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ID'l'RODUOa.?IOB 

.!he philoaoph1oal appzi~ach of Spon Kierkegaard haa 

ffll! man:y 7oara been i-eo~gni~ed as ~e ot the o:utatand1ng 

attempts v1th1n the Luthei,an Church to 00D11truoi; and 1"onmi• 

latE> a Clu-1at1an ph1].oaoph7. Poi- this naaon al.one. then 

is autf1oient -merit in alm.ost OJ'Q' o:am111,atJon or h1a VOl'ka. 

'lh1s atud.J', however, proposes to ezam1ne not •~ol~1vel.J' 

the wol'lt ot Kierkegaard. but also tho background of rad1oa1 

rationalism. against which .he and his the1ot1c ox1stcm'ti1al 

view 'K&S aet. 

~t 1s obvious f'l'om ev~ a oui-a017 nacUng of Itleza­

kegaawd•s vorka thc.t h1s philosophic fomul.at1on was 4ea1gae4 

to aounter-balanoo tha tremendous intluenoe of HegeJ.iim 

Idealism. on the th1nld,ng of the Qbr1at1an Church, 811d 1n 

part1csule, the L'.llther~ Ohuroh of DemarJc dv1ng his 

ls.t'et:lme. It is thei-0tore quite J)l"Oper that th1a at'Ud1' 

s.Jiouid be devoted to an evini nation, of tbs 4ootr1nea ot 

both philosoph1o- aoboola 1n· an attempt to olarUJ' the maJoi­

areaa of conten~ion. 

We have mt attempted w1tb1n.the bi-1e1' oampaaa of this 

at~ to g1ve a aumn.&17 01' the ent11'e ph11oaoph1oal poalt1on 

~f either Bagel oi- lt1akegaud.. Ra~r. ,re have attempted 

to ezplS.oate several r6atvea of both vien !n an emeaYol' 

to polnt up the immediate c11aapeamat; eziating behaen lhe 

punl7 ratlcmal1at1o and 14eal18t1c pblloaophJ' of Hegel, anc1 

one vld.ah up1N4 to i-epreaent Blblloal bu.th. 

111 



We have not ahauate4 the VOl'b of either phlloaopher 

'bJ' &DJ' :iaeana. Inaamuoh u the maj01" vork ot lt1erkegaud• 

Conolud1g5 Vmlo1ent1t1o Paataor1pt, vaa 41Note4 esaent1all7 

at Hegelian phUO.sop!q,, we have aontinecl the ev14enoe 

ac!duoecl in ~1t1o18111 ot I4ea11am to that work• al.thougb the 

q-qaa1f to• a Pl'OP•r underat,md.1Qg must lead on.e to fJ'fieJTS 

other work or ltiekagaard. 'Rm aouroe of evldem,e tO'IJ tJie 
~1gn1t!cant features of Hegel•a view has been a aeleotion · 

of ~egel• a ·works ill · aclditl~ to aeoond.U7 aovoea on which 

we bave found it necessary to Nly heavily. 

!fhG orit1ciam to be tound. 1n tbe aiate~t1al. ~oaophJ 

ot s. x •• aa ·he 11!1 somet:lmoa gratify1ngl1" oa.J.;Lec1., of Hegelian 

1~0.t1onallsm bas been considered bJ l1l8IQ' to be one of three 
. . 1 

impol'tant examinations of that BJ'&tom. !hough there are 

acme, for- example R&UGJ"o 2 who have attemptecl to minSmze 

tbs divc,rgence ot the two sohoola ot thought. 1t '1a the 

burc1eD of ~hia stuq to Ul.uoldate those &al.lent teatUNa 

of oach which oannot be :zieoono11ed bJ erq a1m1le1t7 m 
tenn1:nol.os, or at7le of ezpoa1t1on. 

It mu.at be remembere~ whGD the reader notes the appannt 

pi-oxlm1t7 ~ the two, that Eierkega.Ud vaa tra111e4 undei' 

the 1nfluenofJ or the HegelS.U 8J8tem at the VD1vera1t1, ~ 

Copepbagen. 3 anc1 that it Vfl:II au U'duou8 tuk ror the Dane 

,.. - . .. .. .. .. 
1aush Bosa Haoldnt•• Z7Pe■ !:£ Modern !heolog (Bpglan4t 

Sorlbner••• 1939), P• 226. 
2Pau1 llam88J' baa clone tbla 1D ■e'l'el'al a1't1ole■ pzteparecl 

ror ph1loaopb1oal publloat1ou. 

l»avl4 •• sven,oa, btW!SrS ~ lifffl'ert. (M1mea-
po11a1 Aup'buq Pub11abSng Bou■e; l~r, P• • 

4Y; 



r . 
' I 

mwh at home. Bia toNJ.no4,ora and much ot hia approach 

.at1U beal' the stamp or~ em;-~ tra1ri1Dg. 

Some mention :muat bo ~• or one a1gn1f1o~t aapaot 

of this stu~. We have en~avored to an.pluµSiae tboae charac-
' I 

I • 
tei-iat1oa of each phUoao~o ·91ew vhioh aeam t~ 1)1'0Ve a.a 

: 

exlatins opposition b,twee11t tbo two. Jfo attempt haa been 
I 

made further to develop thope vien. !hen.tm-e11 we bave 
' been 4el1bei-ate in the a.uiaalon -of an ezpoa1t1011 ~ the 
f: 

Hegelian state or SooletJ• ~ the ez1atent1al 41aleot1o 

proQess of s. 1t. whiah was an ant1tihetioal na7at••• 
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vaa projected beyond 1taelJ." onl7 t .o ntvn and .t1ncl v1th1D 

1taalt 1ta object. ~bl'a, as has been po1gnantl.J 4eaozt1be4 
21 

by' Ramae7. ooneaponcla to the Ol~ �T�a % �t�a�m�.�e�n�t� oonoept o~ 

1c1olatry set 1'-orth 1D Xaalah 44, 14-17. the �n % �u�l�t� ot auah 

a aelf•real.1zat1on ethioa 11 to tlncl 1n the aeli" the pr1ma 

1J;tte1"8st, and tm-ough the aalf to fSnd the good of the musaa. 

a,. th1a method God was manUeat 1D the etb1oal aonduot or 
men. Kierkegaard stnaaecl the absolute puadoz ez1a~lng 

botween God and 11111D, ezoept1Dg. the person of Jeaua Chl'iat aa 

baa been. noted above. God does not i-eveal himself 1D the 

ethical actlona of man. Rathv, man,. tbl'ougb. hla aubjaotlve 

invardneaa, mnt'i-onta an ethical oholoe• an um-eaolved pua­

doz, and 1n the act~ decision he~•• a 1-p ot faith into 

aomtthlng totall,- other than bSmselt'. Man•a role then 1a 

not tl1e abaolute i-eal1s1ng 1 taelf, but obacl1enoe to BQDD tbhag 

other than himself• God 1a that Othei- Who la not revelled 

qua God 1D :man•a action. Sq-a the· melanohol7 Dane, •• •• 

no one la ao zaaa1gned aa Go4J toza He OOJDDDm1qatea 1D oNat1Dg, 

ao as by creatlng to &a:!! 1n4epen4enoe over agalnat HlmaeU.•22 

It 1D an 1d.ealS.at!o ethic Go4 le oammun1oate4 to man 

by man, God oan be kaolfll dmplJ' bJ' obaervat:lon anct the 

objective prooeaael!i ot reason. '!hel"e.twe, Be oan be th8 

subject ot an lnterohange o.t tbaught• 1D the ..tomn o.t loglo.al 

u:pNaalon .. language. Be oan be oammnloate4 to other 

m1.Dda at arq tlae. J:n th• eziatentlallatlo Y1n Clod 

21 ' :Loo. !!!•~ p. loT. 

22xs.ezakegaarc11 !!• oit •• P• 232. 



cannot be ao oommunloatecl beo-..e God ezlata al'J4 1ib1a 

oond1 t1on cannot be pirecUoated~ !hat ta to aq • even 
I 

'Wh1le these words oOnYey the a1"1traot thought that God. 
I 

exists, 1n Na11ty theJ ann1h1late Bia eziatence beoauae these 

words say only aamethlng about Goel and do not ezper1enoe mm. 

God can only be oonmnmioated 1n eziatenoe, 1n expalenoe, 

1D the 1mmed1ao7 ot the moment of cleo1a1oil bJ' t1- 1nd1Tld.ual 

himaelt. It 1'ollova fliom thla that zae-1,iq- or Goel cannot 

be the aub3eot of an ezahaDSe of ideaa. Bo one b e7on4 

thG 1ncliv14ual oan ezper1enoa realitJ' through auoh ·• meana. 

In the words ot Kierkegaard• 

The eth1oa1 lqa holc1· or eaoh 1ndiv1dual and clananda 
that he retrain 1'ram all. aonteJPplation, • apeo1al17 
o:L' hwuan1 ty and the vorlclJ tor the eth1oa1, aa b elng 
the lntomal, cannot be o'baene4 b7 an outaicler. 
It can be realized onl.7 by the 11141v1.dual au:l:ot, . 23 
who alone can know what 1t la :that movea Wit hlm. 

Pren this existential poa1t1on objectivity oannot bo the 

aouroe or tom ot oammUD1oat1on at all.. I"t can 4o nothlng 

but C&l'l'J' the hearer in.to a a1mllar :real:lrl of UD1'eal1t7. . . . .. 
Thia poa1 tion, ot oourae0 preaenta a a.er1oua problem. 

It God oannot be oammunioated 1n th.la vq, how oan He 'beJ 

Eierkesaard -1,ludea to th:la pr~blem 111th the • ~ample ot 
a teaoher who teaohea that he ahau14 have no dlooi.pl~e .• 

Yet when tboae 1lhcn he teaohea have taught llkev:t.ae, the 

teaGb.er .t1Dcla h1maelf 1n ti. embanulng position of hav~ 

clone the V87!'1 thlDg he set ·out not to 4o.24 God oan onl7 be 

23zb14., P• 284,. -
24.z'b14., p. 10. . 



29 

toun4 1n the leap ot falth vh1oh 1• found 1D the !moat 

aubjeotiflt7. fid.a 1■ an aot that oan ODlJ' be perpetrated 

1n the 1aolat1on ot total inval'clneaa. :xr thla 1a the ou•• 

then God oannot be tauaht. Be :tbateacl must do the tea0h1ng. 

To the J)l'Oblam then• of hov one om beccme a believer• 

Klerkegaard anaver•• 

A believer 1■ cm.e who la lnt1n1te17 1Dtere■te4 1n 
another•• reallt7. ~• is a deo1aive or1tel'1on 
tor faith, am the 1zltereat 1n quaation la not Juat 
a little cUJ11oa1t7• but an abaolute clepenclenoe upon 
taith1 a objeot. · • 

'!he object ot faith la the nallt7 of another• 
and the relat1onah1p 1a one or 1nf'1n1te interest •• 
The objeot. of' na11t7 li ••• God•a rea11t7 1n 
ezlatenoe •• a partloula11 ·1D41v1clual• the t'aot .. that; 
God haa ezlated. as an lnd1v1dual h11mon being.~ 

• • 

The oomm.un1oat1on ot exlatlng :reallt7 :or of' Goel-man oan 

therefore not be clone b7 •Jmbol•• li'or thle reason clootr1nea 

tail to ccmmunloa\e tm iu. ·ot Goel. 'Dae7 a-e tl'le negation 

ot llte. !he Churoh cloea not 1n ·1ta ~•tOl'J' or ocatent 

namrnun1cata thla Ute tor both are· mere abatztaotlou of 

reali~J' be70Dd the apheN ot a::latenae. God la ocmmaanioa­

ted cml.J' 1nd1reotl.J' wbba the md1v14ua1• 1D the depth■· 

of tear and trembling• t1n4a an lntlnlte 1ntenat 1D the 

Nal1t7 ot Go4 Who a:lat•• 

we mq aak here vbat poaaible purpoaa language oan 

aene 1n th1e1:tunatlon U it raua· to-conve7 the rel1g1oua 

message. Language.. though lt i'aU11 to hiput -, ezlateiltlal. 

1-eallt7. tunot1cma aa incllNot oommuns.oatlon '.Without w~oh 

man oould not poaalbl.J' oame t~ an a::1atent.1al. Jmovleclge .ot 
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God 1n tbe t1rat pl.ace. !hl'oughout the Poataortpt 

l'tS.erkegaarcl haa made those 1iho vou1d "011ate" Chltiatlan!t7 . 

the butt ot much venomoua 1nveot1ve and purod7. Onl.J', 

however, fol' the 11eaaon: that theae watora have oonvlnced 

themselves that God oan be dlreatly: communloatecl. 26 
A 

.-h&l"p llne ot d1at1notS.on lllllet here be drawn between d11'ect 

and 1ndii-eot aCll'llllun1oat1on. Reither the ChU1'0h DOI' sooief;J' 

could function without the a:1.4 ot language. God aould. 

neve~ become a living nalit7 tor an,one without ita use. 

Hut the 'lfould-be orator who 1a wont to use it ~uld tQe 

oaeful note that language aerve• the purpose of 1nd1Z'eot 

commun1oat1on onl7. T!mough thla uetho4 God can ba wit• 

nossed and praised and the~ebJ' 1ntroduaed to the knowledge, 

however abatraot lt m1gb.t be, of the unbelleva.. Prom 

th1s point on the 1nd1Y1dual mut 1n obe41enoe bov to the 

will ot God aa He makes 1t known 111 the aub3eot1v1tJ' ot the 

1.U.n. God and i-ealitJ 8N not"••• d1Notl7 aommunioable 

••• and cannot be understood 1mmed1atel7i, but must be 

understood 1nd1not17 thrt.iUgb 1Dc11reot ,1gna.ff27 

'Bila argu11L9nt auved to orlt1o1ae the oonalualon 4er1• 

ved ,a.m the Begel.1an IIJD.tbeala that 1f the 1nd1v1dual vei-e 

a l'efleotion or the Absolute (a neoe■a1117 oona1ua1on 1n 

Hegel•·• losS,o) • rational exallange or thought betwen 1n• 

d1v1dua1a vhS.oh 1mpartecS lnueaalng degrees of oonorete 

26zb1cl., PP• 91 fr. Aa 1n ta oaae or Jaoobl. 
271b1ci. • P• 289. 
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reality was not oi-l,7 poa~ble but essential to the 
i 

nal1zat1on ot ~ •baolu.te 1n !4at017. W1 t.hout the 

element of ex1ater4oe 1D oommun1oat1on, none waa ample 
·1 

' enough tp D&l'l'J' on, the at1U'eDeaa or God or Nal1t7. All . 
1t could do waa lnd.1:Pe~l.1', and. T8FJ neoeaaarU7, oamm,u1• 

oate that reality eo u to enable the 1D41v14ual to 

appropriate reality 1D h1a 1nmoat lmrarcmeaa. swenaon 

aumartzea, 

Pora Peal underatancU.ng, a1 41atlnot trcm an 
illusory appearance ot knowledge, there 1a here 
requ1N4 a •double Nflectlon.• In the 1"1rat stage 
of retleotlon, the th1Dker 1"1nda a universal 
pr1na1ple1 1D the aeacmcl atage• he cl1aoovera a 
particular appl1oatlon ot thia pr1no1ple to h1a 
own 1nd1v14ual. person and a1tuat1on •••• nit■ 
last ratleotion, whlah oleuia the road tor aot1on, 
ia not and cannot be a oooperatlve enterprise but 
1a iwather something wbioh -aaoh 1Dcliv1clual iw, 
tor hlmaelt - an eaaentlal aeoret. By tbla Nneo• 
t1on the individual 1aolatea h1maelt, a1noe 1t makes 
the twth 1Dt§8aamet.b1ng tbat belonp to him anc1 
to h1m alone. 



COBCLUSIOI 

The phUoaoph1o poa1t1on ot lt1erkegaard wa■ perhap■ 

one ot the moat baalo attaoka vhloh ooulct be lnele4 

against a purel7 ratlonall■tlo ideali;sm llke Hegel.••• 

H1a attack waa polnte4 P"01■•17 at tbat point wliere 

ultimately all . t01'1118 ot n.tlonallmn muat be veak, namel7, 

the faUUl'e of a pure,. a~atnot 117s1;em to enoount••• deal 

with, or aomprlse t~e elem.ant ot being 01' ~atenoe. 

''1lough muoh IIIQ' be aald 1n favor ot a paeuclo-Q'at• which 

attempts to embrace thla •lgns.t1oant uea, 1t lie■ v1th1D 

the scope ot thia pape ODl.J' to clemonat11ate the etreotl••• 

nasa 'With whioh JC1ezikegaard ••4 this element ot eziatenoe 

to attack the ldealiam ot Hegel. nata haa be•n 4one, 

we believe, :ln the ev:ldenoe aclduoect • . 
We have pointed to the aallent teatUl'ea ot Bagel•• 

pantheiatla anct rat1onallat1o 1deallam vhloh were areaa 

or contention m the position ot siren Klerkegaud. It 

m.q be observed frOlll the ~v1dellae that his or1t1que 

nga.rd1ns oon01'8teneaa in Hegel•• a7at•, hla attack upon 

the poaaib111tJ' ot an md,llting, n.tlonal IIJ'■tem tor the 

aoqula:ltlon ot tnth, amt h1a oond.allmatlon ot the motive 

tor auoh a a7at•,. the ethloa ot auo!J., 11114 the poaa1bUlt7 

ot the· OODIJIPm1oatlon in the qat•• VeN all baaecl upon the 

neoeaafll'J :1.nolualon of exlatenoe :l.nto UQ' aearoh tor 

philoaophlo or Nl.lgloua truth. 'l?hlll la the reuon tu 

32 
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oall!ng Kiel'kegauclta poaltlon a tb.eletlo ez1atat1al one. 

It vaa broad enough to lnolude the~ overlooked 4Smena1on 

of ezlatenoe. and narrcnr enough to J1egard the truth as 

an end 1n the long ati-uggle ot moral man v1 th mOl'al and 

contra41ct1Dg pbe~, l'ozi th1a reaaon,. KS.erkegaard wa 

a Jll0l"a11at above all. Be :,ieplaoe4 tunot'lou of :m1ncl with 

moral cona1derat1ona• objeot1ve rat1onal1sat1on '111th 

subjective ezam1nat1on• and 1n ao doing J)l'ov1ded ua v1th 

one of the moat el'Udl~e or1t1olaa ever aclduoed aga:lnat 

Hegelian pblloaop!Q' • 

• 
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