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It was the state church situation which helped promote
this i1dea. Klerkegaard is bitter in his oriticism of infant
baptism and the rite of confirmation in this respect. The
state church Promoted a superficlal membership to an organ-
ization everyone belonged to by virtue of state decree .?
It was Grundtvig and his followers who encouraged this with
their stress on the church. The confession of the creed aml
reception of the sacraments were the important signs of
Gonsscrated membership in the church. For Kierkegaard this
kini of orthodoxy encouraged externalism and irresponsible
ohurch membership. The established church, so to speak,
became the proprietor of Christianity to whom everyone must
g0 in order to enter the Christian faith.3

Kierkegaard admits that there is a place for organiza-
tion or the "crowd" in worldly matter, but not in the reli-
glous sphere.* The "orowd" is an abstraction. It is a
static thing. The religious man on the other hand is always
striving before God.> When the individual takes refuge in

25oren Kierkegaard, Attack Upon "Christendom," trans—
lated by ¥Walter Lowrle Z#Flnceton: Princeton University

Press, c.1944), p. 205.

3Soren Kierkegaard, The Point of View, translated by
Walter Lowrie (London: Oxford University Press, 1950),

p. 135.
bIpid., p. 112.

5Soren Kierkegaard, Treining in Christianity, trans-
lated by Walter Lowrie (Princeton: Princeton University

Press, c.1944), p. 89.
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the "crowd" in face of personal responsibility, the "crowd”
becomes a demonic instrument and untruth.® This the estab-
lished order mot only deprives the individual of hls person,
but it also offers him protection from & personal God re-
lationship.

The established order demands a totality of being and

Wwill net recognize that individual in his personal

conviction and relation wlth God.7
Klerkegaard set out to split the "mass" into individuals arm
then into individuels before God. ¥ith the category of the
individual, he hoped to provoke the established church to
reestablish Christianity in the New Testament sense.8 He
contended that to arrive at true Christianity you must begin
With the individual and his relation to God. Martin clearly
defines his position.

T0o be a Christian in the New Testament sense means that

gvery incividual as an indivicduzl shall relzte himself

personally to Christ in fear and trembling through the

lezp of pasgionate Geclsion in the despeir of his gullt

before Goc'l.§

Everyman stands in equality before God and i1s loved by

God.10 @od invites all men to Himself, but each man must

6Kiorkegaarii, The Point of View, p. 1ll15.
?Kierkegaard, Training in Christianity, p. 92.
SKierkegaard, The Point of View, p. 9l.

9. V. Martin, The Vings of Falth (New York: Philosoph-
1cal Library, 6.1951), p- B0-

10 : Two 1 £ G ion, trens-
Soren Klerkegaard, Two Discourses at Commun "
lated by Walter Lowrie (f’r:l.nceton: Princeton University

Press, 1l944), preface.
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8ccept the invitation by a solitary venture of fa.‘l.th.l""'

To establish this "I" and "Thou" relation, the individual
Tust igolate himself from everyone. "The very first condi-
tion for becoming a Christian is %0 be absolutely introverted.
Jeing thus infinitely introverted, the introvert has nothing
t0 do with anyonec olse.s12 The truly spiritual man must be
8ble to endure isolation so that he is not dependent upon
“the other.nl>

It is in this solitude that the individual is confronted
by God. Confronted by the absolute demend of God, the indi-
Vidual, if serious becomes conscious of the reality of his
8in. ‘'his 15 the gonditio sine qua non of Christianity, and
it is pessibvle naly for the individual as aan 1nd1v1dual.1""
In this condition, the individual must make the choice of
faith and rely upon God's grace. Kierkegaard describes
thie action in “The Morel* of his first edition of Training
in Christianity.

It is that everyone for himself in quiet inwardness
before God, admits how he stands (in a relation of failing
to reach the ideal) and accepts the grace God offers the
imperfect. Then he shall go about hils work asking God to

11K1erkegaard., Training in Christianity, p. 17.
121biG., p. 219.
1okierkegeard, Attack Upon "Christendom," pp. 162 f.

lusoren Kierkegmard, Sicknepss Unto Death, translated by
WValter Lowrie (New York: Doubleday & Company, Inc., 1954),

P. 250.

“»_
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help in all and humbling himself before God contimually for
failing to meet the requirément.l5

In this venture of faith the individual breaks relations
With all temporal and finite quthority in order to endure
the conflict with the powers of hell.l6 There 18 only one
divine authority, Jesus Christ.:? Christ Himself, there-
fore, places the individual above the g::'t:mp.]-8 Because the
Personal faith relation of the individual with God 1is pre=-=
éminent, the established order becomes offended. The
offense of Christianity is that God enters into & relation
with the individual and that individual in turn owes a2ll
8llegiance to God alore.l? The individuasl who strives to
be like God, totally subject to His will, stands in opposi-
tlon to the establishment which would make a claim on his
life .20 Lowrie points out that Kierkegaard does not deny
the divine authority of the church and ministry. He rebels
only against such legal or constitutional authorities of the
church which would infringe on the spiritual authority re-

1okierkegaard, Treining in Christianity, p. 71.
16K1erkegaard, Attack Upon "Christendom,” p. 191.
17Ki1erkegaard, Two Discourses at Communion, p. 22.
18k1erkegaard, Training in Christisnity, p. 87.
l9xierkegaarr1, Sickness Unto Death, p. 216.
201big., p. 251.
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8lding in the individual.2l

With the individual, Klerkegasard not only attempted to:
Péscue Christianity from the established church, but also
from the intellectualism of his age. He naintained that all
truth must ne avpropriated by the indiuvidual in his life in
terms of his God relation if it is to be truth for him.
Klerkegaari refutes any attempt to bring the Christian life
in a logical system by pointing to the concrete existence
of the individual. The individual can never be comprehended
in the logical abetraction of & system.?2 The individual
also preserved Christianity from the pantheism of a
Schleiormacher. When the individual maintains his :ld_en.t:.‘l.t;y
there ie no confusion between the yox popull and the vox 294.23
Although he stresses that the individual strives to be like
God, there is always a return to the individual's own person-
8lity. The union of the individuel with God proceeds through
the personality and transformes the individual in the process.zl*

3ome of the most gripping passages in Kierkegaard's

works deal with his existential conception of man. The works
vibrate with his passionate interest for "that individual I

i 2lyalger Lowrie, Kierkegaard (London: Oxford Univer-
Blty Press, 1938), p. 52%.

22Edmuna Clawney, "A Critical Estimate of Soren

Kierkegaard," The Westminster Theologioal Journal,V (November,
19""2) ’ 29.

23K16rkegaard, Phe Point of View, p. 167.
24 urnels of S K
Soren Kierkegaard, The Journe %Eo _ngogin ASIEOM

edited and translated by Alexander Dru
University Press, 1951), p. 63.
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°all my reader." It is aifficult to overemphasize the
important contribution he made in thie area. His effort
%0 stress the distinetive quality of eech man as a person
before Cod is essentlel to & true urderstanding of the coa-
eept of faith in the New Testement. He shed light for his
conterporaries on the subjective apprchension of the Christian
mescage. His effort to bring to bear the ethical consequen-
¢eés of & sincere personal faith can never be overlooked by
the church.

Mierkegaard's isolation of the individual, however,
ralses an actual question. How is the individual related
to the community of believers , the church? It is ac.this
point where Kierkegaard appears most vulnerable. HKarteusen
himself attacked him on the concept of the church. He
admite the individual must be held up against Hegellan
ldealism and the personality of God and pantheism.25 But he -
eriticizes Kierkegaard for destroying the concept of the
church in the process.26 Martensen points out that personal
existence can be developed only through a fellowship. The
community depends on the individual, but the individual
exists in ana by the commnity.2! The opposition of individ-

ualism and soclalism is synthesized in the concept of the

25H. L. Martemsen Christian Ethics, translated by
-C. Spence (Edinburg: T. & %. Clark, n.d.), pp. 221 f.

26&&-, De. 228.
271Ibid., p. 230.
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Clurch. The church is not a collection of individuals, but
the body of Christ s an organic unity of members. Kilerkegaard's
Goncept of the kingdom of God lacked cosmic significance
because he completely personalized "eternal blesssm:mess."28

Martin and Lowrie both came to Kierkegaard's defense
against Hartensen's criticism. Lowrie maintains Kartensen
misinterpreted Kierkegaard's individual to meen individual-
istic. Kisrkegaard was objecting only to the church as a
Soclety, which exiats in abstracto prior, and apart from
the individusis who make 1t u}g.29 Martin's defense rests in
the fact that Klerkegaard wanted to establish first of all
résponsible individuals before God. Only thenr would he con=
Bider their relation to the church.

It is omly after the individusl has acquired an ethi-

cal outlook, in the face of the whole world, that;jghexe

can be any suggestion of really Joining together.

Klerkegaard probably never totally rejected the idea of

the church. bDuring his 11fe€1me he attended church regularliy,

réceived the sacrament, and preached on occasion. He held

the conviction that the gates of hell would not prevall
Bgainst the church. His concept of the church is that it is

zs;b;d.o g De 236-

2910wrie, op. eit., p. 525.

30¢)erkegaard, The Present Age, cited in Martin op.
th-'l P- 127-
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invisible and founded within the subjectivity of the indi-
vidua1.31 He viewea the church as & body primarily in
eschatological terms. Its real existence will be realized
only in eternity. In time the church is always m.‘l.l:l.tant.32
It existe s @ parenthesis in Christ's life until his retum .23
For Kierkegaard the balance between religious isolation and
the chureh will be realized in eternity.

"The congregation" therefors belongs properly to eter-

nity; "the congregation is at rest while "the individ-

ual” is at unrest. But this life is precisely the

time of testing, the time of unrest--"ths conzregation

has its ablding place not in time but only in eternity,

whera it is the assembly at rest of all the 15&1?1.&11815,
whe stood the test of combat and preparation.

Even the most sympathetic reader of Kilerkegsard will
have to admit that he does not deal adequately with the
relation of the individual to the church. In the first place,
he never sdequately distinguishes the concept of the church
as it is developed in the New Testament over against the
established order of his da.v.35 Kierkegaard does not deal
with the kingiom of God proclamation of Jesus in its unl-
versal scope. He does not come to terms with the petition

"that they all may be one.® The Pauline concept of the body

31K1erkegaard, Concluding Unsclentific Postscriot, p. 53.
jzxierkegaard, Training in Christianity, p. 197.

3 1b15., p. 198.
M1p15., p. 218.

ms e e

35 rames Collins, g%g_r of 2?9&9&'1 (Chicago:
Henry Hegnery Company, 1953), D. 215.
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of Christ is Judiclbusly avoided. In view of this, the
estior could be asked if Kierkegaard wag really in & posi-
tlon to judge the established church on New Testament grounds.
Haecker points out this weakness which resulted from his
undialectic approach to reatore an ethical expression in
Christendom.

This exclusive ethical passion finally led the great

and experienced dialectician to misunderstand the

dilalectics of the church. It led him to ignore the

fact that the church 1s like a net thrown into the

s5ea, which catches all mammer of fish, like a field

Sown with wheat which grows side by side with weeds,

and that at the end of the world the angels will

separate good from evil; that despite the rotten fish,

desplte weeds, the church is the holy net and the

sowed _fleld, but Klerkegaard wanted the separation in

tine.3

In the second place, it can be said that Kierkegaard's
failure to relate the individual to the church cuts the
individual off from the very means God employs to confront
him. He isolates the individual so that technically at
least, he 15 unable to hear the viva vox ecclesise.
Kierkegaard in his own lifetime was mot consistent with this
position. He did not live in abstracto but participated in
the life of the church and the means of grace. H1ls stress
on the isolation of the individual threatens the very ethical
response he desires. The individual becomes sO preoccupiled

with hls own condition that he fails to fulfill his respon-

8ibility to his brethren.

36mneodore Haecker, Sorenm Klerkezaard, trenslated by
Alexander Dru (London: Oxford University Press, 1937),

P #3.




CHAPTER V
CHRISTENDOM AND THE PARADOX

It has been pointed out that Kierkegaard's critique
Was primarily intellectual and theological. It is under-
standable that he goes into length in the eriticism of the
message of the church itself. The next two chapters deal
With Kierkegaard's appralsal of the Gospel in Christendom.
The error of Christendom was not so much a matter of theolo-
glcal content as 1t was application of the Gospel. In this
chapter, the ratiomal objective form of the Gospel as it is
communicated comes under criticism. Against this Klierkegaard
8et up the Paradox, the offense and the contemporaneous
disciple,

The problem is summarized by Kierkegasard in the follow-
ing passage.

It is an unpermissible and unlawful way people have

become ¥nmowing about Christ, for the only permissible

vay is to be believing. People have mutually confirmed

one another in the notion that by the.aid of the up-

shot of Christ's 1life and the 1800 years (the conse-

quences) they have become acquainted with the answer

to the problem. By degrees, as this came to be

accounted wisdom, all pith and vigor was distlilled out

of Christienity; the tension of the paradox was relaxed,

one became a Christian without knowing it, and without
in the least noticing the possibillity of offense.

lsoren Kierkegaard ng‘g% in Christianity, translated
brlgﬂyer Lowg.te (Princeton: Princeton U’i’!veraI%r Press,
C. » P 38.
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~ The preceeding passage indlcates Kierkegaard's oriti-
Que of the imtellectualism of his age. His generation
thought of 1life in terms of understanding.? Danish orthodoxy
under the influence of Hegel attempted to relate the Gospel
in an objective rational form. This resulted in a strongly
apologetic theology. fierkegaard uses the "professor" as
8 symbol of this movement away from existence. He uses 1t
8s a characterization of lartensen who was professor of
theology in Copenhagen. Kierkegaard labels any defender of
Christianit;.r on rational ground a Judas No. 2.3 He criti-
¢izes the preaching of his day which "defends" and trans-
lates everything into "eomprehend.ing-""" All apologetics
are the device of Satan to undermine the authority of God.~
He objected to the attempt at a "working", "positive" approach
to Christisnity that marked his age.0 |

This sltuation had its effect on the life of the church.

It resulted in a divorce of life and thought. People be-
came merely observers of the Christian system, and they falled

2Soren Klerkegmard, The Jourmals of Soren Klerke rd,
edited and translated by Alexander Dru (London: Oxford
University Press, 1951), p. 33.

3soren Kierkegaari, Attack Upon "Christendom," trans-

lated by Walter Lowrie (Princeton: Princeton University
Press, c.1944), p. 218.

l"K.terkegaard, fraining in Christianity, p. 235.

SKierkegmard, Attack Upon "Christendom,” p. 225.

6Karl Loewith, "On The Historical Understa of
Klerkegaard," The Review of Religion,VII (March, 1943),

. 234,
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to enter the raith exlstentially.7 Preachers made Christi-
anity easy by rationally eliminating the offense of the New
Testament nessage. Because the offense was eliminated, there
Was no real requirement for a personal commitment of faith.
In short, the Gospel was never pointed in its radical form
8t the individual to force him to make & decision for or
against it.B

defore describing Kierkegaardi's correctives in this
réegard, it is necessary to understand & basic principle
widerlying this whole section. Kierkegaard maintained that
truth iz not a form of dootrine but a mode of existence.?
A man possesses the truth as he lives in the truth.l9 Thus
he posits the thesis "truth is subjestivity.® When speaking
of the Christian he does not deny objective truth or revela-
tion. His point is "only truth that edifies is truth for me."ll

The subject does mot receive the Christian truth from within

himself but from the revelation of God in history.l2 The

7Reidar Thomte, Kierkegmard's Philoso of Religion
: 'M“‘Ig%), p—iﬁ". 14,

(Princeton: Princeton University Press,

8.‘3«:>ren Kierkegaard, For Self Examination, translated Ly
Waltgr Ilowrie (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1944),
pp‘ o f.

9Sor-::m Klerke 4 51
4 gaard, Christian Discourses, translated by
Walter Lowrie (London: 'Oxford University Prez.ss. 1952), p. 221.

10k1erkegaard, Training in Christianity, p. 228.

11
Hugh Ross Mackintosh, Types of Modern Theolog)
(London: Charles Soribner's Sems. 1539) . 5o 2%

1230ren Klerkegaard, Concludaing Unscientific Postscript,

translated by David F. Swenson and Walter Lowrie (Princeton:
Princeton University Press, c.l941), p. 498.
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truth for a Christian 1s revealed in Jesus Christ. He 1is
the truth, and mis 11fe expresses the way to the tmth.lB
To have the truth means to become & spiritual person in &
covenant relation with God.l¥ The important point is that
truth rmist be approached subjectively; that is, it must be
translated into the area of a person's existence,l5

It i1s from this understanding of the apprehension of
truth thut Rierkegaard derives the principle of reduplication,
¥hich underlies the entire attack.l® It is the principle
that a man must ks what he thinks and teaches.l? When a man
in truth relates himself to God this relationship is not onlLy
éxpressed in words but also by permitting God to transform
his entire 1ire .18 To be a Christlan means to reduplicate

In one's exlztence the truth of Jesus Christ.l? This prin-

13Kierkeg~;=3.ar<1, Training in Christianity, p. 202.

l‘!"l‘heodore Haecker, Soren Kierkegaard, translated by
Alexander Dru (London: Oxford University Press, 1937), p. 2&.

1 25Kierkegaam » Concluding Unscientific Postscriot, .
p' 7 e

Ysawara D. Gelsmar, Lectures on the Relizious Thought
of Soren Kierkegmard (Hinneapolis: Augsburg Publishing
House, 1937}, p. 49.

175oren Kierkegmard, The Point of View, translated by
¥alter Lowrie (London: Oxford University Press, 1950),
p' 132.

: 5;8K1erkegaara. Concluding Unselentific Pogtsoript,
P. .

19Kierkegaard, Training in Christianity, p. 23%.



