following
implications:

(a)  that the purpcse of Christian ecommmication
is not simply objective; but is to induce in the
recipient a mode of truth imbedded in the spealmr's
dnverdness. It seems that ome cannot free himself
of this mode of truth, beceme externsl to it, and

1
Mc’ Pe 282.
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desoribe it propositionally. For if he ever does, he is
no longer in truth, To communicate what is appropriated

in a pereon's immediste inwardnese - fuith « is to ghing
the other rerson, and compel him to the Soeratie act of
gelf-examination, Congequently, he is compelled to
appropriate truth for himgelf, This could only be effected
by a non-cognitive outeome of indireect commmiestion, This
partially explains wvhy Kierkegaard reported to pseudomymous
authors in his different works, and why his gtyle is a
strenge but attractive fusion of poetie, philosophie,
literary and religious insights. One might suspect, as in
Bergson and Nietseche, that it is Kierkegaard's foreeful
literary style rather than his rigorous logie that eonverts
his readers to aseent to his positiem,

(») Kierkegaard maintains that direet commmication
via propositions imparts truth, but this truth is never of
moral and religious importance, There geems to be a great
difference between this propogitional form of commmieation
and the inverd reality, A4t their best, propositions ean
be no more than an echo of invardness, but never inwardness
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t1tpelf,} Consequently, ethiecl and religious propositions
even if true, cammot induce in men, moral and religious
transformation, This means that in the ohlique form of
commmicction, one should forget himeelf ss & subjeet of
objective commmnieation, to a cereful, serutinising religious

1l

In chapter II which dealt with the contents of the spheres
of existence, the Coneepts of Irony and Humour were
intenticnally left out, However, here it is pertinemnt to
mention that irony and humour are two modes of commmication
that the 'S8ingle One' employs vhen expressing himpelf, Iromy
is & form of commmication vhich the individual regorts to
when he ip, so to speak, in the trangitional sphere between
the segthetic and the ethical spheres, Whereas humour is a
form of commnication that is employed when the individual
is on the boundary between the ethiecal and religious stages.
cf., Ibdd., pe 448, Both forms of commmication are indirect.
Both are weys of the outer expregsion of the individual's
unique subjectivity. This outward expression does not convey
inyardness but vefls it, Both are 'inecognito' modes of
commmication behind wvhich the trensformation of the deep
inyerdnepe of the individual takes place. Vhen the sesthete
iz on the wey to & higher ideal, namely, the ethicel, he uses
ireny to mapquerade thie inward trenpition, However, it is
hard for one, by an cutward observation, to tell whether the
ethiesl 1life is pregent in the ironist or not, For he says
some thing dzﬂo: in faet he intends something elgpe, Algo
humour is, the 'incognito' mode of expression behind which,
the tendency towsrds the religious is hidden., Furthermore,
mothod of eommnication not becoupe they do not wish to
express themselves direetly, but rather because they find
it impossille to exprese what is really residing in their
depth fully, Hence, iromy and humour are, both, an ‘echo’
of inwardness but not invard itself.
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communicator wvho gtresses the objective umcerteinty of
religious expreseion, He innovates an "evocative® method
which helps kindle the individual toamiawvarenegs of his
authentie private existence. The difference between direct
and indirect communication, is the same difference that
exists between to knoy, and o be. To know something is
not to be that something,

(e) The 'man of spirit' according to Kierkegaard,is
perpetually engaged in an attempted synthesis of the finite
end the infinite. This meansg that the inwardness of the
man of feith is a progesg, for faith is a continuous effort
reneved every moment. Therefore, in direct communiecation,
the discursive mode of reasoning, which employs static and
timeless concepts, cannot arrest the flux of the dynamie
invardness of the man of faith, Congequently, if direet
communication is used to convey religious experience the

outcome 1s distortion.

(a) when Kierkegaard holde that direet expreseion

of truth is not clear evidence of ite pregence, that it is
outwardly directed and not inwardly, he is partially urging
the individual to withdrew from the ordinary humen situation,
and essentially to place himeself glone before God. If this
inference is true, then its meaning necessarily leads the
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dndividual to the essence of religious life, where he is
igolated from the rest of men in his group, secluded, with

Cod being his only eompenion,

Now, baged on the sbove analysis of Kierkegsard's
method of indireet commmication, one is ahle to peint out
that: although Kierkegsard mekes a genuine use of this
method, to show that religious truth is anmiled by using
direect speech, thiz method is not original; 4t was, at least
used before him by Socrates and the mysties, For instance,
Soerates, the irenie moral philosepher, lmey very well how
to show the irony of an ignorant men's claim to wisdom; to
ghow, in an indireet manner, through his dialectic or question
and answer method, the unreal pretenses of men to virtve, &y
this question and angwer methed, he wanted to induce, indirectly,
others to refleet for themselves and to make them produce true
ideas in their minde with the intention of a right actien,

True that Kierkegsard used his method of indirect commmication
for a different end other than Soecretes; but in so far as

the 'method! ip concerned, there is no egsential difference,

On the other hand, the impossibility of eommmiecating
directly the inward experience, between two independently
existing egos, was a matter of incessant despair for mysties.
The digtortion vhich the direet exprogsion infliets on inward



experience, as Kierkegaard stresses, is a perpetual

theme behind the mystie's frustrating ageny for direet
commnication, However, this similarity between
Kierkegsard's method of indirect commmication and that

of the mystics, doss not mean that he was a mystie or
headed towards mysticism, It only shows that Kierkegaard's
methed ig a phenomenon that was present and familiar to

the philogophte tradition before him, In faet, Kierkegaard
differs from the mysties™ in that the mystie resigns
existence becsuge existence precludes commmion with the
Eternal , vhile Kierkegaard finds this resignation an
escape from the humen situation, namely, existence.

Tt is safe to maintain that Kierkegaard's method
of indirect ecommmication, although a necessary outcome of
his conception of truth as subjectivity, (and it sequires
relevance if the communicator intends to induce in the
hearer the mode of truth imbedded in his words ) iteelf is
not original end it is not Kierkegaard's own imnovation,

1

In Eitbep/Op, Vol. II, pps 246=49, we find an open
statoment of Kierkegeard's stond towards mystieism, After
deceribing the 1ife of the mystie, and his attitude towards
it, Kierkegeard seys the following: "The whole world is a
dead world for the mystic, he has fallen in love with Ged,..
the 1ife of the mystie displeases me becsuse I regard it
es & deceit ageinst the world in which he lives..." Jbid.,
PP 247-49. |
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Also, Klerkegaard is susceptible to the seme charge
that could be levelled against extreme subjectiviem in
generalt the charge that they are arrested by a
notorionsly wnwarrented salipeism, Purthermore, how
can cne kmow that vhat he experisnces as invardnegs
is not en intermal psychic illusion or a vhimsical
subjectivity., One cannot but be reminded here of

Dr. Huxley's administering of certain pills that could
induce in the subject an expansion of inwvardnegs that
peoms to be real vhile it is a passing f1lugion,

Lenclugdon!

In eonclusion, therefore, the purpoge of all
the preceding discussion of truth as subjectivity in
pectim I and section II, was to show thats (1) Truth 4s
not an epistemclogical conecept, and speelally not akin to
the relativism of the sophiste. It is & metter of ethieoe
religious concern=-faith, (2) Truth ig noet & subjective
reflection about en objective certainty, (3) Kierkegeard's
concept of truth is an apprepriaticn that holds fest en
objeciive vncertainty with the most papsionute invardness.
(4) Subjeetive truth stresges the manner of reflection;
ite mccent fullp on the 'how' and mot on the “what, (5) M
line vith the thesis of this essay, there is nothing
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rational or irrational about Kierlegsard's concept of
truth, He does not depreciate objective validity end

its detached character in its own domain, (6) Kierkegaard
does net tclerate the Hegelian conception of truth, the
identity of thought and being vhich is a useless tautclogy.
(7) The higtorieal revelation transforms subjectivity te
wntruth, (8) Truth as subjectivity, unavoidably dictates
Kierkegaard's method of indirect communieation,

III HOW IS TRUTH APPREHENDED

At the end of the last section, it was indicated
that truth as subjectivity is trensformed te wntruth in
the 1light of historical rewelation, Now, af'ter beeoming
untruth, ene ghould twm the question asg to how, according
to Kierkegaard, man acquires truth,

(a) San Truth Be TaughtT == Socratie Theory

of Reminiscencer
Here wo are driven to the heart of Kierkegaard's

: It is vorth noting here; that "truth' does not have the
same meaning in Scaratic znatouc) and in yorks as in the
Nev Testament, In the New Testament truth is identiecsl

vith the charseter of Jesus Christ as a signifiecant mement
in history, Thie Truth ig not within every human being, but
comep from without, Kierkeguard talepg his starting point
the Flatenic understanding of truth which i espentially
Eleatie, Truth here is considered as ontalogical and un=
changeable, Tt does not come through the genges but through
thought ap innate and & priori. Later Kisrlegeard gives the
term the New Tegtament mesning and attempts to drav its
logiecal outcomes.
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Ebllogcohical Fragmentg. The main thems that permeates
this work is the distinction between Ihllogophigal Jdealisnm
and the Chrigtian faith. The problem that Kieriegeard
attempts to angwer 1s this: how 1s the 'M One' related
to the ultimate truth? Is it through disecureive reason, or
through a power from without? Better still, what are the
logical outeomes of asserting that the individual possesses
the ultimate truth, or the individuml dces not posses the
ultimate truth? In other words, what is the relationghip
betveen reason and faith?

Here Kierkegaard chooses Socrates as the
repregentative of the GreekeFlatonie, and Germsn-Hegelien
rhilosophies. Kierkegaard observes that reason (Soeratie
mthod), at its highest, can perve as a misutic relatiomship
betwveen man and man, For the begetting of trutheefaithee ig,
in the final analysis, restricted to God,

In order to {llustrate this, Kierkegeard ralses,
in e philosophically retrospective mamer, the anciemt
Soeratic question: Can truth be taught? This question,
according to Kierkegaard, is, or becumg Soeratic beceuse
all virtues are finally resolved into a p;'l-r: me, and
that 1s imowledge., It will be rememdered that in Matoe's
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mm,l Protagoras held that: (1) virtues are many

and not oney (2) virtue can be taught by a teacher. To
this, Soerstes retaliates by maintaining that: (1) all
virtues are one, (2) virtue camnot be taught but is elicited
from the learner.? In this last point, (2), Klerkegaard
infers that the learner is in posséssion of truth, and all
that he needs is a teacher who can make him aware of this
truth, This fact Kierkegaard rightly observes, was a

souree of difficulty for Soerates in the Meno. If man is,
or is not in posgession of truth, considered either way,
imovledge peems to be impossible., For men eannot seek what
he knows, since he kmows it, and if he does not know what
he seeks, it is impossible for him to seek it, since he does
not knoy 1t.7

1

In checking the faithfulness of Klerkegaard's reports and
references about Flato's thought in his dialogues, one would
find thet Kierkegaard entertains a searching wunderstanding
of Flato's thought and 1s historically precise and honest.
Kierkegeard does not seem to pervert Flato's thought to suit
his purpose. Cf., Dialogueg of Flaio

. Cf., Ibid., Vel, I, pp. 90-105.
3

Cf., s P+ 5. For historical verification see
s PP. 359-60, vhere Meno tells Socrates
"ind how will you enquire, Socrates, into that which you

do not kmow?,,., And if you find vhat you want, how will
you ever know that this is the thing whiech you did not know?®

.
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NHow, the Aifficulty is resclved Ly Soorates,
by presenting hds doetrine of ppcolloction. This doetrine
meintaing thet dnquiry efter imovledge is a fom of
rememboring.) i & pre-sxistence, in the world of intellegiile
formg, our puls contemplated the ontelogiesl truth, These
forms being !smanent in the soul , men in their existence in
the vorld of semgihle rhencmena, when striving after truth,
should be indweed to find truth through recollection.? Henee,
they beeccme {llwminated and delivered frem thelr peeudo-
ignorance, Ictording to Soerstes, therefore, truth 4s found
in the indiwvidual, end wvhat a teacher ean do, in & mideyife
fashion is te help the student beget what he 1s already
pregnant with. This, sccording to Kierkegaard, can be
achieved by amy secidental teacher, at any sceidental
occasion, im a trensitory popept of history., The h:pcrtnn
of this moment, If at all, is only historieal. It ean never
b of ultinate deelsive signifieance for the individual,?

1l
It is to be noted, that in the Epracpents, Kierkegaard does not
differentiste betwesn Flato and Socrates.

2
Lragmentss p+ 5« For higtorieal verificvetion of Kierkegesari's
report Cf., Dislomes of Flatg, "eno", pp., 361-66.

3
Eresmentis py- 58.



In other yords, the role of the tescher through the
dialectical vigoure-reasoningee is only geeondary.

(b) 4n_Christianity the Mement iies Declsive

Slgnificances

Now Af things are to be othervige we should
advocate & different view from that of Seerates. We must
posit the moment in time as something significent and not
secidental; so that ome would never be able to forget it
in time or lt.ﬂli)’.x If this is attempted, then it fallows
that the seeker is destitute of truth up to that mememt,”
The moment, viewed in this nowel perspective, permi® reason

to show, dialectically, betweon man and man, that the individusl
vas outpide truth, For if he were in truth before the decisive

noment ie actualized, then the moment becomes again aecidental
and ig emptied of gignificence, This will drive us back to
Socrates? difficulty, and the peeker will no more be a peeker,
since he cannot peek what he knows. Now, on the grounds of
this vev understanding of the mement, the teacher ean point
to the learner that he is untruth, But in doing go the leammer
is not helped to know the truth, 411 vhat he comes to know is
that he wae ignorent, and that for knoying the truth he sheuld

—— Sp——

1l
Akdd., p. 8,

2
M'! P. 9.
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depend on a highexr power outaide hinmgelfs

" Now if the learner ig to seguire Truth, the
Teacher must bring it tc him; and not only so, but
he met alsoe give him the condition necegsary for
undergtanding it. For if the learner were 4n his
own person the condition of understanding the Truth,
he meed only recall it, The condiiien for under-

the Truth is 1ike the omuty to inquire
for §t; the condition contains econditioned, and
the guestion implies the answer, (Umless this is se,
the moment must be understood in the Soeratic sense.)
But one who gives the learner not only the Truth, but
also the condition for understanding it, ip more than
a teacher,.,, Dut this 18 mthh‘ that no human
being can doy 4f it is to be done, it must be done
by God himpelf,... But in go far as the moment is
to have decigive significance... the learner is
destitute of this condition, and must therefore have
been deprived of it, This deprivation camot have
been due to an act of CGed (vhich would be a
contradietion), nor to an accident,.. 1t must
therefore e dus to himgelf... God,.., who in M!.ll
as sn occasion prompts the learmer to recall that he
is in Error, and that by reagon of his avm guilt,
But this stete, the being ia Error by reascn of one's
own guilt,... Jot us call it Sinn2

From this quotation, therefore, the following peints can be
inferreds
(1) The power that it outside man, that ean provide
man with truth, is God., It is God, vho grents the
condition for men in order that man may apprehend
truth,
(2) BReason, from s Socratic poimt of view, is not
an sdequate guide for man to apprehend the Truth,
For there $3, it seems, no gontimuty between the

1l
Jbigd.s pre 920,
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human reason and the knowledge of COod,

(3) %eason camnot afford man, both the divine aid

end the will that are central for Christian truth,

(4) Secratically speaking, sin ia only ignorance

and palvetion consists in becoming retionally eonseious
of the world of intellegibhle forme. These forms can be
camprehended through the dialectieal eid of another
human being,

(5) For Christianity, sin 1g due to the wwillingness
of man to accept the econdition of truth through |
revelstion, Consequently, man is estranged frem God,
This estrangement i1s the cause of man's guilt.

The above points ghow that reapon, in the Soeratie
manner, camot undersgtand how God regewes man from his
predicament, namely, that of untruth and guilt. Therefore,
it fallowe that according to Kierkeguard, if men were to be
freed from his state of untruth, men hag to recognise the
divine imperatives of the Christisn feith as imposed om hinm
from outside. This ip done by God vho incarnates himpelf
and confronts men at & certain point in higtory. Thus, in
this way, men is presented by an unperigheble significant
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oeoniml to be taught the truth. This occasion

Kierkegeard cslls a Decigive Moment, or the Fullness
of 2ime.?

But since God is not prompted by a need for a
learner to understand himeelf, the way Socrates was, vhy
should God incarnate himgelf in the temporal? Kierkegaard
angwers by saying that God is unmoved, perfect, and his
incarnation is not imperative., Everything else moves
towards Him, to become 1ike Him, without becoming like
Him., Consequently, what can move God, according to
Kierkegaard is Love; it is God's love to give the learner's
life a purpose, to vin him and to make the umequal equals

" Moved by love, God is thus eternally regolved

to reveal himpelf, But as love ig the motive so
love must also be the end,..., His love is & love of

1

Kierkegeard's argument acquires cogency here, only by
presupposing, as it seems he does, a hypothesis: that the
mement in the learner's history should have decisive
significence. But vhy should the moment have decisive
significance at all? Here he seems to be positing faith
from above, ageinst and over the intelligence. This most
probably drives him to endorse the Augustinian dietum:
'I believe go that I might understand'; or to al-Chagali's
dictum: 'Only then vhen my desparate doubt was conquered by
light emanated from God into my inwardness thet the first
prineiples of reason acquired trusteworthiness and cogeney'.

2
Eragments, p. 13.
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the learmer, and hip aim 1s to win him, For it 1s
enly in love that the umequal ean be made equal ,
and it is only in equality or unity that en under-
standing can be effected, and without perfect
undergtanding the Teacher is not God.... But this
love is through and through unhappy, for how great
is the differencé between them! Tt mey seem a
small matter for God to make himself understeod,
but this 1s not po easy of accomplighment if he s
to refrain from ating the wnlikenesgs that
exists between them,®
The difficulty in achieving God's undertaking,
és apparent in this quotation, is the great chasm, the
dissimilarity between Cod and the learnmer, Here the
dissimilar ghould become gimilar yet retaining its dise
simllarity or elge the difference between God and man
will be ochliterated, Comsequently, man camnot be elevsted
to the highest good,? although men is alvays in earnest
to have a direet vision of God, For this direct visiom
shall alvays be dended for him, Desides, what makes the

situation more difficult for man is that ne rational
prutmhrlunnto&olhh.md’ﬂd-’

- i

1
Jidd.s pe 19,

2
Jodd., pe 22,

3

We have mo wish to discuss Kierkegeard's comcept of Cod's
existence in this essay. It suffices here to mention, that
arcording to Kierkegaard there ean be no proafs for God's
existence. fy existence Kierkegaard means actual, 1iving
existence. FReason at its best can yield
which 1s ap 1ifeless as thought can be, 4lso it is worth .../



n the other hand, if God were to help man
by revealing himeelf directly, he would repel man by
overriding his freedom wvhich, in congequence, would
never bring about a change of the heart in man, ',..
not to reveal oneself is the death of love, to reveal
onegelf is the death of the belovedl o In other words,
if God does mot reveal himself, man is entirely left to
his oun estrangement, to the bondage of his own freedom?
and remaing in sin, Ergo, the prohlem is for God to reveal
himgelf, yet retaining man's freedom without repdlling him,

+++ Doting here, that Kierkegsard comes as near to Kant as
possible, Tt will be remembered, that in his antinomies of
pure reagon, Kent maintains that reasom can argue with equal
validity for and ageinst God's existence. While for
Kierkegaard reason reduces existence to an ideality, and in
ideal ity everything becomes possible; hence it is possible
to argue for and against Ood's existence., But all of this
remaing ontside ppgl existence. Kierkegsard clainmpg the
inadequacy of a priori proofs (specially ontologleal) for
God. Because they all move from the idea of God's perfection
to the idea of his existence, yet thought can never make this
transition, It can only move from one concept to another,
and hence reason can say nothing about existence. "Thus I
always reagon from existence, not toward existence, whether
I move in the sphere of palpable sensible facts or in the
realm of thought®. Fragmentg, p. 31. Also Kierksgaard here
follows on paralfel lines Corglas' argument, God either
existe or does not exist. If he does not » why bother
to prove the existence of that which does not exist and if
he does exist ",.. it would be faolly to attempt it, Feor at
the very outset, in begiming my proof, I will have pre-
suppoged it,.. gince... (it) would be impogsible Af he did
not existe, +s Pe 21, This however doeg not mean that
KierkegaaPd denies objective~actual-existence for God. God
only exists for the believer, "When an existing individual
has not got faith God 13 not, neither God exist, although
understood from an eternal point of view God is etermally™,
Journalg, p. 173, yeer 1846, sec. 605, For an {lluminatihg
and searching analysis of Kierkegaard's eoncept of God's
existence, see Thomas, Op, eit., pp. 77-102.

1
i' Eragmenta, pe 23,

of., Ibid., pp. 1112,



This predicament is resclved by God's advent
to man, in penetrating time and ereating a relation of
love with man, This relation, says Kierkegsard, rids
pan 'y vill of ite OMm!ty. Bere, God is like a
king loving a humble maiden who has nothing equal to his
gloxye In order to win her, and not to repel her, the
king descends to her lovel,l So God bridges the gap
between deity and men by appearing in the likeness of
the hamblest; who must serve others, and consequently
God tales the form of a servent,® Being so, he must endure
all things, suffer hunger and thirst in the time of his
um,’ must die deserted, misunderstood by men, who,

fngtead of loving him, hang him on the eross.

Therefore, in sngwer to the Soeratie questien,

whe ther truth ean be taught, Kierkegsanmd's position is in
the affirmative, Truth can be taught by a teacher, and thie
tewcher is God, intersecting with time at a certain point in
histoxy. Thie is the Absolute Paraedox, Christ, the God.man,
the Saviour who extricates men from his bondage and presents
him vith the condition for galvation, Let us, therefore,
ecoxgider Kierkegaard's different usages of 'Faradox'! in so
far i@ they bear on the problem of the relation of faith to

-

L

m.. P» 2. See alsgo MI’ PPs &2’.
2 mid.s pe 2%.
3 m‘t ps 25,
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(e) Beagon Is not Sserdficed in Meriecasrd's
Usegeg of 'Faredox’:

4 <« The Absclute Paradom

In outlining Klerkegaard's conception of the
Absdlute Paradox in this pection, the writer doeg not find
himself 4n a position te explore the higtorieel sources of
this umnpi'..1 Our concern with the concept here, is
mniered indigpensable in po far as it has its direct
relevanwe to the tension between falth and reason, as
partfeularly digplayed in Kierkegeard's apprehensgion of
truth,

We have just observed that it was God who, being
himelf the ultimate truth, is gemuinely equipped to teach
the truth, Man is sequainted with truth by God entering
time and becoming the Abscdlute Parsdox according to
Elerkegeard, But why is this peradox an Absclute Paradox?
Kierke gaard here does not seem to have a direct answer,
Apparently the term 'absalute!, if it were eclear for
Klerkegiard, 18 not very much so to his readers; for he
enyloys the term in many mmerous contexts that might have
mary mmerous connotations, Although he brutally rebelled
against Hegel, he could not cleanse his mind ntudi from

|
For the historical sources of the Abgolute Paradox, the
reader ip referred to Thomas, Ops gif+; Ppe 104=108,
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Hegel's termindlogy. In fact, Hegel, although resented

by Klerkegaerd, hingelf might have been clearer in his
enployment of the term, Kierkegeard seems to streteh,
narrow, shift the naﬁin,g of 'absolute® unserupulously.
However, carefil scrutiny shows that the meaning, Fierkegeard
aseribes to the (od-nmen paradex as the 'abgolute' is to be

found in the doulle aspect which he attributes to the persdox.t

The God-man paradox has a negative and & positive
agpect., Negatiwely, it displays the complete unlikencss of
man from Ood, smd positively it transfoms the complete
urlikeneme into emtire likeness,? Henoe, the paradox merges
the 'absolute ' - complete or entire -~ wnlikeness of CGod Anto
an absolute likeness; ergo, the God-man paradox s an
Absclute Pardox, This geems to be the most plausible
meaning of 'shsolute' in the Absclute Paradox.

Now, im order that man might be redeemed frem his
estrangement and apprehend truth (faith)'hh object met be
the Absclute Piredox regardlegs of historieal contemporeneity.
The way the object of physice is the 'physis', and the object
of love ¢ the Beloved, in very much the same way the objeect
of faith im the Abeolute Paradox, Only for faith, doees this

1
cf., Exegmnts, p. 37

2
m‘ s Pe .



Abgolute Paradox exist. But this paradox is a challenge
to the humen reason - says Kierkegaard, However, if
reagon and the Absclute Paradox are brought together te
understend their complete disparity, the encounter is
called ‘hapry'. This happinegs is considered by
Kierkegsard as faith, On the other hand, if the encounter
is not of understanding but of an urhappy tension between
reapon and the paradox, the enccunter is characteriged as
Offonse.l But this offense, Kierkegaard urges, is not
derived from reason but eppears to be so, In redlity it
comes from the parsdox iteelf,2 It is the peradex that
reflects the offense of reasen, The paradox being The
Homent does not lend itself to reagon but offends reason
in order to make resson (man) understand 4ts owm wntruth;
end thet for truth reason is boundlegsly dependent om 'R',
namely, the historicel revelation of the God-man, Henee,
that 1a vhy Kierkegeard eslls the offense an 'aceoustie
muim" For the offense 1s the negative mark of the

pregence of the pereadox,

Moreover, this Abpolute Paradox offends reason,
simply, because it appears self-comtradictory and absurd,
But vhy absurd? It is absurd becauge God or the Etemal
truth has entered time, the infinite has beeome finite in a

: ARides pe 39,
. dbigey pe 40, alpo Cf., Ibid., pe 4.

’ m.p Pe 40,
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form of a humble man, among men, on the plane of history,
This means that the Absclute Paradox is simply an event
that man 41s encountering wvhich man cannot understand. The
most that men can do is to understand that he cannot

understand .

But if man should understand that he eannoct

understand, it does not, at all, follow that man ghould
not use his reason, or that he should efface it completely
if he were to be a Christian, Kierkegaard here 1s marking
the boundaries of resson when it approaches the Absclute
Paradox, He is simply eaying that the Absolute Paradex does
not lend itself to reason in order that reason may handle it ’
in sudh a way es, to make it comprehendable, The event of
Incarnation is unique in all times and history; bedng so
unique, reason cannot find & way by which it can penetrate
the paradox in order to make it flat open for man to
understand:

" In things which are above reason faith is not

really supported by reason, because reason cannot

grasp vhat faith believeg; but there is also a

something here as a result of which reason ig

determined, or which determines reason to honfnr
faith vhich 1t camnot perfectly unde rstandn.

1
Jowmels, p. 362, year 1850, sec. 1033, :



Also in a passage in the Pogtpeript Kierkegaerd says the
folloving:
" So the believing Christian not only possesses
bat uses his understanding, respects the universale
humen, does not put £t down to lack of understanding
if somebody is not a (hristiany; but in relatiom to
(hristianity he believes against the understanding
and in this case algo uses understeanding..., to n’
sure that he believes aguinst the understanding$.
From the above quotationg it, perhaps, seems
obvioue that Kierkegaard does not go asg far ag Luther's
eaying thet one must close his eyes and not follow his
reason end even cease his reasoning in order to have fa.tth.z
On the contrary, although for Xierkegeard, resson cannot
alone give faith it must understand iteelf and lmow what
it can provide for faith without taking amything eway.
Hence, concerning the Christian faith vhose objeet is the
Absclute Paradox, reason is not entirely destroyed but it
sheuld hold the paradox in honcur and strive not against
'It', but rather should further it by minding its owm

linitations,

But vhat was the relationghip of reason to God
before the God-man event took place? Vas it paradoxieal?

! Postserizt, p. 4.

2
Cf, , Hugh Thompgon Kerr .
(Philadelrhias The hm



Kierkegaard says that before the advent of the God-men,
man's relationship to God, from a human point of view,
namely, the Soeratic, was paradoxical in a gifferent
gongg then that of the Abselute Paradexs Ood was not
paradoxical, but rather man's relationship to God wag
peradoxical. This relationghip wes paradoxiesl in that
man wag subjectively or passionately certein of Cod's
existence, vhile at the same time he wag objectiwely
wncertain, This is ecalled the Soerstie Faradox, wvhich
Kierkegaard differentiates from the Absclute Parsdox in

his anﬂnti.l that is thie paradox then?

i1 + The Soeratie Paradox:

The Socratie Paradox tells about the drema of
attempting to establish ecognizance of God by the wnaided
reapon without being alle to do go, BReason, independent
of the Mment, triee to establish & relationship with God
by pointing to God without grasping him essentially, 2t
leads men up to a point, and then man should, Wy a lesp of
pastion, have faith in God and consequently worship Him,

lmh:ﬁﬂ’. It is perhaps important for cme te

bear in mind the different meanings of "paradox' that

Johannes Climacue mentions in, both, the Fragmentg, and the
Furthermore, Johammes De Silentio, in Jey

: 4 mtm-‘%nm’.mgmm : not

cund and Lestacrdpt, Cf., Hoar ind

Jrembling, p. 65.
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Accordingly, for Kierkegeard, reason wvith its
pagsion for truth, confronts us with the peradox, vhieh in
consequence proncunces reescn's own destruetion, "The
supreme paradox of all thought ip the attempt to diseover
something thet thought cannot think,.. paredox ig the souree
of the thinker's papsion,.. and go it is also the supreme
pession of the Reasen... must in one way or ancther prove its

1 It would seem, according to Kierkegaard, that

undoing?.
reagon in its very nature guides us to the paredox, and when
eonfronted with it reason ghrinks back with an unguenched
curiosity and ignorance. But reason is, sc to speak, stubborn;
it porpetually seeks edllision vith the Unknown te know only

that 1t i1s the Unknown, the unthinkable in human eategories.

¥hat ie this unknoyn with whieh reason cdllides?
Kierkegaard urges that 4t is ",,.the 1imit to which the Reason
repeatedly eomee,.. it 1s the sbsolutely aifforent?,,.2 then
qualified apg abpolutely different it scems on the verge of
disclosure, but thig is not the case; for the Feagson camnct

even conceive an absalute nn‘lihmu.".’ Therefore, for

1 ot., Eragmenta, p. 2.

2 Kierke here is in a specific sonse reminiscent of
Flotimus' depeription of the ineffable One, The Ome cannot

be kmown through the human categories of thought, A1l that
thought can know about 1t, is what it is not and not what 4t
ds. Tt is attainable in a state of mystieal eestagy vhere

the last trace of sensible and intelligible experience has
been erased, Whereas for Kierkegaard the unknown is attainable
through the rigk of faith,

? Lragmentg, p. 35.
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Kierkegsard when reason knows that it ecammot know, the
unknown is glmogt disclosed but not exsetly.

If this is so, then, we can infer ~ on the line
of this thesis = that reason does not dde in the act of
faith but it is abandoned after performing its duty. It s
left for the leap of faith, in the warmth of passion, to
efface this 'almost' of reason and bring a complete break,
a2 penetration into the Unknown, and consequently a happy
relation of the 1ike with the unlike - Faith, This complete
disclosure, reason must obtain from God.l "For how should
the Reason be able to understand what is abgolutely different
from 1fu1n.., for if God is abeolutely unlike man, then man
is absolutely unlike God; but how could the Reason be expected
to understand this? Here we seem to be confronted with a
pnradox:'.z This paradox which reason cennot really grasp is
not due to God, it is fundementally due to man's untruth, or
estrangement brought upon him by his own freedom.

From the preceding discussion and exposition of
the Absolute and Soeratie Paradoxes ome, I think, is
legitimately led to the fallowing inferences:

1
This disclosure takes place by means of the Absolute Paradox
2g mentioned before,

2
Eragments, p. 37.



(a) Kierkegaard in his analysis drawe very near teo

Kant shen the latter attempts to label the limit and seope

of pure reapon, For Kierlegear, maron entertains a

raseion to discover something beyond {ts grasp vhich, in the
final analyeis, pronounces its downfall, For Kant, as i

well Imown, reason, being gmbitioug, is not patisfied with

dts own 1imits, but stretehes iteelf beyond sensihle

phenomena, consequently, is arrested by vain illusions,

The venity of reason's ambition is shown up by vhat Eant

calls the Paraloglmms and Antinonies of pure reason, Reason
cannot know the thing-in-itgelf hy extending tself beyond
what knouvledge ig possible, A1)l that wo are agsured of, in

a negative manner, is that the thing-in-iteelf exigte. But

to know vhat 4t really 4s, reason proncunces its own dowmfall,
Both Kierkegeard and Kent seem, om parallel grounds, but
perhepe for different purpose sy to recognise the limits between
reagon and the '"Uninown', For Kierkegesard 1t is the Abgdlute
Paradex,s vhile for Kant 1t is the thing in dtgelf, Kierkegaard,
therefore, in his analysis of man%s mlationship to the Absclute
Faradox, 1s not teaching irretionslim no more than Kant 4s in
bis epistemclogy. He is giving ressen end faith vhat 4z dwe

to each, Congequently, such polemics, ag thoge of Grenme,

8
This is alwo applicable to the Secerstie Psradox,
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Kaufmann, and mery others, against Kierkesgaard as being a
nongensical and wulgar irrstionalist may be considered,
themselves, questionable and unfounded.

(v) For Kierkegaard, the Absclute Paradox lies in

the schism between the temporal and the sternal, God is God,
and man is man, and the one eannot be reduced to the other,
This chasm is an existential and not a rational one, However,
Kierkegaard does not deny that reason can resdlve the Paradox
in a Hegelian marmer, Reason can mediate the unlikenegs into

@ higher unity and a conceivable identity, But if reason
effects this mediestion, it does away with faith, "Faith

itpelf cannot be mediated into the universal, for it would
thereby be dntrqud:.l Kierkegaard's analysis of reasen

and parsdox above drives us to infer that in matters of faith,
reason should understand that it camnot understand. Reason can
undergtand what Christiandity is, but it camnot evoke real faith
in the person. This should not give, hovever, the impression
that Kierkegaard confronts us with an irrational approach to
the problem of ultimate truth, It is rather the truth instilled
in us from above, from outside, whose logical consistency cannot
be grasped by us.

(e) When encountering the Paradox, reagon is not
effaced but itself posits a condition beyond itself whose

1
Fear 4ad Trembling, p. 4.



rognitive stetus may be suspect, but whose groud isg not
sero, Feason "sets iteelf aside' when it knows its limits.
fonpequently, one finde it gafe to sulmit that faith 498 not
et all contrary to nim, but rether discontimous with
reagom, or it is supre-ratiomal,

From the preceding enalysis of Kierkegaard's
usages of 'paradox', ome can safely say that Kierkegeard
ig not at «1]1 a propounder of logieal paradoyes. lNe dees
ot exalt: drretionality, abmurd use of language, over
genuine consistent logieal useges, Kleorkegaard, as could
be seen at work in his Fregments and Pogtseript, although
repetitioms, i & logical analyet, He employs his rationmal
tkdl] to windieate his attitude: that objectivity vhen it
imeromchos on the things of the spirit, iteelf, becomes
{rreligious. If Kerkegaard vas ever naive, he could not
have been so naive as to hald that the religious man's
language, snd especlally the Christien, should be invelved
in logicsal persdoxes. This peint pleads Kierkegaard
imocent of the, perhepes prejudiced and unvarrented, charges
brought againet hin by persons 1ike Greme, Keufwmen, |



add Pttoul. Thewef ore, one should emphagige here that

W 'parsdex' Kierkeganrd mesnt an sxigtential or behavioural
one and not a logieal sbeuriity or mjoction of reason, Ve
encoumter mech behlavioursl raradox when our thought is bent
on vhat exists. It {® a paradox of interests and values,

™he Abpdlute Parsiox 1s one of having our ordinary songe of
velues and interests digturbed by emeomtering God in Christ.
This et creates ¢ emfliet within the individual - a
behavioural opposition not & logicdl one = and because of it,
ome would sequire & nowel myetem of values if ome's life is
stirred and disturbel mafficiently,

1
One finds thet mach enminent figures like Grene, Kaufmamn,
end Paton hawe , wmaynpethetically, depicted Kierkegaard, not
vit.hm no;:. as nalwvely adnutml;eua‘;l and linguistie
.y Crem , m.m. Pe . oy PP
g gL gk 2 TR P that
[derkegeani®s conepiion of truth *,,. {» profoundly meaningful
becwzse Lt 45 profondly self-contraddctory.. .. But... to
rejeet all abgtractin 49 to renounce the whale sphere of
logie and congigteney end to leave only eontrediction and its
linguistie expre seion, paradox”. GSee clso, Keufmemn, E-
' +s PPs 1“”.
these peges Koufmam ente o-
eriticiam of Kioviegard, he geoms to be misinformed
mpathetie and .mmmzm Grgmit e fn kis sittiotone
See algo HJ, Patm (London: George
Adlen and Umvin, l. I found cut that
e, E,D, Klonke rightly antieipates » and he devotes & vhale
ingendous article to digprove htu‘u claime against Kierkegaard,
In fact the sub@egaent remarks on Kisrlegeard's of
paredox, look baek with partlal gratitude to this o Cfy
ED, Kemls, "Soeme Mainmterpretatioms of Klerlogaard® *
&0

Wau h:do I:'t:. gws. 1’”} nt m ff,
goes to R,
?-:;f’;rma«' ", W ﬁl.%ﬂﬂ).
e



In the ibsclute Faredox, aes well as the Soeratie,
one might note that Kierlegaard 1s marking the 1imit to
reflection, He is acknouledging a limit to a1l asets of
Sntelligence, No illogicality is fnvelved in the matter,
However, Kierkegaard here dosp not seenm to have a definite
claim for original ity but he is eimply reaffiming Kent's
statemwnt, that existence 1s not a p:voal.'!.cmo.1

Another movement of Kierkegeard's employmont of
fparadox' ves encountered at the end of the foregoing chapter,
Thie hed to do with faith as subjective certainty and objective
vacerteinty, This kind of paredox spplies for, both, man's
relationghip to God, and man's pelationghip to the Absclute
Faradox., For, although man ig certain of the absurdity of
the Absclute Paradox, yet his relationship to it, ghen in
Eaith, 42 objectively uncertain vhile at the same time he
i3 subjectively certain, How this paradox is obtained, is
fllustrated by Kierkegeard in the Poghseript:

B welh § vesmes RAIvely & Pored 000 |
the faet that the truth is objectively a Paradox
shows in its turn that subjectivity 4s the ¢ruth

s1ee The ﬂm character the tmuth is
its objective uncertadmty,..."

L
s, E, D). Klemks, . » 264=65, A « N,
Pagtascin, yo SRIREa e 00, TN ¥

Klerkegasrd meang religious truth here, '
* tostasrizt, p. 193,
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From the above passage it 1s clear that the
paredox obtains in this mamer: vhereas one is subjectively
serialn that God exists snd that the Moment in time is the
telos of our unshakable faith, objectively ome does not have
encugh _evidengs, end hence he remains yacertajp. The
paradoxieslity of a men of faith 1s, despite the laek of
objective evidence 'nbjutlw eertainty, This is tantamount
to saying that he fs certain and uncertain at the same time.
To be certain and wneertain st one and the same time, about
the same thing, is definitely to involwe one in a paradoxical
situation, For the matter, as it 1s, seoms to viclate the
primary rules of the law of contradiction: that a thing
cannot 'exdst' and 'not exist' at ome and the same time,

So far, Klerkegaard seens to be gripped by a
logical peredox. However, appearsnees are sometimes
deceptive. If we press the matter further we would find out
thet Kierkegaard is not committed te a logiesl paredox, no
more than one who is swimming fest and at the same time
talking dlowly, To swim fest and talk glowly at ome and
the pam» time generates meither logical nor behavioural
paradox, But to swim fast, and to svim glowly ot ome:and
the same time is definitely paradexdoal, It is logieally
end behavicurally imposeible, Hence, on parallel grounds,
to be spubjectively certain and objm;vclr- uncortain generates
no logiesl paradox at all. This ig because the man of faith



is subjectively certain and ocbjectively uncertain in

different ways and in different svheres of certainty snd
meeriainty, and not in the cne and sewe respeci. Only if

a man of fuith &5 at one and the seme time, objectively
cortaln and objectively uncertain, or subjectively certain
and sbjectively uncertain, 1s he then confronted with a
parados,

How 4f the sbove analysis 4g¢ granted, ene can
elimirate onee and for all, the eriticimm thet Kierkegaard,
in his wivitings is an apostle of Jlogigel ebsurdity.

The sdove analysis leads us to two pogsible
conclusions: (a) that Kierkegaard intended, in his employment
of 'piredex?, a logied paredox, and consecuently, he himself
wis confused by vhat a logiesl paradox is, (b) that Wy
peradox Kierkegaard intended a non-logiesl use, namsly, an
existential one,

That Kieriegsard Intended (b) and not (a), 1s YW
now clesr, The paredox involved in truth as subfectively
andl obJertively eonsidored is not & retional ome. Por reasen,
& vas noted before, impoverishes existence or distorts it to
an ideallty vhich iy not existence, When one holds fast to a
subjective certainty, in spite of objective uneertainty, there
1s i peinygl dmanie gppogitimn to vhat aetually in 1ife -
objectivly - 1 uncertain,
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This brings the noetion of the leap into play.
The mm of faith hae two existentially cpen possibilities,
Bither to erbrace the approximitions of objective uncertainty,
or £o hald fast the subjective certainty with a leap made in
the wvaxth of pasgion, The paradox 1ies in the tengion
which enconpasses the existing ego, and vhich night be tem
asunder Af « in gpite of this opposition « one doeg not
perfomm & cholee and bocome comitted (o the risk of faith,
Furthe more, vhen Kierkegasrd affirms, ag he does in various
conterts, thet faith is not a matter of lmowledge, then faith
ap an objeetive wncertainty dots not ardge st all, For
certainty or uncertainty are to be predicated of objective
procerme of Inouledge and not of faith, Ergo, faith is
cognit ively neither certain nor uneertein, but belongs to a
different realm, the realm of subjectivity as truth,

(a) dpprehensdon. of Tmuib and the Ziment dn Historys

It is appropricte st this peint to diseern a
doctirizw found in Kierlegeard's litercture which requires
som® clome serutiny: that of 'Contemporaneity’ with the
Codemmn, Apprehension of trutl as subjectivity, and
subjertivity reduced to wntruth, dus to the fact of historiesl
revelition, necegsarily posite the Memint ms the objeet of
ultimete truth, and eonsequently reises the problem of
emtenporaneity with (hrist.
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According to Kierkegaard, vhether a disciple
is contemporary vith Carist in the historiecal sense or net,
the matier i1s acclidental to genmuine feith., Truth, for
both the eontumonu; and for later generations egually,
depends on God's grinting the eondition for truth, The
contemporary diseiple and the dlseirle at '"second hand',
each has no priority over the other except in so far as
they relite themselves passionately to the God-man., In
faith, the disedple at gecond hand, if he receives the
condition, is contemporary and the contemporary who was an
'eye vitwess', withoat reeeiving the condition, is not
contemporary in texms of ultimate truth. He is simply a
spectiator for vhon the Mment had no decisive significance.
Here Kierkegaard sclopts & statement of Lessing,t vhich urges
that: a historical point of departure cannot become a salid
ground for eterneal happdress. Therefore, contemporaneity
with the historiedl persm mesns a tremendous psychic
upheaval dAnfussd vAth enthusiasm and passion, to receive
the condition, which Kierksgaard now cslls FATH,”

1

Cf., Gadwick, 0p, git., p. 53. Cf., Eragmentg, title
pige.,

2
of, P 41« For further references see Jbid.
N R vy | '
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The contemporary.., vith rempet to the Teacher's
he geme position ag the diseiple
wish to urge sbsdlute historieal

omly one humen being who is
fully informed, namely the woman of vhen he permitted
be bom, But though & omz:-q.u
historical eye-witme sy the leulty is...
dnlesd a knowledpe of all the eirownmstances with the
el labil ity of an eye-witnege d.,m-nh such an
aye-yiiness a disciple..." ﬁ.n A contenporary neY.ss
P e nme-contemporary; the real cemtemporsry is such
not by virtue of his immediate comtemporamity; ergo,
4t met aleo be possible for a non-eontomporary... to
0 a contemporary, by virtue of thet something which
mukes the contemporary & real contemporesy,... Only
the believer, 1.0., the non-imneliste *Y,
Xnows the Teacher, since he receiwes the condition from
hin, snd therefore lmows him even &g he 3s knowneees -
Wen the believer is the believer mmd lmows God through
having received the conditiom Crom God hdmpelf, every
successor must receive the conditim from God himgelf
4n precisely the same senpe, and csmmot receive 1t at a
second handy for 4f he did, thir seeomd hand would have
10 be the hand of God himgelf, aadl in that case there is
no question of gecond hand, Rat @ successor vho receives
the condition rn! God hingelf i: a comtemporary, a redl
emtePorary e "

Begides its vindicstion of the preceding remarks

the abowe quotation warrents the fdlowing inferencess

(@)

Rigtoriesl contemporansity 45 of sigmificance to

the historisn vhose plane of interest dems nok go beyond
details. Thege details have no pagmmeary relevance to vhat
is eyond time and space, namely, falth, Even historieal
precision in the ordinary sense of "historfedd' camnot de
fully emtablished, says Kierkegaard,

1

Zoid s PPe 4AT=48,
Inig s Ppe 54=56,
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(b) If truth depends on Cod giving the eonditiem,

then 1t makes mo sense to talk about past gemerations or

later non-immediate future generations, Both are equally
on par in temms of eterns) truth,

(e) Real comtemporuneity is a matter of spiritual
invardnese, a mogtly nom-gognitive immediate relation te
the absolute truth, God, that transeends hietory and its
determining conditions, Contemporaneity's accent falls on
the immdiate "how' and mot on the wmending approximation
of the objective "what',

(d) In point (e¢), Kierkegaard soems to have a point,
namely, that 4t is the imvard resdlution, the insertion of
the will, which places one before the gignificance of what
Christ vas and achdoved, But this point seems to rm
Kierkegsard dnto a @difffevlty., If historical events are
sccidental , how ghould one go about sequiring faith, 4f it
vere possihle to establish that Christ was not a real
figure, or s pretentiougly fake teacher? Kierkegaard here
night not meot us with a satisfying ansver,

(e) The diffiedlty of apprehending the details of
historical revelation, to which Kisrlsgaard glludes in
the quotatims end other passages in the Fragments, would,
as it geems, drdve him into en unrepaired epistemelogieal
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slkepticion, Kierlegiard dravs very near to the British
sheptic Fume in this comection, For Hume, as 1t is well
knovyn, the knowdedpe of the relationship between ceusal
ewnts hee  high degree of probabdlity, However, for
Kierle gaerd the umertsinty of historical information is
conquered by the sirong passion of faith,

Moreover, Klerkegaard's skepticiem concerning
the arcidental ity of historical details s consistent with
his concept of fidth as fmplying objective uncertainty;
the fuith shich im mogily nomecognitive. The facts of
historicdl revelition camnot be indubitably knowm medther
by the ferms of dfscursive reason nor by empirical
chmervetion, Conmequently, faith is neither deductive nor
intuetive, lathemstics and experimental procedures can cut
thraugh the structure of faith, serutinise and gemeralise
about dte materisl content, dut ean never breathe the dynemie
wvarmtd of fuith imto an existing ego.

Kierkogeard meintaing the above by fmvoking a
idstiretdon etuween the truth of reason and the tmuth of
faets This distinetion Kierkegaard seems to adopt from
lelbnig, and t© a cortein degree from Hume, Loidlnds
naintedned thet every logleal Judgement conveys & cognitive
truth, i this judgement is one in vhich the predicate is
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tontained in the subject, A1l such judgements are necessary
ind snalytical. However, according teo Leibniz, thess
recessary Judgements are of two distinet kindes (1) The
judgements that have to do with the possible and conceivable
end vhose contradietory is impossitle. In such Judgements

the tmtlg that 1s nmy-df is called the truth of Pure
feason, (2) ¥hile on the other hand, the judgements that
Carry agsertions sbout matters of faet are not neceseary but
@1@“. Furthermore, the truth that ig conveyed by these
Judgemente is called the truth of faet or the truth of
upmnu.l This second kind of Judgement dwaws us back to
Hume's insight, thet no judgement about contingent matters

of faet can be egtablished a pﬁoﬂ.z This neans that a priori
Judgements are incomensurate vith, and cenmet scoount for the
sequence of empirical change.

Therefore, viewed either way, frem the ratieonal or
the ggpirical standpoint, the historiesl event of the God=man,
the object of the ultimate truth, remains an uncbtainadle

L Bertrend Pussel, 4 Critical m%
(London: George Allen and Umwin, Ltd, » 198.) pp. 24

8¢ also Fragments, pp. 60-62,

2
Cfs, Thomas, Op, gdtes pe 14, Por an interegting eomparison
mr x:lr::rmh:m 'n%-h the reader ia refersed to Michara
s nating art Hume and gaaxd ", Journal
‘m, Val, 31. No. 4 (M‘hr' 1951); P m. .
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poesibility., The rational and empiriesl truths betray us
to agnosticiam, which makes fulth seem very near, almogt
eveflable, yot s actually far avay.

The point to vhich Kierkegaard ia aprroaeching
is by now within our greaspr (a) Historiesl informstion 1s
not a matter of a priori propositions, namely, logieal
mecessity. (b) The events in history are contingent, end
hence they leaws rom for freedem and doubt.* Peint (a) is
prepented sguinet rationalists and more speeifically aguinst
Hogel with regpect to his account of Christian reveletion,
For Hegel, religimm, art, and philosophy a1l _entertsdn the
Sape substenilal contept. They all are differsnt gredations
of the manifestation of the same Abgolute Spirit. This can
be entirely gramped by Speculative Jdeslfsm whose kernel 1 the
dinlectical logle, If this is cogent, then for Hegel , Kierkegeard
would maintain, the protlem of the relation of faith to reagon
does not arles.’ The faet of histordeal revelation 1s rendered
superfluous. Chript's appearance in higtory 1s not a deeisive
happening, but « nomel ordinary selfeunfaléing of the Abselute.

1 cf., m pe €7 dlso Roberte, Mo’ p. 87,

ZHovever, Hegsd 11 his early thealoglesd writings d1d dead
with the problen of faith and reason. Cf., Friedrick Hegel
trans, T.M, Knox (New York: Harper & Brothers,

¥ Ps .



- 160 =

Congequently, the distinetion that ves made by Leibnis

and adopted by Kierkegssrd, between truth of reason and
the truth of feet, 4y obliterated by the universal
neceseity of 'tight' dialectical abgolutism, That
Kierkegsard 1s right in his invective against Hegel, is
ghown by our previous observetion, that a logical system
about existence ig impossible, and that if it is at all
possible, it ig only hypothetical. Whereas faith, on the
eontrary, is an existentisl metter, and does not belong te
ideality which is the realm of reason. For reason moves

away from existence and not towards it,

Therefore, Hegel committed a colossal confusion
wvhen he firmly held that mobile historical events can be
apprehended by a tight logical necessity. When the eategory
of necessity is superimposed on becoming the outcome 1= a
distortion. Hence, whet ceme to be in the past, is past,
and consequently cannot change peither in rationality, Pr
in ectuality., It simply took place. From thig, therefore,
it does not follow thet the game events that took place in
the pagt can come into the present gxacily in the same manner
as they took place in the past. Moreover, Kierkegaard says
that historical processes are either subjeet to logic, or are
not; 4if they are, then the past is considered as lodcdh
necessary, and as a result the future must, by the same token,
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be thus mecessary. Considered this way, the nmatter of
ayprehending historical events, negates the possibility
of permine froedom, and makes faith, which is pertislly

an aet of the vill, pn_etunur !.qmuilih.1

thereas point (b), slthough it leaves room for
gemmine freedom and opensg the pogeibility of faith, it
leaves open the poesibility of doubt, Faith ind doubt are
both the outcome of the lwmry of freedem, Enpirieism does
not conquer doubt, except in so far as one ip imwediately
avare? of gense data, But the cognition of historieal events
and their pegning is not the sume as that of the certainty of
immediate sonsetion, Sensations, although eertain and
{mwdiate, belong to the flux of the pregent ind are eompletsly
different from the objeet of faith, This object ip Lrmutable,
fixmd, far from the pregent, yot it is made inmediate in the
prepent by a leap of faith, an set of will, that vanquishes
doubt of historicity after scquiring the condition of faith
frem God, Therefore, if both reationaligm and empiricism
yield uncertainty concerning the ultimate obfect of faith,
then the only possibility that is still open for one, ig the
painful venturing of a lesp., This lesp is charged with immer
fesr and trembling, and with the most enthusiagtie passion,
vhich drives one beyond ell umeertsinty te an irrevocable
eternsl contemporaneity with Christy; the contemporaneity

1 Ersgmenta , pe 65. ©f., Moberts, Qpa eikes Pe 88,
2 ig.» v 67,
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of the happy feith; a contemporsneity which transcends
time snd space, and dictates to all gemerations, whether
pagt, present or future, equal eonditions addressed to
equal advantages. '

It is appropriate here to ask whether Kierkegaard's
goncept of faith, as bas been go far portreyed, is an adequate
sclution for resclying the uncertainty of both rationslism
and empiricism into a seeming certeinty as claimed by him,
Kiezkegeard's certainty of faith might not e a genuine
certainty, It may perhaps be en fllusion that appsars to
be the redeeming alterative, The only Mhd.Qf_fw the
certainty of rumsf.n-.!nh( for Kierkegsard 1s Lpugk in
yhat our inverdness pessionately wishes and hopes for, and
wvhat 1t immwdiately grasps as certain, Certainly it 1s
herd to negotiate with one vho maintaing such a positiem
which cannet be vindieated 4in a public manmer, end can
hardly stend the assaults of rationsl or empirical perutiny.
Kierimgaard might be a vietim of an {llusien which, even
though admireble and a souree of beauty in postry and art
in general, 1s, of course, wmgratifying and misleading for
one who stakes his 1ife on, and ecraves for, Mtimate Truth,
Tt i{s vorth remembering at this point vhat Santaysma advanced

vhen analysing the origia of pestry and religion, The
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unerstanding - both the intellegible and the pereeptive -
Sartayine maintaing, vhen confronmted with the puszling
phenomena of nsture, endeavours to amalysze them in order
to mgter them, In g6 far ag it succeods In deing so,

the umdergtaniing 1s at peace. DBut, vhen despite its pover
end its ambition the understanding dwells on certain un-
snulysable and uncomprehendatile items of experience, not
varting to acknouledge defeat, it brings the imagination
into play. Imsgination comes to man's rescus frem his
predicamnt by ereating entities and concepts, and, so to
speak, alds nan to vietory over experiemce. If Santayana's
thesis hh‘u;, then on gimilar grounds, Klerkegsard's
If:4th! despite the uncertainty of meason and experience,
and te sgaingt them both, may become, as 'eertain' as the
imovations of men's imegination, hopes, wishes that

seem t0 relieve hin from his dubious stifling approximations.



CONCLUSION

Such were the vievs of Soren Kierkegesard
on the protlem of the relation of faith to reason, His
ocoupstion with this problem was not a matter of mere
chanoe, Christian magters before him exereised thelr
thought for centuries to resdlve the perennial confliet
between the inguisitiveness of the humam reason and the
authority of the divine revelation., It mey be remembered
that the problem of faith end reapen prespented itpelf
vhen the Greek rationslistic spirit cene in contaet vith
the avthority of the rewealed faith of Judaim and
Chrigtiendty, This gave rise to the Apdlogists and to
the thought of the early fathers of the chureh such as
Origen and Clement of Alexandria; Tertullion, Augustine,
Angeln, Aquinas, Luther and Paseal .

Therefore, Kierkegaard did not start right out
fron & voouous background on the suhject. He had had
behind him a long tradition of heavy mugsive speculation
on the problem, Germen Jdealimm congtituted for him, at
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least On intellectual level, a background for his

ideas. Besides, Kierkegeard could antieipate the
dangers that the -;odom mechanization, and the machine -
controlled mode of living, have on the spiritual life

of the Individual. Kierkegeard appears in historieal
perspective &g though he was after some kind of a
Copernican revolution in the spiritusl 1ife of his
century; more especially, after an existential
transformation of the Christian personality to counter-
act the depersonalizing effect of Hegelian philogophy.

Furthermore, his thought on the problem, as
was pregented in this egsay, if it places limits to the
demands of reason, doeg not gemuinely authorize one to
congider Kierkegaerd as a propounder of logical
paradoxe s. He knew very well that ome cannot vidlate
the rules of reagon and still make sense., The belief
that Kierkegaard depreciates reason was shown to be
a mode of thinking which, in as muck as it is unjustified,
is alpo un-Kierkegesardian, What Kierkegmard tried to
emphasise is the inadequacy of reason as a scle meansg of
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asequiring faith and not ite inefficiency and waweliability.
Besides, Kiorkogeard doee not deny, but explieitly asserts,
that respon 1s condueive to faith, yet iteelf wmided does
not 4n the final analysis lesd to it,






Frotlen of Pgeudomgymdty

The writer L9 avare of the dAfficulty of
studying Klerke goard s thought withort paying serious
attention to the problem of pseudomyndty, Ome wonders
which of the pseuwlonyms really represent Kierkegsard's
own views, For Kerkegaard mentioms in nore than ome
context that nmome of his works is gemuimely his. This
fact makes us hesitate to proncumce 2 definite statement
concerning the preeise maning of his thought, That
Kierkegasxd var the author of the psmulogymous works
soems unquestionstlle becsuse: (&) in hids differemt works
we find that the themws in ome are mpéated and elaborated
in the other, ¢ .g., the themes of the 'ethieal' that Judge
William presents in Either/Or, Val. I'I, is repeated in
Eeaz_ind. Trombldsg, with preeisely the mme style, elaborated
and ie surpaseed by the religious. (®) his Polnt Of View
is an open statemnt thet the Aegthetie, as well as the
Feligions writings axe written Yy hin, and that the vhdle
thought behind these vorks is "what Lt means to become a
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Coristien", Aleo, at the end of the Coneluding Unseientific
Posteeript, pp. 54 ff., ve find a note signed by Kierkegaard
vhere he maintaine that he is the author of the pseudomymous
wvorks, ".., I acknowlege herewith,.. that I am the author...
of Efther/Or (Victor Eremita), ... Fear And Trembling
(Tdbannes de Silentio)... Repetition (Constantine Constantius)
«e+ The Concept of Dread (Vigilius Haufniensis)... Philosophical
Fraigmnts (Johanmes Clinmens) ...". However, the question as
to which af the pseudonyms reprepent Kierkegaard's own thought
rensing an open question eénd deserves a separate treatment,
The writer tends to believe thet the ideas presented by
Kierkegeard's pseudonymous authors will contimue to _be hig
&nd_not hig st the seme time, For it is hard to say
definitely that Kierkegemrd endorges the views of ome
petudonym over any other. These pseudonyms are intended

to be living personalities vho would speak for themselves
about different views of life and aequire a universal
character independent of the author., This is done by
Kierkegaard in the hope of capturing individuals of

different temperaments amd modes of living, just to help

them know vhat it means t¢ exist and how to become authentie
CGhristiane., Every pseudonyymous work of Kierkegaard, as he
puats it, wae intended for a progpective captivei
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