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Reihe Philosophie Band 94.
Verlag Konigshausen & Neumann, Wiirzburg 1991, 152 S.

In den letzten Jahren hat die Anzahl der Interpretationen, die Kierke-
gaards Werk auf Fragen der politischen Philosophie beziehen, betrichtlich
zugenommen. Dabei scheinen in Zeiten zunehmender gesellschaftlicher
Individualisierung seine Texte nicht mehr primir als Kritik der indu-
striellen Massen- und Warengesellschaft interessant zu sein, so wie dies
fiir die iltere Forschung galt. Vielmehr erweist sich Kierkegaards Werk
nun als eine Hilfe zum Verstindnis genau dieser gesellschaftlichen Indi-
vidualisierung und zum (philosophischen) Umgang mit ihr.

Auf das Phinomen der Individualisierung nimmt auch Elke Beck
in ihrem Buch, einer philosophischen Dissertation aus Miinchen, Bezug.
Doch ist dies nur das Sprungbrett fiir ihr eigentliches Thema: das Ver-
stindnis der personalen Identitit. Zur Aufklirung dieses Begriffes unter-
sucht sie Texte von Kierkegaard, Adorno und Habermas. Doch muf3 der
oder die erwartungsvolle Kierkegaard-Leserin bereits hier vorgewarnt
werden: Dies ist nicht nur keine Monographie speziell iiber Kierke-
gaard, es ist itiberhaupt keine Monographie iiber Kierkegaard! Zwar
kommt dem Dinen fiir die Argumentation der Verfasserin eine zentrale
Stellung zu, doch umfaBt die eigentliche Kierkegaard-Interpretation we-
nig mehr als 20 Seiten; dies ist auch gemessen am geringen Umfang des
gesamten Buches (138 Seiten Text) sehr knapp (freilich kommen auch
die beiden anderen behandelten Autoren nur unwesentlich besser weg).
Doch wei} der gelehrige Kierkegaard-Schiiler um den kategorialen Un-
terschied zwischen quantitativer und qualitativer Betrachtung und wird
sich daher nicht der Médglichkeit verschlieBen, daB8 auch auf engem
Raum wichtige Einsichten verbreitet werden kénnen.

138



REVIEWS

Man kann in dem Buch eine Zweiteilung erkennen: In einem er-
sten Teil wird der Begriff der Identitit in mehreren geistesgeschicht-
lichen Durchgiingen einleitend entwickelt. Der zweite Teil bringt dann
die Diskussion mit den drei Hauptzeugen der Untersuchung. Beck ar-
beitet von Anfang an mit einem grundsitzlichen Dualismus in der Be-
stimmung des Identititsbegriffs: Danach wird einerseits in vielen Theo-
rien Identitit unter der leitenden Kategorie des Allgemeinen verstanden,
und zwar in zweifacher Richtung. Zunichst ist Identitit in diesem Fall
ausschlieBlich “soziale” Identitit, die als personale Bestimmung stets
durch soziale Beziige und Interaktionsprozesse vermittelt und in Au-
seinandersetzung mit der Offentlichkeit erworben wird. Insbesondere in
der Sozialpsychologie (Mead, Goffmann, Erikson) werde Identitit auf
die Funktion psychosozialer Integration reduziert (S. 22-34). Dazu gesellt
sich jedoch auch die philosophische Identititsvorstellung. Ein kurzer
Durchgang von Descartes bis Hegel (S. 35-48) zeigt, daf} hier Identitit
zwar in ihrer Bedeutung fiir das Verstindnis eines moralisch handelnden
Subjekts gesehen wird. Gleichwohl dominiert auch hier das Element des
Allgemeinen, und zwar in Form des “abstrakten” Sittengesetzes (Kant,
Fichte) und der Geschichte (Hegel). Was damit fiir den Identititsbegriff
verlorengeht, ist nach Becks Meinung die Erfahrung der moralisch-
praktischen Individualitit als eines kontingenten Besonderen, das nicht
metaphysisch oder geschichtlich ableitbar 1st. An diesem Defizit setzt
Beck ihren zweiten, positiven Begriff von Identitit an. Dieser hat zum
einen eben diese unvermittelbare Partikularitit gegen die Krifte des All-
gemeinen zum Ausdruck zu bringen, muf3 damit aber zum anderen die
Voraussetzung gerade der sozialen und politischen Existenz des Individu-
ums artikulieren. Personale Identitit als “innere Einheit” (S. 36) eines
Lebensentwurfs soll ein nicht-metaphysischer Begriff von Subjektivitit
sein, der es erlaubt, Individualitit und Sozialitit als vermittelt zu denken.
So gewinnt Beck ein klares Begriffsgebiude, mit dem sie im folgenden
ihre drei Hauptautoren bearbeiten kann. Allerdings ist zu fragen, ob diese
Gegeniiberstellung der beiden Identititsbegriffe nicht viel zu schema-
tisch ist. Auch ergibt sich aus dem bloBen Schema noch nicht ohne
weiteres seine Bewertung. Warum der moralisch-praktische Identitits-
begriff dem anderen eigentlich vorzuziehen ist, wird nirgends begriin-
det, sondern immer nur als scheinbar evident behauptet. Ontologische
oder metaphysische Argumente werden nicht erdrtert. Ferner fallen die
Ausfithrungen zu den verschiedenen hochkaritigen Autoren sehr ober-
flichlich aus.
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In der Auseinandersetzung dieser beiden Identititsbegriffe nimmt
nun Kierkegaard fiir Beck eine zentrale Stellung ein. Bei ihm sieht sie in
exemplarischer Weise das Recht “des konkreten Subjektes gegeniiber
dem Allgemeinen” verteidigt (S. 48). Diese traditionelle Einordnung
Kierkegaards erhilt nun aber durch ihren normativen Identititsbegriff
eine wichtige Erweiterung, indem Kierkegaards Subjektbegriff auf seine
politisch-sozialen Implikationen und Voraussetzungen hin befragt wird.
Die Darstellung setzt beim Mitteilungsproblem an, erortert darauthin
unter den Begriffen der “paradoxen Dialektik” und der “Geschichte” die
Frage der gesellschaftlichen Vermittlung des Subjekts und gelangt schlieB3-
lich zur Nichstenliebe als der Form, in der sich bei Kierkegaard person-
ale Identitit in der Konkretion sozialer Existenz gestaltet. In der Theorie
der indirekten Mitteilung entdeckt Beck die Reflexion der kommunika-
tiv nicht mehr einholbaren und vom einzelnen unvertretbar selbst zu
leistenden Verantwortlichkeit, die so iiberhaupt erst “die Voraussetzung
diskursiver Willensbildung” darstelle (S. 52f)). Die Bestimmung des Men-
schen als “Zwischenwesen” (S. 54), die jede metaphysische Hierarchie-
sterung des Allgemeinen entmachte, und die Entobjektivierung der Ge-
schichte fiihrten dazu, daB3 “die Qualitit der Entscheidungen des Einzel-
nen” fiir die Konstitution von Identitit entscheidend wiirden (S. 62).
Die Nichstenliebe schlieBlich sei die Praxisform, in der die Partikularitit
des Anderen anerkannt und so der “Tauschcharakter der sozialen Ver-
hiltnisse” (S. 64) iiberwunden werde. Gegen Adornos beriihmte Kierke-
gaard-Kritik wird die soziale Dimension auch des Totengedenkens auf-
gezeigt. So zeige Kierkegaards Nichstenliebe als Begriff von Selbstver-
antwortung eine “normative Kategone politischen Handelns” (S. 70), das
nicht dem metaphysischen Identititsdenken und seiner Praxis der Selbst-
erhaltung und Naturunterdriickung folge.

So wichtig die Arbeit an der politischen Dimension der Kierke-
gaardschen Texte ist, so offensichtlich sind die Mingel dieser Unter-
suchung. Becks Interpretation ist leider kaum textgebunden und nicht in
der Auseinandersetzung mit einzelnen Schriften entwickelt. Aus ihrem
Cocktail von verstreuten Kierkegaard-Zitaten und lingeren Ausziigen
aus der Sekundirliteratur LiB3t sich fiir die Kierkegaard-Exegese jedenfalls
nichts lernen. Es dringt sich der Eindruck auf, da hier ein Thema auf
Kierkegaards Texte gestiilpt wird, ohne zu fragen, was diese Texte selbst
dazu sagen koénnen. Diesem Eindruck entspricht auf der inhaltlichen
Ebene der Umstand, da3 Beck nicht nach dem Ort des Identititsbegriffs
in Kierkegaards Semantik fragt. Es gibt eine Vielzahl von Begriffen und
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Texten, di.e man zu dieser Thematik auswerten kdnnte, etwa den Selbst-
begriff oder die Rede iiber die Einheit des Willens (GIW18). Diese Be-
griffe reflektieren Kierkegaards Bemiithen um die Frage, das relationale
Handeln des Einzelnen in bestimmten Formen des Selbstverstindnisses
zu griinden. Der Selbstbegrift wie auch die Theorie der Nichstenliebe
scheinen nimlich die Perspektive des guten, gelingenden Lebens mit der
deontologischen Perspektive des geforderten Handelns verbinden zu
wollen. Ohne eine solche Verbindung aber wird nicht klar, worin die
Forderung der Liebe ontologisch griindet. Gerade diese Begriindungs-
funktion aber kénnte der Identititsbegrift iibernehmen (eine ontologi-
sche Interpretation des Identititsbegriffs bietet z.B. H. Schulz, Eschatolo-
gische Identitif). Wendet man den Identititsbegrift auf Kierkegaards Texte
an, so kann dies vor einem MiBverstindnis dieser Ethik als reiner Sol-
lensethik bewahren. Doch gerade in dieser Weise, als reine deontologi-
sche Ethik stellt Beck die Nichstenliebe dar und begibt sich damit der
produktiven Méglichkeiten ihrer Auslegungskategorie. Denn wieso soll
eigentlich jemand um die eigene und fremde Individualitit leiden-
schaftlich besorgt sein? Kierkegaards Texte drehen sich immer wieder
um diese Frage, bei Beck aber bleibt die Forderung leer und unbegriin-
det. Sie reflektiert nicht auf die Voraussetzungen von Identitit, sondern
reduziert diese selbst auf eine letzte Forderung. Und so endet dann ihr
Kierkegaard in eben jener abstrakten Allgemeinheit, gegen die sie doch
urspriinglich ihren Identititsbegriff zu Felde ziehen lieB: “Existenzdia-
lektik als Begriindung von Selbstverantwortlichkeit, die Voraussetzung
und nicht Inhalt politischer Praxis bildet” (S. 70). Spitestens hier zeigt
sich der vergrobernde Schematismus der Gegeniiberstellung von “sozia-
ler” und “personaler” Identitit, der die Kierkegaard-Interpretation zu
einer falschen Einseitigkeit verfithrt. In der Dialektik der Selbstwahl, in
der “man das Wollen wihlt” (GIW3, 180) und damit als Wihlender im-
mer schon innerhalb eines politischen Rahmens steht, warten viele In-
terpretationsfragen; aber Beck blendet sie aus zugunsten eines undislek-
tischen Identititsbegriffs. Letztlich ist ihr Urteil widerspriichlich: Be-
hauptet sie einerseits den Verlust des Politischen bei Kierkegaard (S. 50),
so gilt ihr auf der anderen Seite sein Liebesbegriff als politische Hand-
lungskategorie (S. 70). So kann man zusammenfassend feststellen: Der
Identititsbegriff ist sicherlich eine Kategorie, unter der die ethisch-poli-
tische Dimension der Kierkegaardschen Texte aufgeschlossen werden
kann; doch dazu bedarf es intensiver Textarbeit und ontologischer Re-
flexion, die man in diesem Buch leider vergeblich sucht.
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Die beiden noch folgenden Kapitel zu Adorno und Habermas
fithren keinen Vergleich Kierkegaards mit diesen Autoren durch. Viel-
mehr will Beck der “Erinnerungsspur des Begriffs der ‘Identitit der Per-
" nachgehen (S. 2), und darin bildet Kierkegaard ein entscheidendes
Glied: Er formuliere als “Korrektiv” des Idealismus die “Hintergrundan-
nahmen” fiir Adorno und Habermas (S. 14). Diese (unbewiesene) Dig-
nitit erhebt ithn zum MaBstab der anderen beiden Denkansitze. Gemes-

bRl
son

sen an diesem MalBstab fillt das Urteil iiber Adorno positiv aus, insofern
er sich ebenso wie Kierkegaard zugunsten der personalen Partikularitit
gegen die destruktive Ubermacht des Allgemeinen wehre. Uber diese
allgemeine Ubereinstimmung hinaus werden nur wenige direkte Ver-
gleichspunkte benannt, abgesehen von Adornos Liebesbegriff, der etwas
ausfithrlicher auf Kierkegaard bezogen wird. Beck bezieht Adornos Kri-
tik des Identititsdenkens ziemlich sorglos auf den sozialen Identititsbe-
griff, um dann die (subjektivititskritische!) negative Dialektik fiir ihren
positiven Identititsbegrift zu beanspruchen. Das Urteil iber Habermas
fillt kritischer aus. Er wiederholt in Becks Sicht simtliche Fehler der
Sozialpsychologie und des Idealismus. Sein ethischer und sprachphiloso-
phischer Universalismus sei zu formal, um der “Grundwahl” der Indi-
viduums (S. 131) gerecht werden zu kénnen; und immer wieder inter-
pretiere er Phinomene der moralisch-praktischen Identitit durch so-
zialpsychologische Theoreme. Vergleichende Hinweise auf Kierkegaard
sind hier nur noch selten. Die Chance, Kierkegaard mit diesen beiden
Philosophen erneut (Adorno) oder neu (Habermas) ins Gesprich zu brin-
gen, wird nicht ergriffen.

AbschlieBend mufl noch mitgeteilt werden, daB das Buch sehr
viele orthographische Fehler und sprachliche Ungenauigkeiten aufweist,
die das Lesen manchmal sehr miihselig machen.

Ulrich Lincoln
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Otto Bertelsen:
Seren Kierkegaard og de forste grundtvigianere
[Seren Kierkegaard und die ersten Grundtvigianer]

C.A. Reitzel, Kopenhagen 1996, 169 S.

Dieses Buch kann dem Autor zufolge als eine Fortsetzung des frither er-
schienenen Buches Dialogen mellem Grundtvig og Kierkegaard [Der Dialog
zwischen Grundtvig und Kierkegaard] aus dem Jahre 1990 verstanden
werden. Die These war damals wie heute: “Grundtvig hat vermutlich in
den allerersten Jugendjahren Kierkegaards eine nicht geringe Bedeutung
fir dessen Entwicklung gehabt” (S. 166). In der vorliegenden Studie
untermauert Bertelsen seine These weiter, indem er das enge Verhiltnis
Kierkegaards zu den ersten Grundtvigianern untersucht.

Das Buch besteht aus vier Teilen, die unabhingig voneinander
gelesen werden kdnnen. Der erste Teil: “Kierkegaard und der Grundtvi-
glanismus” ist eine nochmalige Einfithrung in das Verhiltnis zwischen
Grundtvig und Kierkegaard (S. 14-24). Der zweite Teil: “Dansk Kirke-
tidende” [Dinische Kirchenzeitung] ist eine Darstellung dieser Zeitschrift
in Ausziigen von 1845 bis zum Beginn des Kirchenkampfes 1854. Sie
wird mit den Kommentaren Kierkegaards gelesen, wie sie sich in dessen
persénlichen Aufzeichnungen finden (S. 25-72). Im dritten Teil: “Das
Jahr des Kirchenkampfes 1855”, dem lingsten Abschnitt des Buches,
werden nach demselben Prinzip die 1855 erschienenen Artikel analysiert
(S. 73-142). Im letzten Teil: “Nachbeben des Kirchenkampfes 1856-
1858”, mit einer kleinen “Nachschrift” versehen, werden Artikel aus
Dansk Kirketidende 1856-1858 behandelt (S. 143-170). Das Buch ist zu-
dem mit Anmerkungen versehen, in denen sich kurze Informationen
iiber die vielen vorkommenden Personen finden.

In seinem Vorwort schreibt Otto Bertelsen: “Wenn Grundtvig in
der Gedankenwelt Kierkegaards eine gleichgiiltige Person gewesen wire,
hitte dieser ihm wohl kaum so groBe Aufmerksamkeit gewidmet” (S. 9).
Das ist zweifellos eine richtige Beobachtung, und es ist deshalb eine
originelle Idee Bertelsens, Artikel und Besprechungen in Dansk Kirketi-
dende im Hinblick auf das Verhiltnis Kierkegaards zu den ersten Grundt-
vigianern zu analysieren. Und die Idee ist gut umgesetzt. Das Buch ist
ein ausgezeichnetes Beispiel dafiir, daf3 es diesbeziiglich noch viel Mate-
rial gibt, das auf eine Bearbeitung wartet. Das Buch liefert Beispiele
dafiir, wer iiber Kierkegaard schrieb und iiber wen Kierkegaard schrieb.
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Hier tauchen viele interessante Gestalten auf: A.P. Adler, Rasmus Niel-
sen, Vilhelm Birkedal, Ludvig Helweg, P.W. Christensen, R.T. Fenger
und natiirlich nicht zuletzt N.F.S. Grundtvig selbst. Bei der Lektiire hat
man freilich das Gefiithl: Auch wenn diese Gestalten Kierkegaards Ver-
hiltnis zum Grundtvigianismus beleuchten kénnen, scheint das wichtig-
ste Verhiltnis in diesem Zusammenhang das komplizierte Verhiltnis
Kierkegaards zu seinem Bruder Peter Christian Kierkegaard zu sein. Die
Tagebiicher des letzteren sind noch unverdffentlicht, aber Bruce H. Kir-
mmse hat in seinem letzten Buch Seren Kierkegaard truffet [Begegnungen
mit Seren Kierkegaard] (1996) eine Bemerkung veréftentlicht, die Peter
Christian im Mai 1838 iiber Seren fallen lieB: “P. Kgbke hat einen Riick-
fall erlebt und ist sehr geschwicht. Desgleichen Seren, aber er kommt
nun Gott sei Dank nicht nur einzelnen Christen, z.B.Lindberg, sondern
auch dem Christentum niher” (S. 203). Dieses Zitat unterstiitzt die These
Bertelsens, aber man muf3 unterscheiden zwischen den Eindriicken, die
Kierkegaard von den Grundtvigianern empfing, und dem grundtvig-
schen Einfluf3, den er durch das Verhiltnis zu seinem Bruder empfing.

Einer der feinen Ziige des Buches ist die Analyse einer Bespre-
chung Ludvig Helwegs der unter dem Pseudonym H.H. 1849 erschie-
nen Zwei ethisch-religiose Klein-Schriften. Dal} Kierkegaard unter Pseudo-
nymen schrieb, war damals allgemein bekannt, aber eben diese Verdf-
fentlichung wurde nicht als Werk Kierkegaards erkannt. Man kann des-
halb tiber die Bemerkung Helwegs licheln, wenn er schreibt, daf} diese
beiden kleinen Abhandlungen ihr Entstehen “der Lektiire der Schriften
des Mag. S. Kierkegaard zu verdanken” hitten, “sowohl was die Gedan-
ken angeht als auch deren Form. Uberwiltigt von dem Reichtum, der
sich ithm hier eroffnet hat, hat der zweifellos sehr junge Autor sich selbst
produktive Fihigkeiten zugetraut, ohne dafl er jedoch in seiner Arbeit
anderes bewiesen hat als daf er das, was anderswo vorlag, verstanden und
aufgefaB3t hat” (S. 45). Kierkegaard war tiber diese Besprechung so iiber-
rascht, daf3 er glaubte, sie sei geschrieben, um ihn “aufs Glatteis” zu
locken (S. 46). Interessant ist auch Helwegs indirekte Anerkennung der
Kritik Kierkegaards wihrend des Kirchenkampfes (S. 75).

Auch wenn es Otto Bertelsen meistens gelingt, die Dinge niich-
tern zu sehen, ufert seine Argumentation an einigen Stellen etwas aus.
Wenn Bertelsen z.B. erkliren will, warum von Kierkegaard keine Auf-
zeichnungen vor 1834 vorliegen, verfillt er auf die These, Kierkegaard
habe diese Aufzeichnungen “verworfen, weil sie zu sehr durch Grundt-
vig beeinfluBlt waren” (S. 20), eine doch wohl etwas gewagte These.
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Und wenn Bertelsen so groBes Gewicht darauf legt, daB} Kierkegaard
1855 offenbar dariiber enttiuscht gewesen sei, daf3 ihn die Grundtvigia-
ner nicht unterstiitzten (S. 110), so scheint Bertelsen nicht allein mit der
Kritik Kierkegaards an dem, was Grundtvig unter dem Christentum des
Neuen Testaments verstand, in Konflikt zu geraten, sondern auch zu
Kierkegaards eigenen sehr starken Vorstellungen davon, was es heift, ein
Mirtyrer zu sein. Das Martyrium erhilt gerade einen Teil seiner Kraft
aus dem Kampf des Einzelnen gegen die Masse. Es erscheint ziemlich
undenkbar, dafl Kierkegaard sich in seiner Auseinandersetzung mit der
etablierten Kirche die Unterstiitzung der Grundtvigianer gewtinscht hit-
te. Nicht zuletzt wenn man daran denkt, wie sich das Verhiltnis zu Pe-
ter Christian Kierkegaard entwickelt hat.

Diese Einwinde sollen jedoch nicht verdunkeln, daf3 Bertelsen
wichtiges Quellenmaterial gefunden hat, das mit groBem Interesse stu-
diert und interpretiert werden wird. Soren Bruun

Michael Bongardt:
Der Widerstand der Freiheit

Eine tranzendentaldialogische Aneignung
der Angstanalysen Kierkegaards

Frankfurter Theologische Studien, Band 49.
Khnecht, Frankfurt a. M. 1995, IX + 392 S.

Was hat Kierkegaard der Tranzendentaldialogik zu sagen? Und tiber wel-
che Einsichten verfligt diese, die iiber Kierkegaard hinausgingen? In sei-
ner Dissertation verwickelt M. Bongardt beide Partner in ein Gesprich,
dessen Diskussionsthema sich von selbst ergibt. Denn sowohl dem dini-
schen Denker des vorigen Jahrhunderts als auch den heutigen Tranzen-
dentaldialogikern geht es in ihrem innersten Anliegen um die Freiheit,
genauer noch: um die Frage nach den Bedingungen konkreter Freiheits-
realisierung in der menschlichen Existenz.

“Ein fruchtbares Gesprich [ist] méglich” (S. 95). So M. Bongardt,
der Kierkegaards Analysen aus tranzendentallogischer Sicht durchaus kri-
tisch aneignet. In vier Gesprichsgingen und einem abschlieBenden Pro-
tokoll werden beide Partner in einen schrittweise vorgehenden Proze3
gegenseitiger Verstindigung gefiihrt.
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Angetrieben wird dieser Proze3 durch die innere Entwicklung im
Werke Kierkegaards, die sich vor allem in den unterschiedlichen Posi-
tionen der einzelnen Pseudonyme widerspiegelt. So werden auf Kierke-
gaards Seite zunichst Assessor Wilhelm, dann Johannes Climacus, Constan-
tin und Taciturnus, schlieBlich Vigilius Haufniensis und Anti-Climacus ins
Feld gefiihrt. Auf der anderen Seite wird tranzendentallogisch vor allem
aus der Sicht H. Krings, J. Heinrichs und Th. Préppers argumentiert.
Innerhalb dieses sukzessiven Gesprichsganges verbindet M. Bongardt da-
riiberhinaus zwei gegenliufige Ansitze zur Interpretation Kierkegaards.
In einer ersten, als “analytisch” bezeichneten Auslegung (S. 28) kom-
men die Pseudonyme um der Eigenstindichkeit der jeweiligen Existenz-
verstindnisse willen selbst zu Worte. Daran schlieBt sich ein zweiter “syn-
thetischer” (S. 29) Interpretationsgang an, in dem es nun um die durch-
gehende Zielsetzung geht. Davon ausgehend, daf Kierkegaard selbst zwar
keine der pseudonymen Existenzauffassungen teile, dafiir jedoch die Ziel-
richtung ihrer Diskussion vorgebe, zitiert der Verfasser hier Kierkegaard
unter eigenem Namen. In der regen Diskussion kommt dann vor allem
Vigilius mit seinem Angstanalysen eine zentrale Rolle zu.

Die Angst in ihrer Bedeutung als “Widerstand der Freiheit” auf-
gezeigt zu haben, versteht der Verfasser als Kierkegaards entscheidende
Entdeckung, die er aus dialogischer Perspektive neu zu formulieren ver-
sucht (vgl. S. 214f)).

Ob und wie angesichts von Angst und Schuld Freiheit realisiert
werden konne, ist die Frage, die dem gesamten Gesprich zugrundeliegt.
Dabei werden — laut M. Bongardt — die Schwerpunkte der Diskussion
von beiden Partnern unterschiedlich gesetzt. Wihrend es Kierkegaards
Verdienst sei, betont zu haben, dal3 Freiheit unter den konkreten Bedin-
gungen der Endlichkeit jeweils individuell zu verwirklichen sei, haben die
Tranzendentaldialogiker vor allem gezeigt, dal3 Freiheit nur als Geschehen
gegenseitiger Anerkennung von Freiheit méglich sei. Wihrend Kierke-
gaard folglich tiber die von ihm mitgesetzen Voraussetzungen noch ei-
niges zu lernen hitte, wiirden seine Gesprichspartner von ihm vor allem
zur Riickkehr in die konkrete Wirklichkeit aufgefordert (vgl. S. 95).
Diese Frontlinie nun scheint mir etwas zu eindeutig gezogen.

M. Bongardts Vorwurf gegeniiber Kierkegaard, daf3 er unter Frei-
heit nahezu ausschlieBlich die Fihigkeit des Einzelnen, sich zu sich selbst
zu verhalten, und deren Realisierung verstehe (vgl. S. 215), hilt meines
Erachtens an einem Vorurteil fest, das zur Geniige widerlegt sein diirfte.
Zeigt doch z.B. Kierkegaards bekannte Definition des Selbst am Ein-
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gang der Schrift Die Krankheit zum Tode gerade die Doppelung in der
Verhiltnisstruktur des Selbst auf. Und daB der Mensch erst im Uber-
schreiten der eigenen Wirklichkeit auf eine ihm fremde Wirklichkeit
hin seine Freiheit giiltig ergreift, 1i0t sich schon aus der Argumentation
der Nachschrift schlieBen. Nur dafl Climacus diese fremde Wirklichkeit
nicht daraufhin eingrenzt, Wirklichkeit des anderen Menschen zu sein.

Auch die von M. Bongardt zusammengefa3te Einsicht der Trans-
zendentaldialogiker, daf3 Freiheit nur begrenzt verwirklicht werden kon-
ne, weil der Mensch weder den Anderen ganz zu erfassen, noch der An-
dere sich ganz zu 6ffnen vermdge, ist schon Climacus nicht neu. Nur
erklirt letzterer diese Freiheitsbegrenzung etwas besser. Denn mag M.
Bongardt auch zugestanden sein, daf3 die begrenzte Einsicht in die Be-
dingungen und VerfaBtheit der eigenen wie der fremden Existenz einer
vollkommenen gegenseitigen Anerkennung im Wege steht (vgl. S. 102),
so bleibt diese Erkenntnis doch hinter der des Climacus zuriick, welcher
die Aneignung eigener wie fremder Wirklichkeit aus dem Inferesse be-
griindet. Da der Mensch jedoch nur an seiner eigenen Wirklichkeit —
und im Glauben an der Wirklichkeit Gottes — unendlich interessiert ist,
begegnet ithm jedes andere Gegeniiber nicht als Wirklichkeit, sondern
wird ihm zur Méglichkeit. Auch in einer solchen Begegnung aber wird
— vom Interesse begrenzte — Freiheit realisiert. Und selbst wenn M. Bon-
gardt als entscheidende Einsicht der Tranzendentaldialogik ein Dialog-
verstindnis anfiihrt, welches “das auf Freiheit und die Freiheit griinden-
de wechselseitige Anerkennungsverhiltnis fremder Freiheit” (vgl. S. 97)
umfaflt, so verwendet er — wohl ohne darauf afmerksam zu sein — Kier-
kegaards eigene Terminologie. Ist doch die Rede von der Wirklichkeit
des anderen als einer fremden Wirklichkeit gerade fiir die Begrifflichkeit
des Dinen kennzeichnend, wihrend in der Transzendentalphilosophie
die Wirklichkeit eines Gegeniibers vorrangig unter dem Begriff des An-
deren verhandelt wird.

Doch abgesehen davon, da3 M. Bongardt das von ihm inszenierte
Gesprich auf einer iiberzogenen Konfrontation beider Positionen auf-
baut, sind ihm innerhalb dieses Disputes iiberzeugende Analysen der
Angst in ihrem Widerspiel zur Freiheit gelungen. Einerseits als Indiz der
Freiheitsbegabung, andererseits als Fessel der Freiheit weist das Angst-
verstindnis Kierkegaards iiber die begrenzte Sicht der Humanwissen-
schaften hinaus und inspiriert den Verfasser zu einem konstruktiven Um-
gang mit transzendentaldialogischen Aussagen, die ihrerseits nicht zuletzt
von Paul Tillichs Schrift Der Mut zum Sein inspiriert sind. Ausgehend
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von Kierkegaards Verstindnis der Angst gelingt dem Verfasser dabei un-
ter anderem auch ein erfreulich klarer Nachweis der Schwiengkeiten, in
die W. Pannenberg mit seinem in der Anthropologe in theologischer Perspek-
tive entfalteten Verstindnis von Siinde, Erbsiinde und Freiheit gerit. W.
Pannenberg, der es seinerseits in kritischer Auseinandersetzung mit Kier-
kegaards Angstverstindnis ablehnt, die Angst als neutrale Zwischenbe-
stimmung verstehen zu wollen, gelangt in Anlehnung an das augustini-
sche Verstindnis der Konkupiszenz zu einer weitgehenden Identifikation
von Angst und dem Selbstischen als Sorge um sich selbst. Von diesem An-
satz her ist ihm dann nicht mehr méglich, zwischen der Angst als Vor-
aussetzung der Siinde und der Siinde selbst klar zu unterscheiden. W.
Pannenberg zufolge ist die Angst selbst schon Siinde, entsteht sie doch
erst, wo das Vertrauen des Menschen zerbrochen ist (vgl. S. 182ff)).

Es ist das Verdienst M. Bongardts, die Schwierigkeiten dieses An-
satzes W. Pannenbergs gerade von dessen Kierkegaardrezeption her aufge-
deckt zu haben. Unter Berufung auf Vigilius hilt er fest: “So verstind-
lich die Angst den Sprung in die Siinde auch zu machen vermag — die
Angst selbst ist nicht Siinde, denn die Siinde jedes einzelnen Menschen
kann nur Siinde sein, wenn sie auf einen Akt der Freiheit riickfiihrbar
ist” (S. 186). Dall W. Pannenberg diese Riickfiihrung verweigere, ver-
steht M. Bongardt als dessen eigentlichen FehlschluBl. Und etwas vor-
sichtig formuliert er, dal W. Pannenbergs Deutung des Verhiltnisses von
Siinde und Freiheit in der Gefahr stehe, die Zurechenbarkeit des Men-
schen gegen ein universales Verhingnis einzutauschen (vgl. S. 188).

So verteidigt M. Bongardt nicht nur Kierkegaard, sondern hilt
auch am Postulat der Freiheit fest. Denn bei aller Polaritit des von ihm
gefiihrten Gesprichs versteht er folgende Einsicht als grundlegende Uber-
stmmung der beiden von ihm angefiihrten Partner: “Nur wo die Frei-
heit sich selbst ergreift, gewinnt sie Realitit” (vgl. S. 109). Da M. Bon-
gardt diesen Optimismus letzlich in dem die Angst entmachtenden
Glauben verankert, weist ithn als Theologen aus, der Kierkegaard als
christlichen Schriftsteller ernst nimmt.

Dorothea Gléckner
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Lise Busk-Jensen, Jorgen Holmgaard og Jens F. Jensen (ed.):

Kultur og Klasse
[Culture and Class]

25th Annual Series, no. 1. Medusa, Copenhagen 1997, 138 pp.

This number of Kultur og Klasse is almost exclusively dedicated to Seren
Kierkegaard and, in the first four articles, primarily to a reading of his
authorship with special emphasis on the concept of the esthetic.

Isak Winkel Holm opens the ball as he asks the master of dance for
a waltz, trying to give a new definition of the esthetical. Winkel Holm’s
article is clearly the most interesting and pioneering, as he suggests a
third position for viewing the esthetical in the works of Kierkegaard.
The traditional view has been a kind of twofold definition going back to
Adorno’s division in Kierkegaard: Konstruktion des Asthetischen of the esthet-
ical into on the one hand, a theory of arts and on the other, an existen-
tial sphere. Joakim Garff follows this double determination in “Den Sovn-
lose” as he makes a division between the esthetical as a medium and as a
stage. In short, the traditional definition is in a way a division between form
and content, but Winkel Holm finds this definition too simple and too
unprofitable. He therefore elegantly advocates a threefold division: First-
ly, the esthetic as gestalt, secondly as genese, and in between something
which he calls “the implicit poetics” of Kierkegaard. This implicit poetics is
not a theory, but a practice that takes place each time Kierkegaard pro-
duces or literally stages his own texts. This third position is a kind of com-
bination of form and content since the one cannot be separated from the
other. Winkel Holm thus tries to reestheticize Kierkegaard’s works since he
wishes to avoid a subordination of the content to the form or vice versa.
The esthetic is neither pure form nor pure content, but the almost sub-
lime combination of both, especially in the early works of Kierkegaard.

Without referring to or directly using this third definition of the
esthetic, Jacob Boggild in a way makes the same distinction in his very vig-
orous and informative article. He argues that the chiasm 1s a tremendous-
ly important figure in the Kierkegaardian works and that this gives the
texts a kind of inverse structure, which is used to seduce the reader.
Kierkegaard does not try to recount the truth as consistently as possible,
but he wants to speak to the senses. He therefore uses a language of po-
etry - an esthetic language, where the content in fact lies implicit in the
form - or vice versa.
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Bo Kampmann Walter writes about Fear and Trembling and in par-
ticular about Abraham’s silence. Abraham’s inability to speak also makes
it impossible for Johannes de Silentio to write about the event. But since
he does it anyway, even though he himself is aware of the problem, this
creates a special kind of language: an esthetic language which can express
what cannot be expressed. The esthetic is thus a form of language for the
inexpressable and unutterable, which means that again in this article form
and content seem to meet in a happy collision. The first three articles thus
directly or indirectly introduce a new approach to the esthetical in Kier-
kegaard’s works and avoid a traditional view that only looks negatively
and with distrust on the esthethical, as if it were something suspect.

The next article concerning Kierkegaard, on the other hand, is
very traditional. Michael Juul Therkelsen writes about the esthetic as a tool
by which Kierkegaard seduces his reader. Kierkegaard himself makes this
statement in The Point of View for my Work as an Author, which Therkelsen
also refers to. Therkelsen, like most recent research, expresses a mistrust
concerning Kierkegaard’s retrospective explanation of his authorship in
The Point of View, but in any case Therkelsen seems to adopt the idea and
use it for his very standard reading of The Seducer’s Diary. For Therkel-
sen the esthetic seems to be pure form; it has to do with how something
1s written and how this affects the reader. But the esthetic 1s clearly more
than that, something which the three earlier contributions so elegantly
have expressed. I also find 1t a bit peculiar that Therkelsen equates the es-
thetic with skenlitteratur. Isn’t that a genre?

Also Henrik Stampe Lund’s article could in a way be described as
traditional. Lund’s main argument is that the theological structure of
Kierkegaard’s authorship can be explained as an expression of a special
psychological structure that has to do with Kierkegaard’s view of the re-
lation between a father and a son as a relation of authority. Lund states that
Kierkegaard’s strict and absolute concept of God is built upon a special
kind of authoritative relation between man and God, and he uses Kaf-
ka’s Brief an den Vater for a comparison with Fear and Trembling to illus-
trate this. But who has really ever doubted that? Nonetheless the com-
parison with Kafka plus the solidity of the argumentation and the verbal
eloquence make the article more than traditional and worth reading.

Taken as a whole this number of Kultur og Klasse is very recom-
mendable. It is especially exciting reading since the literary approch to
Kierkegaard’s works opens new perspectives, particularly for a determi-
nation of the esthetical. Pia Seltoft
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Niels Jorgen Cappelorn, Joakim Garff, Johnny Kondrup:

Skriftbilleder.

Seren Kierkegaards journaler, notesboger,
heafter, ark, lapper og strimler
[Picture-Writing. Kierkegaards journals, notebooks,
exercise books, folios, loose sheets and slips]

G.E.C.Gad, Copenhagen 1996, 178 pp.

Reviewers in Kierkegaardiana do not usually comment on the production
qualities of the books they review, but Skriftbilleder 1s a very unusual book,
in which (as the title suggests) the visual impact is integral to what the
authors are aiming to achieve: to bring us face to face with the material
record of Kierkegaard’s literary productivity. And so, to the book itself,
and to what first strikes the reader (or even the bookshop browser): the
outstanding quality of the design and colour reproductions. These are
Kierkegaard’s writings as we who have not manoeuvred our way through
the complex protocols of Denmark’s Royal Library have never seen them
before — and fascinating they are too, in their marbled, inlaid or brightly
coloured bindings, with their crossings-out, marginal notes, doodlings
and editors’ markings. And there is more: there are items witnessing the
momentous events and the minutiae of Kierkegaard’s life — pictures he
sent to Regine, his Magister’s diploma, receipts for donations to societies
as varied and as unlikely as “The Society for the Promotion of Fisheries’
and ‘The Women’s Association of 1843’ and more.

‘So what?’ the sceptic might ask. ‘This might make a pretty coftee-
table book, something to leaf through in an idle ten minutes — but what
does it add to our understanding of Kierkegaard?’

The first point of reply could well be to emphasize, as the scep-
tic’s words themselves suggest, that there is a place in life for the coftee-
table book, the sort of book that is happy just to give an impression of
its subject, without advancing to the kind of crystalline clarity we might
expect (but rarely find!) in an academic work. This is the sort of book of
which one could say, ‘It’s good to have around; I like to have the odd
browse in it now and again.’

But that is by no means all. The book itself does have more seri-
ous themes and points to the way in which a closer acquaintance with
the papers themselves can potentially alter our understanding of Kierke-
gaard’s authorship. Let us take some examples.
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Kierkegaard’s many crossings-out, marginal additions and rework-
ings are, of course, the sort of thing we all do. Of themselves they are per-
haps not significant. But they do serve, importantly I think, to remind us
that ‘Kierkegaard’s Thought’ was precisely the sort of ‘thought’ that got
worked out in the process of writing, with all the passion, experimenta-
tion, hesitation, and sometimes wholesale obliteration of botched efforts
that that involves. In thus strengthening our sense of Kierkegaard as a
thinker who thought in writing, Skriftbilleder will perhaps correspondingly
weaken the view of Kierkegaard as a philosopher, at least, as the sort of
philosopher concerned primarily with the exposition of a rigorous and
logically seamless teaching. Kierkegaard appears here as much more of a
working-it-out-as-he-goes-along kind of thinker.

And then the nature of the writing affects how we read it. Take
the body of 1849 notes looking back on the engagement crisis, a page of
which is reproduced on p.130. In the cold light of print, these notes can
seem to confirm the view of Kierkegaard first, maliciously, put forward
by P.L. Moller, that here was an individual who coldly dissected Regine
on the operating table of his abstract intellect. But it is clear from the
speed and vigour of the primary writing and the multiple marginal addi-
tions filling every corner of the page that this was no clinical operation.
This is writing forged in the heat of passion and, even, obsession.

Skriftbilleder is a short work, a taster, perhaps, and it can do little
more in this direction than arouse our curiosity. It is to be hoped that the
lessons of the materials will in due course be shared with a larger reader-
ship by way of the apparatus of the new edition of Kierkegaard’s Samlede
Skrifter.

In addition to throwing new light on Kierkegaard himself, the au-
thors also unravel the fascinating and complex story of what happened
to the papers after his death, a story that reads almost like something con-
cocted by Victor Eremita or Hilarius Bookbinder and that reveals fur-
ther dimensions of the collective unhappiness of the Kierkegaard family.

It 1s to be hoped that an early translation into English will follow.
This could also make one minor improvement on the original if it made
a closer connection between image and text (e.g., the ‘Prussian’ officer
discussed on p. 128 is illustrated on p. 30 — could he not be moved?).

George Pattison
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Jacques Caron:
Angoisse et Communication chez Kierkegaard

Odense University Press, Odense 1992, 264 pp.

Jacques Caron’s book is divided into three parts concerned with the “dis-
course of anxiety”, as he himself states in his Preface. The first part deals
with this specific discourse from a double historical point of view, namely,
Romanticism and Hegelianism, both having been contextualized in Den-
mark by references to P.M. Mgller in the first case, and to J.L. Heiberg
and H.L. Martensen in the second case. Parts two and three deal with the
“discourse of anxiety” from a categorial or thematical perspective, by
employing the concepts of transparency and communication respectively.

In terms of bibliographical resources, Caron’s text pays special at-
tention to The Concept of Anxiety, but also, and this is worth noting, to a
not very well known but not therefore less significant text in Kierke-
gaard’s Papers, “The Dialectics of Ethical and Ethico-religious Commu-
nication”.

After the first historical and well-documented part, Caron goes to
what seems to be his real goal, i.e., to display the capacities of anxiety in
terms of human existence when these are discursively mediated. Assuming
that every individual copes with the process of existing as the necessity of
bringing “une clairvoyance plus vive de nous-mémes” (p.9), and that this
is a basic human experience in Kierkegaardian terms, Caron goes further
and states that it is and must be by means of anxiety that it is possible for
every individual to fulfill the main task which constitutes experience.

By the same token, it is Caron’s thesis that this possibility cannot
only be considered phenomenologically, but also discursively. Both anxi-
ety and the text The Concept of Anxiety itself are not only to be subjected
to a phenomenological or even anthropological analysis, provided by the
concept of transparence and its opposition to the concepts of silence and of
melancholy, main characteristics of the demoniacal, but also and specifically
to a hermeneutical and textual analysis, provided by the concept of com-
munication. In so doing, it is possible, explains Caron, to understand that
“le discours sur I'angoisse dévient discours d’angoisse” (p.10), first of all,
and, secondly, anxiety is truly read as the “catégorie d’ensemble” (p.11)
it is meant to be. Finally, only such a reading of anxiety can shed light on
the very Kierkegaardian concept of reduplication, that is, of the actualiza-
tion of ideality, in this case, the ideality of sin.
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Very interesting and insightful is the explicative parallel established
by Caron in the second chapter of the third part of his book, devoted to
the Kierkegaardian communication, a parallel between anxiety, understood
as “objective” as opposed to “subjective” in The Concept of Anxiety, and
the communication of anxiety, understood as “explication” as opposed to
“formation”. In Caron’s words: “L’angoisse formatrice est intimement dé-
pendente de son explication, de son discours, de sa communication”
(p-215). With the text about the dialectics of communication from the
Papers as background for his argument, it is clear for Caron that the “deux
points sources susceptibles d’intérét pour le discours d’angoisse” are “la
réalisation et I'interaction maieutique-reduplication” (p. 232).

Finally, the result of the parallel that has been established is that the
discourse about “subjective anxiety” develops into a demand for “actu-
alization” of anxiety, that is, of sin and of freedom.

Thus, Caron makes the significant point that the true ethico-reli-
gious experience of anxiety is, in the beginning at least, a textual experi-
ence or, as he calls it, an “aesthetical” experience. But he also makes the
less clear point that, there is no way around anxiety to achieve “toutes
les conditions d'une communication d’habilité (kunnen) telle que Kier-
kegaard en dessine les contours dans sa dialectique de la communica-
tion” (p. 237). Why do irony, despair, humor, rhetoric, etc. not achieve
these conditions? Or, in other words, are the very important characteris-
tics of anxiety, in relation to textuality and communication in Kierke-
gaardian terms, that Caron is insightfully analyzing in his text exclusively
related to anxiety, or are they rather characteristics of the Kierkegaardian
categories in general that should be also considered? What seems to be
missing in Caron’s text is a more explicit explanation of why the concept
of anxiety has been chosen (in his reading) from among the conceptual
panorama of the Kierkegaardian corpus, an explanation of why anxiety
is the only eligible existential and textual phenomenon in the Kierke-
gaardian universe to make the point Caron is making, although his truly
insightful point seems to apply the Kierkegaardian categories without
exception.

Nevertheless, this is indeed a very recommendable book for those
who are eager to read Kierkegaard from an aesthetical point of view
which does not exclude the ethico-religious but, on the contrary, which
forcefully conveys it.

Begonya Saez Tajaftierce
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Jorgen Bonde Jensen:
Jeg er kun en digter.

Om Seren Kierkegaard som skribent
[I am but a Poet. Sgren Kierkegaard, The Writer]

Babette, Copenhagen 1996, 191 pp.

“The essay is an honest genre. One might also regard it, in direct refer-
ence to its name, as a modest one. The essayist makes an attempt, but he
does not guarantee the result. Modesty does not exclude courage” (p.
178). Thus writes essayist Bonde Jensen in the last of his six essays which
comprise a meditation in essay form on the genre and communicative
capacity of the essay. And, to a great extent, this characterization also ap-
plies to Bonde Jensen’s own essays which are all modest, low-key in
tone, unostentatious, tending toward a certain carelessness of style, and
with a predilection for gaps or, at the very least, slips in presentation, so
that the reader does not always afterwards perceive how it was that he
got from point A to point B.

Right before the essay on the essay we encounter the collection’s
least quiet member, an essay which is refreshingly more courageous than
modest. “Indeed, unfortunately, our greatest man” — is its title, which
comes from a letter that Georg Brandes wrote in 1911 to the young Eng-
lish literary critic Edmund Gosse. The tension or ambivalence found in
that formulation is also expressed by Bonde Jensen, who in many ways is
attempting to rebel against that very tradition of the intellectual left of
which he himself is a product and from which he is only slightly re-
moved. With quick wit and sharp insight, he shows how Brandes, in his
1877 monograph on Kierkegaard, employed a reductionistic and often
capricious interpretation in which he criticized the man by means of his
works and the works by means of the man: “Brandes will not argue with
him, but rather points out his errors, his incorrect views, and explains
them all by referring to his nature, his psyche, his upbringing, and his
times. (...) In this, Brandes is not thinking freely, he is simply a ‘free
thinker’, a party man, whose aim is merely to bring down his opponent
once again, and with the same weapon that was the cause for his own
going to war: intimidation” (pp. 156f.).

On the other hand, Bonde Jensen’s essay “Copenhagen as look-
ing-glass — for Seren Kierkegaard in The Seducer’s Diary,” in which he —
beginning in the historic present — guides the ignorant reader round-
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about Copenhagen anno dazumal, is a little more limp-wristed. Basically,
it is a little essay that cannot really decide whether it wants to be a care-
free stroll through or a literary analysis of the famous diary with its perti-
nent Late Romantic minuet of motives. The same indecision, but of a
more dialectical nature, marks the essay bearing the, to be polite, rather
lengthy title of “Seren Kierkegaard’s conception of literature and his
own literary practice.” In it, Bonde Jensen shows his strength as a literary
lion; especially outstanding is the textual surgical skill which is exercised
upon the body of Concluding Unscientific Postscript, in particular by stitch-
ing that well-known scene of the old man and his grandson in The Gar-
den of Death to that no less famous scene of the cigar-puffing Climacus
in Frederiksberg Garden. It is boldly done, subtle to the point of almost
seeming far-fetched, but nonetheless so convincing that Bonde Jensen’s
reader will never be able to completely separate these two scenes again
in his mind. For the existential perspective so concerns the paradoxical
experience that one can only become one’s self by losing one’s self and
thus can only be reborn by suffering the privation of dying.

This kind of dying is a recurring theme in Bonde Jensen and also
the main point of his detailed presentation of (some of) the difficulties
which lurk within the title of Kierkegaard’s belligerent book on Hans
Christian Andersen. Bonde Jensen begins by expressing mild wonder over
the repeated attempts of the secondary literature to understand the title
apart from the book’s deeper concerns, and he differentiates between a
biographical and a more textually-centered interpretation. The latter ap-
proach is the stronger of the two, but it is somewhat tainted by the bi-
ased notion that dying should be a negative process. But it is precisely
this which 1s the misunderstanding, claims Bonde Jensen, for dying is, in
fact, a requirement and one who is “still living” still has a long way to
go. The title, then, expresses not so much a criticism of, but a sympathy
with, Andersen, who also — and also like Kierkegaard — is all too imme-
diately linked with the immediate.

The first essay in the collection is concerned with the ending of
both Kierkegaard’s life and work, with his publication of The Moment
and his attack on the banality of the self~understanding found among the
clergy and citizenry of Denmark. The perspective taken is primarily that
of biography, although aiming with more focused reflexion at the rela-
tionship between becoming a Christian and being a poet, neither of
which one achieves without privation, without dying; thus the later
Kierkegaard must die another time before his death, inasmuch as he must
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give up his work as a poet. Can it be done, does he succeed in freeing
himself from the aesthetic? Not quite, answers Bonde Jensen: “It lingers
behind like a stubborn remnant, like a self-resisting feature in a style
which would like to be something else, like a persistent whim, an idle
thought, like an opponent, like a scrap, like something which calls no
particular place home, and which is irritating, because in setting it aside
one cannot avoid setting it up as some other — satirical, self-ironic ~ form
of literature” (p. 21).

These six essays both fortify and elevate the literary interpretation
of Kierkegaard. And with its tall and slender shape, this book can easily
slip into the breastpocket of that modern intellectual who has a need for
an advanced introduction to Seren Kierkegaard.

Joakim Garff

J. Kellenberger:
Kierkegaard and Nietzsche, Faith and Eternal Acceptance
Library of Philosophy & Religion
Macmillan Press (GB) and St. Martin’s Press (USA) 1997, IX + 150 pp.

The comparison Prof. Kellenberger explores in this important study is at
once classical and controversial. In 1935 Jaspers made the same compari-
son arguing that Kierkegaard and Nietzsche represent two distinct ways
of countering the basic tendency of Western thought to ground reason
on its own basis and to transform everything counterrational into ratio-
nality.' In what could easily be read as an allusion to Jaspers’ work, Hei-
degger dismisses the comparison between Kierkegaard and Nietzsche as
fundamentally mistaken since it fails to recognize “that Nietzsche as a
metaphysical thinker preserves a closeness to Aristotle” while Kierke-
gaard as a religious writer “remains essentially remote from Aristotle, al-
though he mentions him more often.”’

While Jaspers’ juxtaposition was rested upon the conviction that
Kierkegaard can and should be read as a significant thinker in the tradi-
tion of Western philosophy, Prof. Kellenberger’s comparison is based on
the view that Nietzsche can and should be read as a religious writer
(p- 2). This radical change of approach is perhaps not as problematic as it
may seem at first. The ethos of Zarathustra is clearly much closer to that
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of the ancient prophets than to that of, say, Sartre. With this view of
Nietzsche as, in part, a religious writer, the point of comparison changes.
The relationship between the two thinkers is no longer discussed in
terms of their respective ways of countering the claim of reason, but in
terms of “Faith and Eternal Acceptance”. Rather than comparing the
conceptual content of Kierkegaard’s and Nietzsche’s thought, Prof. Kel-
lenberger therefore juxtaposes two of their significantly religious figures,
viz., Abraham in Fear and Trembling and Zarathustra in Thus Spoke Zarat-
hustra. Indeed, the aim of his study can be described as that of defining
the difference between the joy of Abraham and that of Zarathustra.

The ten chapters of the book are divided into three parts, one on
Kierkegaard (ch 1-4), one on Nietzsche (ch 5-8), and the last one com-
paring the two (ch 9-10).

The reading of Fear and Trembling in Part One could in itself serve
as a helpful introduction to this work. The discussion of the distinctions
between the knight of faith and the tragic hero, faith by virtue of the
absurd, infinite resignation, etc. are both clear and sensitive to the im-
agery of the text. The second part, on Thus Spoke Zarathustra, does not in
the same way present a coherent interpretation of that book, or, if it
does, it does not seem quite as successful. The point that is being made
in this part of the book is perhaps most clearly captured in the analysis of
the three songs of Zarathustra. This section concludes that “for Nietz-
sche the joyfulness is precipitated by Dionysian means, and the means of
attaining joy influences the character of the joy attained” (p. 104).

This point is clearly spelled out in the concluding comparison of
Kierkegaard and Nietzsche (Part Three). It is here argued that the joy of
Zarathustra 1s distinct from that of Abraham in two fundamental ways.
Firstly, the difference between their respective kinds of joy is explained
in terms of the difference between passion and emotion. While for Abra-
ham (and Kierkegaard) the affirmation of life is not an episode in con-
sciousness but a state of being, for Zarathustra it is “a feeling of delight,
of elation, which takes its character from the means by which it comes
upon him” (p. 109). Secondly, the two kinds of joy are different in their
provenance. Zarathustra’s joyful acceptance is the product of his will.
Abraham’s joy, by contrast, does not come about by his own willing,
but is the result of his confident awareness of God’s goodness.

While Prof. Kellenberger’s way of distinguishing the two kinds of
world-affirmation 1s illuminating and helpful, it also raises a number of
questions, e.g. the following two: (1) despite the Dionysian ecstasy in
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Zarathustra’s songs, it is not clear that Nietzsche saw the world affirma-
tion of the Ubermensch as “an episode in consciousness.” The whole
point of the Zarathustra book could be seen as that of describing the af-
firmation of the world as a state of being that comes about when a person
surrenders to the eternal recurrence of the same, and (2) if the joy of
Abraham is not based on his own will, but on his confidence in God,
what, then, is this confidence based on? There is a sense in which the
possibility of confidence or faith in God is a problem Johannes de Silen-
tio addresses rather than an answer he gives. The question of how Abra-
ham, despite God’s command that he should kill the son of promise,
could be confident in his consciousness of God, this question which
contains the challenge of nihilism — seems to remain unanswered in
Prof. Kellenberger’s understanding of Abraham’s joy.

Despite these reservations, Prof. Kellenberger’s book can be rec-
ommended as a thought-provoking and original contribution to the study
of the relationship between Kierkegaard and Nietzsche.

Niels Nymann Eriksen

1. This comparison appears in the introduction to Karl Jaspers, Vernunft und Existenz,
Munich 1973.

2. Heidegger: The Words of Nietzsche: God Is Dead, in The Question Concerning Technology
and Other Essays, transl. by W. Lovitt, Harper Torchbooks, New York 1977, p. 94.

Bruce H. Kirmmse:
Seren Kierkegaard truftet. Et liv set af hans samtidige

C.A. Reitzel, Copenhagen 1996, 463 pp.

Encounters with Kierkegaard
A Life as Seen by His Contemporaries
Transl. by Bruce H. Kirmmse and Virginia R. Laursen

Princeton 1996, xx + 358 pp.
Together with the story of H. P. Barfod’s struggle to publish Kierkegaard’s
posthumous papers also belongs the laudable zeal with which he turned

to scores of chosen people to get them to write down what they re-
membered about Seren Kierkegaard’s person and character. Indeed, it
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was Barfod’s great idea that his selection of the posthumous papers should
give a portrait of the mysterious main character. At that moment he cer-
tainly must have experienced the truth that the information which was
available from Kierkegaard’s own hand was seldom of a clear, unambigu-
ous sort. In the first volume of the Papirer from 1869, Barfod made use
of excerpts of the letters sent to him which contained relevant informa-
tion in order to outline the contours of a biographical sketch. These
“introductory notes” were supposed to be source material for future bi-
ographies. In the following volumes, which appeared in the years up un-
til 1881, new material continually appeared, even though many years
passed before all of it came to print unabridged.

Barfod’s edition of the posthumous papers doubtless contributed
to the fact that in the decades leading up to the turn of the century a
great mass of literature recalling Kierkegaard was published. The edition
practically caused a sensation. Many people were scandalized, others were
scandalized by those who were scandalized. Some had to defend their
own role in the events, while others tried to give a sober, nuanced pic-
ture. Stil others were so stamped by the debate that in the memoirs of
their own lives they had to tell whether they had met that famous man.
The struggle surrounding the correct picture of Kierkegaard, which had
already begun long before, now was so abundantly supplied with new
biographical fuel that then one needed merely to blow a little on the fire
in order to get an idea of it. In general all the memoirs written with the
public in mind are fairly honest. This has often contributed more to the
production of biographical myths than to the difficult work of elucida-
tion. The last package of Kierkegaard-recollection treats was finally
opened after the death of Regine’s beloved husband in the 1890’.
Regine contributed quite varying accounts of the events of fifty years
earlier, events which now seemed so distant. But she was occasionally
able to find support in Barfod’s edition of the posthumous papers, and in-
deed she did not refrain from doing so.

This entire literature of memoirs, which has come down long after
Kierkegaard’s death and is characterized by many interesting anecdotes,
constitutes the one part of the material which we today have handed
down to us. The second part, by contrast, was written down at the same
time that Kierkegaard lived and wrote. It consists mainly of extracts
from diaries and letters and its private character often gives it captivating
aura of credibility. It almost goes without saying that this contemporary
portrait material, to a much higher degree than is the case with the

160



REVIEWS

memoir literature, conjures up a picture of the one doing the writing
more than of Kierkegaard himself.

The story of this entire literature’s appearance is as exciting as it is
many-sided. Most of the material has today been published in various
books and journals in a manner more or less faithful to the original hand-
written manuscripts, which can be found in various archives. In 1955
Steen Johansen published a small, insignificant book with the title, Erin-
dringer om Soren Kierkegaard, in which he printed everything which was
found in the Kierkegaard Archive. In 1980 the book appeared in a new
form; the mass of material had grown considerably and was now accom-
panied by an apparatus of notes, which could have been even more ex-
tensive but which certainly contributed to the fact that the book became
a standard work. Today this book is superfluous.

Bruce H. Kirmmse has published the book Seren Kierkegaard truffet,
in which not only every last line from Johansen’s work has been includ-
ed, (along with a careful double-checking of the original source), but in
which the mass of material has also grown to double the volume. That a
doubling of this kind has been possible is due, among other things, to
the fact that Kirmmse has not wanted to limit himself to the “good”
memoir material; he has only reluctantly wanted to sort out material,
which indeed is the job of the reader: the result is that he has included
all and sundry. Not only has he included material which directly paints a
portrait, but also material of a more accidental nature, material which
was a matter of indifference to the times, official records and opinions. If
the book thus strives to be quantitatively extensive, it cannot hide the
fact that parts of the included material are virtually devoid of any actual-
ly portrait-painting quality. Since most of this material has been pub-
lished previously in the most diverse contexts, it has of course been a
great undertaking to track it down; it is therefore particularly praisewor-
thy that Kirmmse has, moreover, succeeded in uncovering some hand-
written manuscripts which have never before been published. Thus Seren
Kierkegaard truffet has with every right become a new standard work,
which, moreover, includes in the preface an invitation to the readers
who may know of even more material. May this invitation not go un-
heeded! Give Kirmmse tips about other references so that we in the fu-
ture can have all of this material collected in one place, in a book, which
insofar as possible collects everything which has survived about Kierke-
gaard’s person from his contemporaries.

In Seren Kierkegaard truffet the large and variegated material has
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been divided up into 11 clearly organized chapters, which makes the
book particularly worth reading. The book is, moreover, accompanied
by a useful index and an extensive appendix of notes with information
about the sources and about the some 200 people involved, with wel-
come cross-references, but not least with additional material, which of-
ten can be of such an essential character that one is astounded at the fact
that it is hidden away in a note. Moreover, the book contains an indis-
pensable and excellently worked out overview of the Kierkegaard ge-
nealogical table.

Soren Kierkegaard truffet is also available in an English edition with
the title Encounters with Seren Kierkegaard. It hardly needs mentioning that
a large hole has been filled in this fashion. Kierkegaard can hardly be
separated from his age, regardless of whether it understood him or not.
This is up to the reader to decide. May the reading, then, be not only
pleasurable but also thorough.

Tonny Aagaard Olesen

Ole Morsing:
Sprakker til det uendelige
Seren Kierkegaard i 1990’erne — en bog om begerne

[Spalten zum Unendlichen. Seren Kierkegaard in den 90er Jahren
— ein Buch iiber die Biicher]

Slagmarks Skyttegravsserie, Aarhus 1996, 104 S.

Orla Villekjcer:
Betjent og reformator — om Seren Kierkegaard
[Beamter und Reformator — iiber Seren Kierkegaard)]

Lohses Forlag, Kopenhagen 1996, 224 S.

Flemming Madsen Poulsen:
Maead Seren Kierkegaard
“— det mest begavede hovedet blandt alle yngre”

[Begegne Seren Kierkegaard
“— der begabteste Kopf unter allen Jiingeren”]

OP-forlag, Kopenhagen 1995, 88 S.
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Petter Bjerck-Amundsen:

Seren Kierkegaard for begyndere
[Seren Kierkegaard fiir Anfinger]

Fiskers Forlag, Kopenhagen 1995 (1990), 125 S.

John Rydahl:

Korsvejen. En bog om Seren Kierkegaard
[Der Kreuzweg. Ein Buch iiber Seren Kierkegaard]

Nyt Nordisk Forlag, Kopenhagen 1995, 64 S. + 49 S.

Kierkegaard ist wieder in Mode gekommen, jedenfalls in seinem Vater-
land — und dies nicht nur an Universititen und Forschungseinrichtun-
gen, sondern auch unter den “gewdhnlichen Menschen”, fiir die Kier-
kegaard ja nach eigener Aussage geschrieben hat. Uber die Ursache dieses
erneuten Interesses ist viel geritselt worden: Liegt es an einem neuen
KrisenbewuBtsein, einem neuen Interesse fiir das Subjekt — oder handelt
es sich nur um eine oberflichliche Modeerscheinung, man findet viel-
leicht Kierkegaard, vor allem seine Person und sein Leben “interessant”
und sucht nach leichtverdaulichen Lebensweisheiten?

Die Ursachen der Kierkegaard-Welle sind sicher vielschichtig, die
Folgen dagegen deutlich: Eine Flut von popularisierenden Biichern iber
Kierkegaard sowie populire Kierkegaard-Ausgaben. Denn Kierkegaard
ist trotz der Popularitit schwer zuginglich — vielleicht aber ist er aber
eben gerade deshalb so populir.

Ole Morsings kleines Buch ist eine Art Sammelbesprechung der
dinischen Kierkegaardliteratur der letzten zehn Jahre, etwas anspruchs-
los, aber sehr informativ und ausgewogen im Urteil. Der Verfasser be-
spricht alle Biicher jeweils fiir sich in jeweils einem Kapitel, ohne die
Bespechungen zu einem Gesamtbild zu verschmelzen. Das mag ein Man-
gel sein und auch fiir den, der das Buch im ganzen liest, zu Wiederho-
lungen fithren. Fiir den aber, der Informationen iiber einzelne neuere
Veréffentlichungen sucht, ist das Buch von Morsing sehr ergiebig, dabei
nicht nur referierend, sondern auch selbstindig in der Diskussion der
besprochenen Biicher.

DaB Kierkegaard auch im Schulunterricht in allen Stufen eine
Rolle spielt, zeigen die Biicher von Flemming Madsen Poulsen und John
Rydahl: Sie sind als Unterrichtshilfen gedacht und versuchen, Kierke-
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gaard nicht nur historisierend darzustellen, sondern auch aktualisierend
in einen heutigen Kontext zu stellen. Dabei sind die ersten beiden
Biicher vor allem aktualisierend aufgebaut und versuchen, iiber heutige
Problemstellungen den Zugang zum Werk Kierkegaards zu erdffnen.
Flemming Madsen Poulsen sieht, vielleicht etwas zu traditionell, Kierke-
gaard im Lichte klassischer, fast schon kanonischer Fragestellungen. John
Rydahls Buch — bestehend aus einem Buch fiir Schiiler und einem fiir
Lehrer — 1st mehr historisch-biographisch aufgebaut und orientiert sich
an der Biographie Kierkegaards (““Wer war dieser Seren?”’) — andererseits
ist das Buch sehr gut illustriert und versucht, die kierkegaardschen Tex-
te, die in modernisierter Fassung auszugsweise abgedruckt werden, mit
modernen Geschichten, Bildern und Szenen (auch aus dem alltiglichen
Leben) in Beziehung zu bringen. Man miifite praktisch erproben, ob
diese ehrgeizigen Versuche, Kierkegaard fiir Volksschiiler (sic!) zuging-
lich zu machen, wirklich gelingen kénnen, ohne entweder die Schiiler
zu Uberfordern oder Kierkegaard zu trivialisieren. Wie dem auch sei, der
Versuch ist aller Ehren wert.

Die Biicher von Petter Bjerck-Amundsen und Orla Villekjer sind all-
gemeinverstindliche Einfiihrungen in das Werk Kierkegaards. Daf3 Kier-
kegaard auch heute noch als frommer Erbauungsschriftsteller gelesen wird
und gelesen werden kann, bezeugt besonders das Buch von Orla Ville-
kjer, das eine oft verdringte Seite Kierkegaards hervorhebt. Ob es fiir
Nichtfachleute, die den Mut und den Willen haben, sich mit Kierke-
gaard zu beschiftigen, wirklich solcher einftihrenden Darstellungen be-
darf, kann man bezweifeln. Mag sein, da} eine Biographie hilfreich ist,
vielleicht auch ein summarischer Uberblick mit Kostproben aus dem
Werk Kierkegaards oder philosophiegeschichtliche Erliuterungen, aber
all dies kann auch einem echten, d.h. unmittelbaren und unvoreinge-
nommenen Verstindnis der Texte im Wege stehen. Deshalb wiirde ich
einem kiinftigen Kierkegaardleser (d.h. einem “Anfinger”) stets empfeh-
len, sich zunichst nicht mit der Literatur iiber Kierkegaard zu befassen,
sondern seine Texte selbst ohne Anleitung anderer zu lesen — im Stillen,
fur sich allein als “jener Einzelne”, so wie Kierkegaard sich stets seinen
idealen Leser vorgestellt hat. Der Erklirungsbedarf kommt erst hinter-
her, und die vielen Biicher iiber Kierkegaard kénnen zuweilen auch den
Weg zu den Texten selbst mehr verstellen als erdffnen. Kierkegaard selbst
ist vielleicht fiir Anfinger besser geeignet als die Literatur iiber ihn.

Eberhard Harbsmeier
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Peter Thielst (ed.):
Lykkens der gir udad
Saren Kierkegaard-tekster pd nudansk
[Die Tiir des Gliicks geht nach aullen.
Seren Kierkegaards Texte in heutigem Dinisch]
Sprachlich bearbeitet von Claus Angelo und Henning Petersen

Gyldendal, Kopenhagen 1995, 211 S.

Anders Kingo (ed.):
At vere samtidig med sig selv

Seren Kierkegaard-tekster pa nudansk
[Mit sich selbst gleichzeitig sein.
Sgren Kierkegaards Texte in heutigem Dinisch]
Sprachlich bearbeitet von Claus Angelo und Henning Petersen

Gyldendal, Kopenhagen 1996, 318 S.

Claus Angelo og Henning Petersen (ed.):
Forfererens dagbog

Seren Kierkegaard-tekster pa nudansk
[Tagebuch des Verfiihrers.
Seren Kierkegaards Texte in heutigem Dinisch]

Vorwort von Peter Thielst. Det lille Forlag, Kopenhagen 1996, 160 S.

Claus Angelo og Henning Petersen (ed.):
Gentagelsen
Seren Kierkegaard-tekster pd nudansk
[Die Wiederholung. Seren Kierkegaards Texte in heutigem Dinisch]

Vorwort und Nachwort von Peter Thielst.
Det lille Forlag, Kopenhagen 1997, 112 S.

Das Projekt von Claus Angelo und Henning Petersen, Kierkegaards
Texte in einer sprachlich modernisierten Fassung herauszugeben, ist um-
stritten, es ist ein Projekt, das von so unterschiedlichen Kierkegaardaus-
legern wie Anders Kingo und Peter Thielst begleitet und unterstiitzt
wird. Man braucht kein Pedant zu sein, um an der Notwendigkeit dieses
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Vorhabens seine Zweifel zu haben, die Schwierigkeiten der Kierkegaard-
schen Texte liegen m.E. nicht in der sprachlichen Form, sondern in der
Sache, und dies bezeugen die Ausgaben selbst: Es sind nur geringfligige
und mehr kosmetische Anderungen im Text. Der Anspruch, hier kénne
man Kierkegaard im “heutigen Dinisch” lesen, macht sich gut als Ver-
kaufsargument, entspricht aber nicht der Wirklichkeit: Die Texte sind
durch die wenigen kosmetischen Verinderungen m.E. nicht viel zu-
ginglicher geworden. Die Zeichensetzung und Rechtschreibung wurde
modernisiert, man hat (m.E. etwas gewagt) neue Absitze eingefiigt und
so den Text neu gegliedert, einige etwas altertiimliche Worte und Wen-
dungen modernisiert (“Dette eller Hiint” wird zu “det ene eller det an-
det”, “just” wird zu “netop”) sowie einige Fremdwdorter durch dinische
Worter ersetzt bzw. erliutert. Gleichzeitig wird betont, dal man die
Wortwahl Kierkegaards und seine eigenwillige Syntax beibehalten, die
“Bedeutung” der Worte und den Text aber “zuginglicher” gemacht habe.
Mir ist nicht ganz klar, wie man einen Text in seiner Bedeutung zu-
ginglicher machen kann, wenn man — wie beteuert wird — weder Wort-
wahl noch Syntax indert. Und wenn z.B. das Fremdwort “ethischer Ri-
gorist” durch den Begriff “strenger Moralist” erklirt wird oder das Wort
Endlichkeit durch “etwas Abgegrenztes”, so hilt sich der Erkenntnisge-
winn fiir den heutigen Leser in Grenzen.

Man muB freilich den Initiatoren dieses Projekts zugute halten:
Der kierkegaardsche Text ist kein Museum, es ist legitim, ihn als einen
Gebrauchstext zu betrachten, lesbar auch fiir andere als Fachleute. Und
natiirlich ist der modernisierte Text etwas lesbarer, und Erklirungen von
Fremdwortern und dergl. sind immer niitzlich, auch wenn man im Ein-
zelfall streiten mag iiber Sinn und Berechtigung von Erklirungen. Aber
die Schwierigkeit des Kierkegaardschen Textes liegt m.E. in erster Linie
nicht im Formalen, so fremd ist der Originaltext Kierkegaards fiir den
heutigen Leser nicht.

Deshalb ist trotz der oft beklagten Mingel und Ungenauigkeiten
die vielgescholtene dritte Ausgabe der Samlede Verker mit ithrem erkli-
renden Kommentar noch immer die eigentliche Volksausgabe der Wer-
ke Kierkegaards, die groBle Verbreitung gefunden hat. Ich habe oft auch
in anderen als wissenschaftlichen Zusammenhingen mit dieser Ausgabe
gearbeitet und habe deshalb meine Zweifel, ob der Kierkegaardsche Text
wirklich einer sprachlichen Bearbeitung bedarf, um dem modernen Leser
zuginglich zu sein.

Eberhard Harbsmeier

166



REVIEWS

George Pattison:
Agnosis: Theology in the Void

MacMillan Press (UK) & St. Martin’s Press (USA) 1996, ix + 196pp.

George Pattison is known among Kierkegaard readers for his study of
the role of art in Kierkegaard (Kierkegaard: The Aesthetic and the Religious,
1992), and for his recent introductory book, Kierkegaard and the Crisis of
Faith (1997), not to mention numerous articles on different aspects of
Kierkegaard’s thought. In most of these publications Kierkegaard is dis-
cussed in the context of nihilism and the crisis of modernity.

Unlike most of these earlier publications, Agnosis: Theology in the
Void is not a book about Kierkegaard, but a study of the meaning of the
experience of nothingness which draws on a number of ancient, modern
and post-modern writers. Kierkegaard’s writings, however, play a promi-
nent role in the the unfolding of its thesis. In what follows I shall first
outline the structure and argument of the book and then turn more
specifically to Kierkegaard’s role in this argument.

Considering the complexity of the questions being discussed, Ag-
nosis is a surprisingly accessible and readable book. This is due to the fact
that the thesis which makes it hang together is at once simple and com-
pelling. The thesis is that nihilism, while seeming to announce the end
of religion, has in fact opened the way to a new beginning for it. The
basis of this new beginning is not, as the non-realist theologians claim,
Feuerbach’s anthropocentric reduction of the theological discourse.
Rather the very experience of nothingness provides the ground for reli-
gious life. “What if we could speak of an experience of nothingness such
that nothingness was no longer conceived as the simple non-existence of
objective structures of meaning and value... but instead as an experience
of the subject, as that which befalls it in its foundational moment, as giv-
en to it — indeed, the purest of all givens, givenness itself, experience of
nothing but just experience, pure experience; in a word: grace? Noth-
ingness, then, would no longer be a cipher for the death of God that
surreptitiously advances a metaphysics of a subjective kind, but a place of
revelation — a place where truth is revealed to the subject, not decided
by it” (84).

The first two chapters provide an overview of the history of West-
ern religious thought from the point of view of the meaning of non-be-
ing. Augustine and Hegel mark the turning points in this historical ac-
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count. Chapter One traces the development of the notion of nothing-
ness from Augustine’s adoption of Platonic metaphysics to the rejection
of traditional metaphysics in the reformers and Pascal. The second chap-
ter deals with the return of a metaphysics in Hegel. Nothingness is here
brought into the centre of the philosophical project; but it is redefined in
dynamic terms in the context of the self-seeking divided self. The whole
development from Augustine to Derrida is summed up as follows: “It is
precisely in his manner of appropriating the Platonic doctrine of evil as
non-being that Augustine prepares the ultimate demolition of Platonic
cosmology and the advent of an existential and radically religious under-
standing of human existence — an understanding that, in its turn, was to
provide the paradoxical foundation for a renewal of metaphysical think-
ing in the early modern era that, in its turn, has provoked a still more res-
olute attempt by philosophers and anti-philosophers to settle the meta-
physical accounts once and for all.” (p. 8)

Chapter Three, “The Experience of the Void”, takes as its point
of departure the transvaluation of philosophical values implied by a post-
Hegelian philosophy of nothingness. It would seem that philosophies
such as those of Nietzsche and Sartre are the most consistent expressions
of this philosophical paradigm. This chapter argues, however, that the con-
cept of an experience of nothingness can serve to qualify the subjective
metaphysics of nothingness of Nietzsche and Sartre. The subject should
not be seen as grounded on nothing, but as grounded on the experience
of nothing; in this sense it is “determined-as-experience or, to speak the
language of religion, founded on grace” (85). The meaning of the expe-
rience of the void is explored through an exposition of the Kierkegaard-
ian notions of becoming-as-nothing, patience, expectancy, the moment
etc. Kierkegaard’s discourses in particular point to the experience of be-
ing-as-nothing in which the self understands itself “as ‘founded’ on a non-
being, that cannot be encompassed within any system of knowledge”
(90). The experience of being-as-nothing is thus no longer judged nega-
tively as a defection from primal being, but as the point at which “being
itself comes to be for us” (107). In Chapter Four the discussion moves
from Western metaphysics to Japanese Buddhism. The Kyoto school has
for many years been engaged in a dialogue with Western philosphy
which, it is argued, has made Buddhism accessible to the West as a philo-
sophical and religious resource for the overcoming of nihilism. Most in-
teresting is the analysis of Hajime Tanabe’s concept of repentance and of
philosophy as the self-realization of metanoetic consciousness.
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The fifth and final chapter clarifies methodically the use of the no-
tion of an experience of the void. If, as it has been claimed since the lin-
guistic turn, there were no world behind the linguistic self-production,
it would not make sense to understand the self in terms of experience.
Pattison, however, rejects the post-modern expulsion of experience from
textuality. On the basis of an analysis of Bataille’s notion of “inner expe-
rience,” he claims that there is “a dimension of experience that makes
fundamental demands on language rather than (as is claimed by the post-
modern consensus) language being determinative for what can or can’t
count as experience for us” (159).

It appears, then, that Pattison has provided what Kierkegaard read-
ers have often missed: a book which approaches Kierkegaard from the
outside, that is, a book which does not simply explore the internal struc-
tures of his thought, but in which Kierkegaard plays a vital role in a pro-
ject that is not his own. Agnosis manages to retell the history of religious
thought in such a way that it becomes clear that Kierkegaard (along with
Schleiermacher and others) not only marks a turning point in its devel-
opment, but even the point to which our age must return in order to
understand itself.

The fact that Pattison’s theology in the void is construed on the
basis of a universal human experience means that it is anti-Christological
(cf. pp.165f. & 183). In Climacus’ terminology, Agnosis not only remains
within the realm of religiousness A, but it deliberately dissociates itself
from religiousness B. Despite these disclaimers, however, the Christo-
logical categories of sin and forgivenness could, I suggest, could serve to
clarify what seems to me to be an essential obscurity in Pattison’s pro-
ject. I am here thinking of the relationship between the experience of
nothingness and openness towards the other.

The problem about the subjective metaphysics of nothingness in
Nietzsche and Sartre, it 1s argued, is that it not only excludes the possi-
bility of God but also the possibility of essential otherness as such. The
only voice to be heard in their universe is one that is “resoundingly
monological.” The question is how the experience of the void can be
said to create “the space wherein, for the first time, another voice can be
heard.” Pattison admits that if the void does not become an opening to
dialogue, then nothing has been achieved at all since the subject would
then predetermine whatever is to count as meaning (pp. 82f.). But how
does otherness and nothingness combine?

One answer would be that, in becoming as nothing, we under-
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stand that our being is unconditionally derivative and that we are ab-
solutely dependant on God as our creator (p. 90). But this line of
thought does not seem to lead to a strong concept of otherness. Rather,
the sense of being derived and indebted excludes the sense of separation,
without which there is no genuine otherness. One way of clarifying the
relational significance of the experience of nothingness would therefore
be to interpret “becoming as nothing” as “being in the wrong.” (The
discussion of self-power and other-power in Tanabe’s philosophy (pp.
130ff.) is profoundly interesting in this context; but unfortunately it is
not followed up in the concluding chapter.)

In the Concluding Remark about the difference between A and B in
the Postscript, Climacus makes alterity the distinguishing criterion for these
two kinds of religious life. Religiousness A is “the negative, the self-an-
nihilation which finds the relationship to God in itself, which in suffer-
ing sinks in the relationship to God and grounds itself in it because God
is in the ground,” while on the other hand religiousness B depends on
“something outside the individual” (SV3 10,229 cf. pp.30f.). Climacus’
distinction between religiousness A and religiousness B can thus clarify
what seems to me a central difficulty in the thesis in Agnosis, namely that
of combining the experience of nothingness with otherness. George Pat-
tison may have other ways of answering this question. I am merely sug-
gesting 1s that the questions of Christology are not as far removed from a
religious understanding of the meaning of nothingness as Agnosis makes
it seem.

These remarks have been written, on the one hand, with the conviction
that Agnosis: Theology in the Void will provide an indispensable stimulus
and challenge to Kierkegaard scholarship and, on the other hand, with
the hope that it will also provoke an attempt to think through a Chris-
tologically grounded concept of the experience of nothingness — an at-
tempt in which Kierkegaard could play an even more central role than
he does in Agnosis.

Niels Nymann Eriksen
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Robert L. Perkins (ed.):

International Kierkegaard Commentary
Philosophical Fragments and Johannes Climacus

Vol. 7. Macon 1994, xii + 291 S.

Dieser Band reiht sich ein in die englischsprachige Serie: International
Kierkegaard Commentary, in der Kierkegaards Werk in reprisentativen Ar-
tikeln zur jeweiligen Schrift vorgestellt und aus verschiedener Perspek-
tive diskutiert wird. Grundlage dieser Kommentarreihe ist im Entstehen
begriffene vollstindige Ubersetzung von Kierkegaards Schriften in die
englische Sprache (Princeton 1980 ff.).

Der vorliegende Band 7 zeichnet sich dadurch aus, daff in ihm
Werk und Pseudonym, d.h. die Philosophischen Brocken und Johannes Cli-
macus, zu gegenseitiger Interpretation herangezogen werden. Damit ge-
hort es zum gemeinsamen Ansatz der zusammengestellten Aufsitze, dal3
sich nur im Zusammenspiel von der Eigendynamik der in den Brocken
verhandelten Fragestellung einerseits und ihrer spezifischen Behandlung
durch das Pseudonym Johannes Climacus andererseits in angemessener
Weise darstellen liBt, wie Kierkegaard hier ein grundlegendes Problem
westlichen religidsen Denkens aufarbeitet.

Es geht um die Begegnung zwischen christlicher Religion und
philosophischem Denken, in deren Konsequenz auch das Verhiltnis von
christlicher und sokratischer Existenz verhandelt wird. Fiir die westliche
Diskussionslage ist diese Fragestellung spitestens seit der Bekehrung Justin
des Mirtyrers (100-165) grundlegend, und die Philosophischen Brocken des
Climacus stellen sich diesem weitgreifenden geschichtlichen Horizont.

So schreibt R. Perkins in seiner Einleitung zum vorliegenden Band
der Kommentarreihe: “Mit seiner Untersuchung der Beziehung zwi-
schen Offenbarung (oder Glauben) und Vernunft (oder Philosophie)
verbindet Climacus hier und auf brillante Weise ein weite Strecken der
Philosophiegeschichte seit Plato bestimmendes Interesse an der Ge-
schichte hierarchischen Denkens mit einem in der Neuzeit vorherrschen-
den Interesse an der Beziehung zwischen Glaube und Geschichte” (S. 1).
Dabei lenke Climacus die Aufmerksamkeit auf eine kontinuierliche,
wenngleich gut getarnte Aneignung der Tradition hierarchischen Den-
kens im modernen Geschichtsdenken. Zu bemerken sei, dal3 dieses
Problem in der Debatte iiber Niitzlichkeit, Unbrauchbarkeit oder gar
Schaden einer neuen Weise hierarchischen Denkens fiir die Entwick-
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lung eines christlichen Selbstverstindnisses von zentraler Bedeutung war.
In dieser Debatte zeichne sich Kierkegaards Position gerade dadurch als
innovativ aus, daf3 er die neue Form der Hierarchie nicht — wie Plato —
ontologisch, sondern auf seinem Konzept der Zeit begriinde (S. 9).

Die mit dieser kierkegaardschen Modifikation des Hierarchieden-
kens verbundenen Problemstellungen sind es, die von den Autoren der
einzelnen Aufsitze vor allem diskutiert werden. R. Perkins benennt in
diesem Zusammenhang drei zentrale Themen: Das erste besteht im Pro-
blem der Einmaligkeit des Erscheinens des menschgewordenen Gottes
in der Geschichte. Das zweite bezieht sich auf das Fortschrittsverstindnis
der Neuzeit und das dritte erwichst aus der prinzipiellen Infragestellung
der Méglichkeit geschichtlicher Erkenntnis (S. 9).

Soweit die Themen, die die Autoren der einzelnen Aufsitze aus
der Perspektive des Johannes Climacus zu betrachten versuchen. Was dies
allerdings bedeutet, ist selbst Gegenstand der Diskussion. Zwar kdnnten
die Autoren durch das Vorwort der Brocken, in dem Climacus sich als
Gesprichspartner gleichsam aus der Diskussion verabschiedet, gewarnt
sein. Doch sie versuchen trotzdem, ihr pseudonymes Gegeniiber festzu-
halten und es auf eine Meinung einzugrenzen, die zu haben es doch ver-
neint. Der Schwierigkeit dieses Unterfangens begegnen die Autoren da-
bei vor allem durch das Mittel des Vergleichs. So stellt M. Westphal Jo-
hannes Climacus und Johannes de Silentio — entsprechend der von Kier-
kegaard vorgegebenen Konfrontation zwischen dem Asthetiker A und
Assessor Wilhelm — einander gegeniiber (S. 13). Und auch S. N. Dun-
ning unterzicht den Johannes der Frithschrift: De omnibus dubitandum est
einem Vergleich mit dem Asthetiker A (S. 204).

Um dem geschichtlichen Horizont der aufgeworfenen Fragestel-
lung gerecht zu werden, versammelt der Kommentar tiber die werkim-
manenten Vergleiche hinaus auch theologie- und philosophiegeschicht-
liche Parallelen zum Ansatz des Climacus. Kierkegaards Motto getreu,
daB jeder Fortschritt zunichst ein Riickgang sei, wird dabei in umge-
kehrter Chronologie verfahren. Die Rede vom Tode Gottes in der
Philosophie Hegels beispielweise dient H.C. Pyper als Anhaltspunkt,
Climacus’ AuBerungen zur Kreuzigung zu analysieren. Anliegen seines
Artikels 1st es dabel auch zu zeigen, daBl schon Hegel den Gedankeri von
Christus als Lehrer vertreten habe. Durch den Nachweis dieses versteck-
ten Gesprichspartners nun soll die Darstellung des Climacus in ein
schirferes Licht geriickt werden (S. 132).

Einen weiteren versteckten Gesprichspartner Kierkegaards zerrt
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R.M. Green aus dem von Climacus Verschwiegenen hervor. An seine
Beobachtung, daB sich gerade in den Philosophischen Brocken zahlreiche
Verweise auf frithere Philosophen hiufen, der Name Kants jedoch ku-
rioserweise unerwihnt bleibt, schlieft R. M. Green die Behauptung an,
dal3 nichtsdestoweniger gerade Kant der hauptsichliche Inspirator der
Brocken gewesen sei (S. 169). Ein Uberblick tiber Kants Philosophie —
insbesondere iiber dessen erkenntnistheoretische und religionsphiloso-
phische Schriften — und deren Beziehung zu Kierkegaards Werk soll
diese Behauptung untermauern.

Fast scheint es, als wiren sich die Autoren dieser Aufsatzsamm-
lung darin einig, daB3 Kierkegaard als Meister der indirekten Mitteilung
noch am ehesten in Bezug auf von thm Unerwihntes interpretiert wer-
den kénne. Auch J. D. Glenn entdeckt einen ungenannten Dialogpartner
Kierkegaards. Thm zufolge habe sich dieser in vielfiltiger Weise beson-
ders mit dem Denken Anselm von Canterburys auseinandergesetzt (S.
223). J. D. Glenns Essay allerdings deckt keine versteckten Gemeinsam-
keiten auf, sondern verdeutlicht, wie wesentlich sich Climacus in sei-
nem Verstindnis von Inkarnation und Vers6hnung von Anselm absetzt.

SchlieBlich verwickelt G. Pattison Climacus in einen fruchtbaren
Dialog mit Augustin, in dem geklirt werden soll, wieweit die in den Broc-
ken vorgenommene Unterscheidung zwischen sokratischem und christ-
lichem Wahrheitsverstindnis angemessen sei (S. 246). G. Pattison argu-
mentiert hier vor allem in bezug auf Augustins Friithschrift Der Lehrer
sowie unter Beriicksichtigung der Bekenntnisse. Von Augustin her, der er-
klirt, daBl auch auf dem Wege der Erinnerung der Lehrer der Erkenntnis
die Wahrheit selbst sei, wird Climacus kritisch in Frage gestellt.

Doch wie soll noch “leicht im Dienste des Gedankens tanzen”
(Philosophische Brocken, SV3 6, 11), wer so auf seinen Platz gesetzt wird?

Die sieben weiteren hermeneutischen, epistemologischen und
sprachphilosophischen Analysen dieser Kommentarsammlung allerdings
koénnen bezeugen, dal3 es Climacus als Apologetiker, Ironiker sowie als
Meister der auf Unterscheidungen aufbauenden Argumentation gelingen
wird, seinen Lesern weiterhin ein Ritsel zu bleiben. So setzen die Au-
toren dieses Kommentars Climacus letzten Endes auf freien Fufl und
schicken ihn zuriick in die Arme seiner im Vorwort der Brocken be-
schworenen Tinzerin. D.h. sie iiberlassen Climacus dem Gedanken an
den Tod, welcher ihm zufolge einzige Garant geistiger Beweglichkeit ist.

“Ohne einen solchen pathosgeladenen Partner (aber) kann kein
christlicher Entwurf tanzen” (S. 279). Mit diesem Satz zieht L. Barrett
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gleichsam die Summe, die den einzelnen Artikeln bei aller Unter-
schiedlichkeit der Problemstellungen gemeinsam scheint. Insgesamt ist es
dieser Aufsatzsammlung gelungen, die in den Brocken aufgezeigte Span-
nung zwischen Christentum und Philosophie dahingehend aufzuneh-
men, daf als ein Anliegen dieser Schrift deutlich wird, die christliche
Botschaft aus dieser Spannung heraus als Ansto und Argernis — und da-
mit zugleich wesentlich — aufzuzeigen.

Dorothea Glockner

Roger Poole:
Kierkegaard: The Indirect Communication

University Press of Virginia, Charlottesville & London:
1993, x + 318 pp.

Immediately after having dedicated Repetition to the book’s real reader,
Constantin Constantius asks this presumably rather disoriented reader:
“Who in our day thinks of wasting any time on the curious idea that it
is an art to be a good reader, not to mention spending time to become
that?”' The question is almost impudent, but, regrettably, the secondary
literature has not rendered it irrelevant; in fact, it has perhaps done the
opposite. Moreover, because it is customary for a scholar to occupy him-
self with Kierkegaard’s works in an academic fashion by reporting on his
chosen method and the like, it is extremely seldom that a scholar takes
the trouble to reflect upon Kierkegaard’s forms of re/presentation and
thus upon the way he re-writes Kierkegaard’s authorship. The scholar
rarely considers his role as reader of a text, but rather as the interpreter of a
philosophical or theological structure which is to be found lying either
behind or beneath the text itself, a text whose rhetoric is perceived as a
kind of veneer which is, perhaps, pleasant and charming to look at but
which is, fundamentally, just as superfluous as it is superficial.

Roger Poole has obviously followed Kierkegaard’s prescription and
taken the time to develop the art of being a good reader, which is to say,
he not only keeps a watchful eye upon what is being said, he also keeps a
listening ear open for how what is being said is said. In all its apparent
obviousness, it is precisely this listening reading, this zig-zagging be-
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tween the epistemological and the rhetorical, which is Poole’s method
or textual strategy and by means of which he calls to account Jacques
Derrida, Harold Bloom, Christopher Norris, and Paul de Man. Or, as it
is stated in a compact, heuristic credo: “Kierkegaard is first and foremost
a writer. He knew, before Derrida, that il n’y a pas de hors texte, and he
would have agreed with the de Manian assertion that ‘the impossibility
of reading should not be taken too lightly’” (p. 11).

This more than hints at a deconstructive approach, but this does
not mean that Poole, as so many other deconstructionists, succumbs to
the temptation to let his own position evaporate into a non-commital
textual metaphysics. Instead, despite its sophisticated grasp and bold
hypo/theses, his presentation always remains controlled, and his dis-
course is upheld by solid argumentation. For as much as Poole wishes to
deconstruct Kierkegaard, it is not Poole’s intention to penetrate Kierke-
gaard’s work, but rather to see its fiction and ambiguity as that which is
precisely its constitutive feature. Poole knows that if the attempt 1s made
to distill out the epistemological substance from the Kierkegaardian very
little is left remaining: “I shall do the very opposite of suggesting that
there is one right final reading. I shall suggest that the mystery is impen-
etrable to the end, and that is because Kierkegaard’s writing has made all
solutions impossible” (p. 1).

The book itself is divided into nine chapters, essentially following
Kierkegaard’s life in chronological order, beginning with his murderous
book on Hans Christian Andersen and concluding with his passionate
one-man-revolution, with the main emphasis being laid on a close rhetor-
ical reading of Repetition, The Concept of Anxiety, Stages on Life’s Way, and
Concluding Unscientific Postscript. The last third of the book concerns itself
with a dialectic between “The Text of the Body” and “The Body of the
Text” as being that dialectic which is brought to the forefront in Kier-
kegaard’s relationship to the public before and after his catastrophic col-
lision with The Corsair. The very last two chapters, “Theory of the Sign”
and “Reduplication” present a controversial interpretation of the subtle
semantic of the sign, first in an architechtonic context and then in a psy-
chosomatic one. The individual chapters are brilliantly organized and the
language itself flows like a fresh breeze out over the Kierkegaardian texts.

For Poole has understood that Kierkegaard’s concerns are, to a large
extent, bound to his forms of re/presentation: his style, rhetoric, jokes,
silence, yes, even to his choice of typographic forms, to a series of visual
patterns, and Poole has, quite literally, demonstrated this in connection
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with his controversial reading of (and listening in on) The Concept of Anx-
iety, the text of which is read and commented upon both in English and
in Danish. His skill at listening catches one oft-guard, whether it shows
forth in his hearing the recurring “s”
terms or in his later interpretation of the statues of Christ and the Apostles
by Thorvaldsen as found in Vor Frue Kirke, it is impressive. Whether,
in either case, it is a kind of (Schlegelian) Sinn-hineinlegen is not that cru-
cial, for as Poole himself has articulated it: “A new reading of Kierke-
gaard should discover that the aesthetic texts do not mean but are” (p. 5).
For example, the master’s dissertation is really “a kind of extended joke”
(p. 3) and Poole does not shrink from putting too fine a point upon it:
“Kierkegaard determines to carry out one cadenza after another of non-
referential writing. He sets up literary machines that, like those of the
Dadaists, actually work but carry out no function at all” (p.7).

One of these Dadaistic perpetual motion machines is Repetition,
about which Poole, with a fearlessness that stands in a class by itself, claims
that Kierkegaard consciously makes it impossible, becomes coy, and lets

in the work’s various incestuous

the form swallow up any and every conceptual content: “The text of Rep-
etition employs with even greater persistence a technique first visible in
The Concept of Irony, and that is the technique of oscillating terms. The
term repetition itself, as it is disseminated over the first few pages, is given
so many definitions, counterdefinitions, and paradoxical redefinitions that
any chance of ever defining the concept of repetition is made deliberate-
ly impossible from the start” (p. 63). Repetition thus seems to thrive upon
its own unreadability, and Poole can conclude his own reading with the
following subversive salute: “Paul de Man could never have wished a
more perfect case of aporia” (p. 82).

Thus, it begins to be clear why the impossibility of reading should
not be taken too lightly and that the possibility of misreading is actually
all the more likely. That Poole, the whole book through, must contend
with the sort of philosophical or theological reader who — like Niels
Thulstrup — “is unaware of all literary technique, all irony, all play, all
textual practice” (p. 72) goes without saying. But there is a terrific ten-
sion between the claim of the impossibility of reading, in principle, and
Poole’s insistence upon that same reading’s necessity. Thus, it can rightly
be asked whether Poole, with his conception of the authorship as indi-
rect communication, does not himself indirectly advance the idea that
the only reading which is not possible among countless others would be
that which Kierkegaard himself had intended.
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In other words, Poole tends toward a totalization of the text’s am-
biguity to such a degree that even that ambiguity which is an inescapable
textual condition is deemed identical to Kierkegaard’s indirect commu-
nication. Since this 1s a crucial point, I ought to expand upon it. For in-
stance, in his introduction, Poole claims: “The aim of the aesthetic texts
is not to instruct, or to inform, or to clarify, but on the contrary to di-
vert, to subvert, and to destroy clear biographical intelligibility” (p. 9).
Such a statement already presents the temptation of asking the question
of where it was that Poole got his information about the “aim” of the
texts, something which becomes much more relevant when, a few pages
later, Poole writes that “the pseudonyms themselves are fakes, the dum-
mies that mime and simulate a drama of inwardness which is at once un-
endurable and inexpressible. The very similarity of their stories to Kier-
kegaard’s is the trap” (p. 11).

Again: How does Poole know that this is actually the case? This is
not a biographical question, but a hermeneutical one, which becomes
critical in connection to Poole’s readings of the insets in Stages on Life’s
Way. Here Poole observes that these six insets are all dated on the fifth
on the month and that they therefore must have deep significance.
“Kierkegaard was born on 5 May. Selecting the date of his birthday,
then, six times over, Kierkegaard weaves into Quidam’s Diary materials
that make every reader feel that, at last, he has found something interest-
ing. Herein lies the trap. The insets seem to be directly informative
about the secret past life of the ‘real’ author, Seren Kierkegaard, and in
particular about his relations to his father (...). Again and again, the
reader is tempted to believe that here, at last, through the veiling tech-
nique of the Silent Brother, some truth we need in order to understand
the written work of Kierkegaard is to be found” (p. 109). It cannot be
overlooked that perhaps it is precisely this rather sophisticated reading
which Kierkegaard actually intended, and thus, it is, as far as it goes, the
truest — but by this I do not say that it is also the best!

The problem lies in specifying the criteria by which one chooses
whether a given reading falls into the trap or escapes from it. Poole,
who himself supplies a host of masterful readings of these insets, here
seems to make himself guilty of a certain arbitrariness, in that a mere ten
pages later, in his interpretation of “Solomon’s Dream” he reveals: “What
is apparently sought for high and low is actually on the wall, framed, for
all to see. He had a great need to keep himself secret, but he also had a
great need to explain himself, particularly to Regine. So he tells the sto-
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ry literally as it is, trusting for the Entfremdungseffekt of social prudery and
good will to make people doubt their eyes as they read. (“He can’t
mean that!”)” (p. 120).

It is a charming reading, but it is also vulnerable to that same “bi-
ographical” criticism which Poole has been arguing for. Moreover, from
another perspective, his position seems to beg the question of whether
Kierkegaard would ever be able to articulate himself in a direct fashion.
Poole is inclined to answer in the negative, even claiming that Training
in Christianity was an indirect communication (cf. p. 24), and not even
the attack on Christendom seems to mark a break with Kierkegaard’s
prior communication praxis. Here Poole, to my eyes, is almost plus kier-
kegaardien que Kierkegaard, and 1 cannot suppress this banality: can an in-
direct communication actually have meaning if a direct one is not also
given?

However it stands, one must admit that Poole’s own approach to
the Kierkegaardian material is, in many regards, absolutely direct. Thus,
he gives a nuanced, historical reckoning of the circumstances surround-
ing The Corsair and the menage a trois which was played out between
Kierkegaard, Goldschmidt, and P.L. Mgller. Poole is here as elsewhere
refreshingly free from all biographical animosity, and thanks to his com-
petence as a reader, his is well above the general fear of creating inten-
tional fallacies. He straight-out says that there “never has been any will-
ingness to recognize that it was the caricatures that did the damage, be-
cause the theme of Kierekgaard’s embodiment is never allowed to be
put” (p. 192), and thus he breaks through one of the iron curtains of bi-
ographical prejudice, which has, for decades, separated the historically
concrete Kierkegaard from the philosopher of the same name.

And just as Poole is opening new insights into Kierkegaard’s works
by means of his reading, he is also contributing, albeit perhaps indirectly,
to a reinstating of the Journals as texts which in a new era of interpreta-
tion must be integrated into an understanding of that complex phenom-
enon which is known by the sign of Kierkegaard. For this reason, Poole
writes: “There is a whole lost phenomenology of the Copenhagen street
in these volumes of the Journal (...). In a certain sense, this private text,
the Journal, is most public, because it traces the changing relationship of
a public figure forced to be private by an organ of the public that pre-
tends to be speaking for that public. It is certainly no mere biographical
interest these Journal entries have: they trace a process of alienation day
by day” (p. 220).
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Poole has written a generous book, which is scintillatingly elegant
in relation to the writer Kierkegaard; a book which, with its lively read-
ings, could convince anyone of the necessity of reading and re-reading
Kierkegaard both literarily and rhetorically; a book which is wonderfully
congenial in its treament of that unpredictable and absolutely uncom-
mon lightning bolt, Kierkegaard.

Joakim Garff

1. Kierkegaard’s Writings, tr. by Howard V. Hong and Edna H. Hong, vol. I-XXVI,
Princeton: Princeton Univeristy press, 1978- present, VI, p. 225.

Joachim Ringleben.:
Die Krankheit zum Tode von Séren Kierkegaard.
Erklirung und Kommentar

Gottingen, Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht 1995, 323 S.

Obwohl die Krankheit zum Tode nicht nur als ein Hauptwerk in Kier-
kegaards (Euvre — wenn nicht als das Hauptwerk, sondern auch als eines
der theologisch und philosophisch wichtigsten Biicher des 19. Jahrhun-
derts gilt, gibt es nur wenige Versuche, eine methodische und inhaltliche
Gesamtinterpretation dieser kleinen Schnft zu lessten. Das Buch von Joachim
Ringleben zeigt, daB sich dies in den letzten Jahren geidndert hat. Es will
— wie der Untertitel sagt — Erklirung und Kommentar zur Krankheit
zum Tode geben. Schon aus diesem Grunde ist das Buch zu begriilen.

Die Darstellung des Buches folgt dem Duktus des Kierkegaard-
schen Textes. Dieser wird Abschnitt fiir Abschnitt kommentiert, indem
besonders die Kernaussagen und die gedankliche Struktur erliutert wer-
den. Beachtenswert ist, daf} die griindliche Exegese im Haupttext von
detaillierten und aufschluBreichen Anmerkungen zu der Geistesgeschich-
te begleitet wird, in die sich die Krankheit zum Tode einschreibt. Das be-
deutet aber auch, daB3 die Anmerkungen sich nur in zweiter Linie mit
der Forschungsliteratur tiber Kierkegaard auseinandersetzen.

Als Beispiel fiir die geistesgeschichtliche Perspektivierung kann
man die zahlreichen Anmerkungen zu Hegel nennen. Diese Erliuterun-
gen bezeugen, dafl der Verfasser nicht nur Kierkegaard-Interpret, son-
dern auch ein Hegel-Kenner ist, der imstande ist, die Lektiire der Krank-
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heit zum Tode von Hegel aus in fruchtbarer Weise zu differenzieren.
Dies wirkt sich nicht nur in den Hinweisen zu Hegel aus, sondern auch
in den Erlaiiterungen zu Kierkegaardschen Begriften, besonders zu dem
komplexen Schliisselbegriff der Dialektik.

Das Buch liefert aber nicht nur eine eingehende Erklirung und
geistesgeschichtliche Perspektivierung der Krankheit zum Tode. Es zeich-
net sich auch dadurch aus, daB es eine Gesamtinterpretation leistet, die
nicht nur versucht, die einzelne Abschnitte zu erkliren, sondern auch
die Frage nach der Komposition und dem Anliegen oder der Anlage der
Krankheit zum Tode zu beantworten.

Eine Gesamtinterpretation hingt in erster Linie davon ab, wie
man den groBen C-Abschnitt iiber die Gestalten der Verzweiflung im
ersten Teil der Krankheit zum Tode auslegt. Ringleben interpretiert ihn
mit Recht als die Erscheinungslehre oder Phinomenologie der Verzweif-
lung. Er legt die Erscheinungsgeschichte in der Weise aus, daB sich darin
Verzweiflung “verwirklicht” (S. 197): Die Verzweiflung kommt in dieser
Krankheitsgeschichte als Verzweiflung zu sich selbst. Der Verlauf ist in
dem Sinne ungebrochen, daB der Trotz als héchste und letzte Gestalt
dieser krisenhaften “Werdegeschichte” zu verstehen ist. Denn als Trotz
kommt die Verzweiflung zu sich als Aufstand gegen die eigene
Geschopflichkeit des Menschen, und daB heiit: als Aufstand gegen Gott
als Schopfer. “Verzweiflung weil} sich jetzt unwiderruflich als verzwei-
felt im Gegeniiber zu Gott, sie vollzieht sich im BewuBtsein von Gott
vor thm” (S. 205). “Der AbschluB3 der Erscheinungsgeschichte der Ver-
zweiflung” erdffnet damit dialektisch “eine neue Sphire: das Reich der
Siinde” (ibid.). Denn “Siinde ist der bewuBte Trotz gegen Gott selber
und insofern die religitse bzw. christliche Gestalt der “Verzweiflung des
Trotzes”” (S. 248).

Damit ist die Frage gestellt, wie sich die zwei Teile (“Abschnitte”)
der Krankheit zum Tode zueinander verhalten. Das eben Zitierte deutet
an, daB} dieses Verhiltnis auch ein dialektisches ist. Wie aber? Ringleben
beantwortet die Frage in folgender Weise: Die Synthese von Zeitlichkeit
und Ewigkeit bestimmt “die Aufbaulogik” der Krankheit zum Tode (des-
halb entfillt sie in C. A, es gibt keine eigenstindigen Formen der Ver-
zweiflung von dieser Synthese). Der Ubergang von Verzweiflung (im
ersten Teil) zu Siinde (im zweiten Teil) arbeitet diese ‘“umfassendste und
letztgiiltige Synthese des Selbst” im Modus ihrer spezifischen Verfehlung
aus (S. 212).

Wenn Trotz als letzte und héchste Gestalt der Erscheinungsge-
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schichte der Verzweiflung nichts anderes als Verkehrtwollen vor Gott ist
(S. 241), kommt die Bestimmung der Verzweiflung als Siinde im zwei-
ten Teil als Ergebnis dieser Geschichte vor. Diese Bestimmung ist aber
nicht nur Resultat, sondern auch Neuanfang (S. 209). Der Ubergang
von Verzweiflung zu Siinde bedeutet den Umschlag eines Steigerungs-
prozesses der Verzweiflung in die Unhintergehbarkeit des Siindenbe-
wuBtseins. Die Krankheitsgeschichte der Verzweiflung, die im ersten
Teil beschrieben ist, “mul} verstanden werden als ProzeB3, der auf die
Offenbarung ihres letzten Sinnes hintreibt und sie vorbereitet” (S. 245).
In dem Verhiltnis von vorbereitendem Vertiefungsprozef3 und qualitativ
neuer Offenbarung spiegelt sich das Verhiltnis von Anthropologie und
Theologie: Die Theologie wird antropologisch vorbereitet, und die An-
thropologie wird theologisch vollendet (S. 211). Die Erscheinungsge-
schichte der Verzweiflung ist “zugleich auch die Selbstaufklirungsge-
schichte des Gottesverhiltnisses” (S. 245). Dies ist aber so zu verstehen,
daB3 Gott selber als die geheime Antriebskraft dieses Prozesses offenbar
wird, in dem ein Mensch — durch die Negativitit der Verzweiflung —
dazu gefiihrt wird, bewuft vor Gott zu stehen. Der ProzeB setzt Gottes
Selbstoffenbarung voraus. Gott selber fiihrt die Verzweiflung durch alle
ihre Gestalten — “bis an den Punkt, wo die Verzweiflung ihre eigene
Verstellungsgeschichte durchschauen kann” (S. 224, vgl. S. 278f).

Diese Gesamtinterpretation geleistet zu haben, ist das grofe Ver-
dienst des Buches. Die Fragen, die sie anregt, gelten nicht zuletzt der
Bedeutung der Erscheinungsgeschichte der Verzweiflung. Obwohl Dia-
lektik das Schliisselwort dieser Interpretation von der Krankheit zum
Tode ist, kénnte man fragen, ob sie der Dialektik der Kierkegaardschen
Phinomenologie ganz gerecht wird. Die Dialektik betrifft — wie Ring-
leben betont (z.B. S. 132f) — die Zweideutigkeit, aber damit auch die
Negativitit des Prozesses. Dieser ist sowohl eine “Aufklirungsgeschich-
te” als auch eine Geschichte der Verdunkelung. Er ist eine komplizierte
Geschichte von Verstellung und Wahrheit: Wahrheit durch Verstellung
oder Wahrheit als Enthiillung von Verstellung. Ringleben hebt die Di-
alektik als die Logik dieses Prozesses hervor: Je tiefer die Verzweiflung
in sich steigert, um desto niher kommt sie in Wahrheit Gott (S. 214).
Das Ergebnis selber ist aber zweideutig. Wenn die Verzweiflung sich
verzweifelt — als Verzweiflung — weil3, wird sie sich der Unentrinnbar-
keit der Gottesbeziehung bewufit. Die Verzweiflung hebt sich aber nicht
auf, indem sie ihrer selbst bewulB3t wird. Was sich enthiillt, ist eben
Verzweiflung als Widerstand. Der ProzeB ist auch eine Krankheits-
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geschichte in dem Sinne, daf} das BewuBtwerden nicht zum Glauben als
Gesundheit, sondern zu immer tieferer Verzweiflung fiihrt. Der Weg aus
der Verzweiflung wird nur als eine Méglichkeit am Rande des Prozesses
angegeben. Wenn Ringleben “eine unausweichliche dialektische Not-
wendigkeit” darin sieht, da} das BewuBtsein vom Ewigen im Selbst
durchbricht, indem die Verzweiflung sich selber in sich vertieft (S. 189),
ist die Frage erstens, ob dieser Vertiefungsprozef3 notwendig ist (vgl. S.
177), und zweitens, ob die Negativitit des Prozesses nicht die offene,
zweideutige Moglichkeit festhilt: Verzweiflung oder Glaube. Die nega-
tive Dialektik der Phinomenologie der Verzweiflung ist in diesem Sinne
eine Logik der Zweideutigkeit.

Es 1st Ringleben gelungen, eine eingehende und perspektivreiche
Kommentierung in der Form einer anregenden Gesamtinterpretation der
Krankheit zum Tode zu geben, deren Verdienst nicht zuletzt darin besteht,
daB sie beides dartut: daB3 die Krankheit zum Tode mit ihrem Verstindnis
vom Selbst in der Tat auf dem Wege von Hegel zu Freud angesiedelt ist,
und daB sie eine uniiberholte Herausforderung an die Philosophie und
an die Theologie bietet: eben das Verhiltnis von philosophischer An-
thropologie und chnstlicher Dogmatik noch einmal zu durchdenken.
Solange diese Frage aktuell ist, lohnt es sich, die Krankheit zum Tode
noch einmal zu lesen.

Arne Gron

Sophia Scopetéa:
Kierkegaard og Graciteten: En Kamp med Ironi
[Kierkegaard and Hellenism: The Battle with Irony]

C.A. Reitzel, Copenhagen 1995. xxix + 481 pp. English summary.

There is no plain sense of things to be had. We are all
helpless together. Let us face the great Socrates and see
if we can stand up to him!

Roger Poole

In one of his dialogues, namely the Phaedo, Plato decisively withdrew
himself from his text by making Phaedo declare that “Plato was ill” at
the time that the dialogue took place. It is more than anyone else this

182



REVIEWS

absent Plato that Scopetéa battles with in her book on Kierkegaard’s re-
lationship to ancient Greece.

Kierkegaard was of course much more occupied with the figure
of Socrates than with ancient Greek culture and thought as a whole.
And the Socrates that he related himself to — and certainly disfigured —
was Plato’s, though he claimed to be talking about the real, historical
Socrates. Unfortunately, Plato has forever made it impossible to distin-
guish with any degree of certainty between the actual Socrates and his
written version of him. This predicament Kierkegaard almost complete-
ly chose to ignore, thus cunningly permitting the withdrawn Plato to
remain in the shade. Consequently, Scopetéa, in her attempt to deter-
mine the influence of Plato upon Kierkegaard’s work, right from the
outset has to face up to the fact that the two of them together did their
utmost to make such an enquiry a self-defeating one. Pulling the carpet
out from under one’s own feet in such a fashion is of course a highly
ironic — and eminently Kierkegaardian — move. But in an academic text
of such considerable proportions it could well prove suicidal, especially
if one, like Scopetéa, is not writing in one’s native tongue, and indeed it
almost does. Scopetéa puts herself in a position where she is unable to
formulate any substantial tenets or assumptions to take off from and
therefore she all too easily indulges in repetitions, circumlocutions and
superfluous summaries, with the result that her book lacks structure and
cogency. Furthermore, it is often difficult for the reader to establish
whether she is being ironic, evasive or just struggling with the Danish
language. As a result of this, the reader quickly experiences the not un-
Kierkegaardian sensation of having been thrown into a sea of almost un-
fathomable depths. Little i1s done to save him; most of the questions
Scopetéa raises prove unanswerable and subsequently she produces main-
ly negative results.

One such question is whether Plato was indeed ill in a more spe-
cific sense: did he suffer from the otherwise modern ailment of irony?
Kierkegaard had his own battle with this question in The Concept of
Irony, for which reason Scopetéa of course commences with a lengthy
analysis of this text. However, she chooses to sidestep the question
whether Kierkegaard dealt with the negative concept of irony in a nega-
tive — ironic — fashion, which makes it even more difficult for her to
come to any positive conclusions in the rest of her enquiry. She would
therefore have benefited greatly from discussing negative readings of The
Concept of Trony like Louis Mackey’s or Roger Poole’s," especially because
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she is clearly aware of a certain negativity of this text when she demon-
strates that Kierkegaard therein for the first but certainly not last time
practices ambivalence, sympathetic antipathy and antipathetic sympathy,
as a textual and hermeneutical modus operandi, identifying with Socra-
tes by distancing himself from him and distancing himself from Hegel
via identification (Kierkegaard og Greeciteten, p.126). Furthermore, this in-
sight enables her to point out illuminating affinities between the nothing
of irony and the nothing that provokes anxiety, which in turn paves the
way for an interesting conception of The Concept of Anxiety as a poetical
work. Kierkegaard og Greeciteten, though, has more virtues than that.

One gets a brilliant reading of Kierkegaard’s rewriting of Plato’s
Symposium, In Vino Veritas. For reasons already made explicit, it is not
possible to determine to what extent this rewriting is a polemical one.
Anyway, Scopetéa points out that the ghost of the seducer, which makes
a formidable reappearance in In Vino Veritas, cannot be said to be suc-
cessfully exorcised within the totality of Stages on Life’s Way. This is the
case not only because Judge Wilhelm’s ‘reply’ to the discourse of the
aestheticians is the weaker text, but also because it in fact raises doubts
about the alleged happy state of his marriage (Ibid., p.310) This nicely
supplements what Joakim Garff has discovered about Judge Wilhelm.

It is also intriguing that Scopetéa, via references to amongst others
Mary Shelley and E.T.A Hoftmann, invokes the notions of terror and
das Unheimliche when discussing the demonic positions that most of Kier-
kegaard’s ‘heroes’ occupy and the cruel aspects of his God. One would
have liked a more thorough development of this, however. But at any
rate the stakes are hereby raised to considerable heights before the con-
cluding discussion of the possible martyrdom of Socrates and the maieu-
tic poet writing in his footsteps. Scopetéa, albeit referring to Kierkegaard’s
papers and journals in far too haphazard a way, produces a convincing
portrait of the later Kierkegaard desperately trying to free himself from
the dialectical web that he has woven by means of poetical and ironic
devices — a hopeless enterprise because he battles against writing as he
produces it.

The plot which eventually surfaces is as follows: Scopetéa’s Kier-
kegaard starts out as a romantic character, an unhappy lover, then be-
comes a no less romantic suffering poet, and finally comes full circle as
the unhappy lover of a God that he has himself situated at an absolute
distance; the dialectic eats up itself and swallows the dialectician as well
— enter modernism. This is what Kierkegaard’s battle with irony amounts
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to in this account, where he is continually kept oscillating like the ro-
mantic poet he discarded in his dissertation.

Thus, the reader who has the patience to battle his way through
Kierkegaard og Greciteten is rewarded with a series of interesting observa-
tions and an overall interpretation of Kierkegaard which is productively
provoking. This is a strange case of almost snatching victory from the jaws
of defeat (or defeat from the jaws of victory?), that Plato, had he not
once and for all excused himself, might have appreciated.

Jacob Baggild

1. T am thinking of Mackey’s essays ‘Starting from Scratch: Kierkegaard unfair to He-
gel’ and ‘A Ram in the Afternoon: Kierkegaard’s Discourse of the Other’, both pub-
lished in his Points of View: Reddings of Kierkegaard (Florida State University Press,
1986) and Poole’s chapter on Kierkegaard’s dissertation in The Indirect Communication
(University Press of Virginia, 1993).

2. In his essay, ‘Victor Eremita — og Kierkegaard. “Det wstetiske er overhovedet mit
Element™, published in the anthology Kierkegaard Pseudonymitet (Seren Kierkegaard
Selskabets Populere Skrifter 21, C.A. Reitzel 1993), and in his chapter on Either-
Or in “Den Sovnlose”. Kierkegaard lcest cestetisk /biografisk (C. A. Reitzel 1995).

Michael Strawser:
Both/And. Reading Kierkegaard from Irony to Edification

Fordham University Press, New York 1997, XI + 398 pp.

This new study has many good points, especially the readings of a wide
range of texts from diverse strata of Kierkegaard’s authorship. These in-
clude, notably, The Concept of Irony, Johannes Climacus, Climacan and Anti-
Climacan writings and some of the edifying works (in relation to which
he also has some judicious remarks about the meaning of edification in
Kierkegaard’s works and a novel reason for preferring ‘edifying’ to ‘up-
building’). There are original reflections on issues that have been regu-
larly discussed in the secondary literature (such as the title of From the
Papers of One Still Living) and the author has a good eye for underdis-
cussed points, such as Climacus’s description of irony as a ‘synthesis be-
tween ethical passion and culture’ (p. 135) and the statement in The
Point of View that Socrates has become a Christian (p. 242).

Strawser wants to bring Kierkegaard onto the inside track of post-
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modern discourse, affirming Christopher Norris’s statement that Kierke-
gaard pre-empts deconstruction by ‘exhaustively rehearsing its tactics in
advance’ (p. 241). As Strawser sees it, the tension between the ironic and
the edifying plays a crucial role in this, since it requires readers to judge
for themselves as to whether the text moves ‘from irony to edification?
[Or] [flrom edification to irony? Or both, beginning from either end?’
(p- 242) However, I detect a certain reserve at this point, and in the pages
that follow Strawser leaves us with the impression that there is a final
congruence between Kierkegaard’s project and Christianity. I say ‘leaves
us with the impression’ because the final paragraphs are sufficiently pro-
tected by scare quotes, question marks, bracketings, negations and era-
sures that it would (clearly?) go against the ‘authorial intention’ to im-
pose such any ‘finality’ on Strawser’s text.

Readers of Kierkegaard will find a great deal to engage with in
this book, and much to stimulate their own further interpretative efforts.
Nonetheless, there are also points I would want to argue with. Some of
these are relatively minor, but I have three substantive objections to
Strawser’s case which, I believe, are interconnected.

The first concerns the tone of contempt that Strawser adopts when
writing about those he calls ‘Kierkegaardologists’, who emerge, collec-
tively, as a fairly pedestrian bunch. From A.F. Beck onwards, these acad-
emic plodders, ‘well-intentioned but misguided’ (p. xviii), have over-
looked all the subtleties and ambiguities of Kierkegaardian irony, turning
the HOW into a WHAT, and using the indirect communication as the ma-
terial of dogmatics.

No one would deny that there have been some fairly crass inter-
pretations of Kierkegaard during the last hundred and fifty years, but it is
a cheap trick to lump all Kierkegaard scholarship together in this way. I
should add that I can say this without ire, because I am myself exempted
by name from this crew of unfortunates. In fact, it turns out that Strawser
acknowledges a number of debts to previous scholarship, so why does
he insist, repeatedly, on this blanket condemnation?

This is not just a matter of academic courtesy. It also has to do
with an appropriate sense of the perspectival constraints on all interpreta-
tive work, including that of our own time. Of course, those who wrote
about Kierkegaard in previous generations came to the texts with differ-
ent presuppositions and read them differently. They were often blind
where we are seeing — but the converse also holds! Moreover, differ-
ences in expression sometimes conceal signficant affinities. The kind of

186



REVIEWS

debates about how to read Kierkgaard carried on by Heidegger, Bult-
mann and Léwith in the late 1920s and early 1930s, for instance, turn on
questions that are importantly analogous to some of the key questions of
‘postmodernity’.

This brings me to my second point. Strawser makes two very
strong claims regarding his own reading. Firstly, that it is ‘without antic-
ipations or expectations’ (p. xix) and, secondly, that it is a total reading,
i.e., a reading not misled by the deceptively restrictive categorizations of
The Point of View. However, like any other Kierkegaardologist, Strawser
does have his own leading questions and, like any other Kierkegaardolo-
gist, he actually works by focussing on a particular range of texts. Let me
be clear: I do not regard either of these limitations as ‘faults’. They are
part of the inescapable structure of interpretation, within which, as I
have said, Strawser does a lot of good and even important work.

Finally, and following on from this, Strawser’s study lays particular
emphasis on irony, taking this as a general term by which to cover the
dehiscence of meaning inherent in the very structures of language. This
is undeniably a major theme in Kierkegaard, but it should not be pur-
sued at the expense of looking at the more detailed and specific ways in
which Kierkegaard’s rhetoric explores and exploits a whole range of lin-
guistic forms (such as figuration, metaphor, mood, person, dialogue and
polemic) that depend on or that illuminate the gap between language
and ‘reality’. Irony may be the beginning of a worthwhile literary life,
but it is not the middle and the end.

I am aware that this review is sounding more hostile than I intend
it to be. [ also realize that it is threatening to outgrow its limits and turn
into an article. This is a sign that there is real matter for argument here,
and that has to be good. I hope it will be clear that I am arguing with,
not against Strawser. Whatever I disagree with in this book, it has made
me think again about questions of interpretation that are central to my
own work and I am sure it will do the same for others.

George Pattison
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Michael Theunissen:
Vorentwiirfe von Moderne.
Antike Melancholie und die Acedia des Mittelalters

Walter de Gruyter, Berlin/New York 1996, 56 pp.

The meanings of concepts change. In order to understand the signifi-
cance of such changes, an effort must be made to reconstruct the origi-
nal meaning of the concept in question. This is not only of historical in-
terest, but it is also relevant for the philosophical consequences that might
be drawn from pointing out a modern meaning of a concept.

We are, for instance, used to considering the concept of melan-
choly in connection with the idea of the modern artist as a genius. This
springs from an interpretation of Renaissance poetics, and especially the
texts of Marsilio Ficino’s revived Platonism. One work from the Aby
Warburg school has been particularly successful in advocating this view:
Raymond Klibansky, Erwin Panofsky and Fritz Saxl, Saturn and Melan-
choly: Studies in the History of Natural Philosophy, Religion and Art, Nelson,
London 1964. The modern implication of the concept of melancholy is
here presented as a liberation from its medieval intermingling with the
theological concept of acedia.

In his small but very important book Vorentwiitfe von Moderne. An-
tike Melancholie und die Acedia des Mittelalters (Walter de Gruyter, Berlin/
New York 1996), Michael Theunissen challenges our taken for granted
modern way of viewing the concept of melancholy. Modifying any
straightforward definition of the modern, he establishes a dialectical con-
nection between ancient melancholy and medieval acedia which forms a
structure of experience that is to be called modern. Moreover, he there-
by suggests elements of a general anthropology.

The first main object of Theunissen’s analysis is an extract from a
work by Theophrastus to be found in the peripatetic Problemata Physica
(XXX,1) from the third century B.C. He makes a careful reconstruction
of the text, showing that Theophrastus reflects a decay of classical antiq-
uity and thereby points towards “eine Spielart von Moderne” (p. 4).
Melancholy is no longer conceived of within the Hippocratian doctrine
of the four humours of the human body, and so what Theunissen calls a
de-substantialisation and a de-cosmologisation take place. The mixture
of mania and depression in the melancholic is not to be explained by any
kind of physicalism. Instead Theophrastus discovers “die Grundlosigkeit
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sowohl der guten wie der schlechten Stimmung” (p. 16). So melancholy
consists in a kind of natural division-of-the-self, Selbstentzweiung (p. 13),
which the melancholic is forced to come to terms with.

‘Theunissen rejects a solution derived from Aristotelian ethics in
which the melancholic is submitted to an ideal of a mean state or bal-
ance between two extremes. He is also critical of an interpretation that
seeks to impose on Theophrastus Plato’s remarks on mania in the Phai-
dros. Such a reading tends to overlook “[das] in Genuss verwandelten
Leiden” (p. 22). This reading springs mainly from an appropriation of
the Ficinian notion of the eminent genius, artist, or philosopher; 1.e., the
appropriation of the Warburg school and Wilhelm Szilasi. Theunissen re-
gards this as a false mediation, based on a confidence in a modern idea of
Ubermensch. He instead interprets Theophrastus’s text as modern in the
sense that it articulates a kind of scepticism in terms of a general anthro-
pology. Any human being has to accept certain limits and then try to
make the best of it. So melancholy might be transformed into another
quality: “Vielleicht liegt in der Steigerung etwas von Selbstiiberschrei-
tung. Aber wenn, dann keine, die gegen die Ohnmacht Macht mobil-
isierte, sondern eine, die sie durchdringt und Freiheit nur mittels der
Bereitschaft zu ihr verschafft” (p. 23). When you have to make the best
of the experience of negativity, this can only be the second best. Recon-
ciliation, then, is not to be seen as an act of mania, but as depending
upon one’s readiness to embark upon the second (best) voyage, ho
deuteros plous as Plato writes in the Phaedo.

However, the modernity of the concept of melancholy cannot be
adequaetely conceived of if the medieval notion of acedia is not taken into
account. The second principal text in Theunissen’s analysis is the passage
De acedia in St. Thomas Aquinas’ Summa theologica 11,2 (quaestio 35). Unlike
melancholy, acedia, sloth, has its opposition outside itself, namely joy,
gaudium. So acedia is an experience of the absence of joy, i.e., a privation.
And it is a sin in so far as it is an act of freedom, where you remove your-
self from the source of joy, God. Acedia, then, is disgust with the divine
good, and in Theunissen’s words “eine Gotteserfahrung im Modus der
Negation” (p. 28). In a strange way acedia hereby unveils reality (Realitits-
erschliessung). This is precisely what makes the concept attractive for a mod-
ern philosopher such as Martin Heidegger, who in his analysis of Sorge, care,
discovers a Stimmung, mood or attunement, which is relevant to ontology,
because it does not disappear between two extremes, but unveils reality:
“Sie erschliesst das je eigene Dasein und das Seiende im ganzen” (p. 29).
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Even though St. Thomas Aquinas manages to preserve acedia from
disappearing in what is overcome and thus negated in melancholy (p. 31), if
examined from a modern viewpoint his analysis demonstrates a lack of ex-
perience. He thinks it possible to reestablish a positive relation to the joys
of this world, not through acedia but by avoiding it by intellectual means.
In other words, St. Thomas Aquinas does emphasize human freedom, but
— according to Theunissen — he is more hesitant in stressing the freedom
of God. He does not develop a philosophical reflection on God’s self-
withdrawal from the world, Selbstentzug Gottes (p. 33). This is the reason
why his concept of acedia lacks the depth of the experiences made, for in-
stance, by the early Christian hermits and the later mystics. They are at
the mercy of God, and when he withdraws himself they are attacked by
an experience of ‘desert’. This Urszene 1s characterised by the concept of
acedia that indicates “das Wanken der Grundfesten ihres Daseins” (p. 34).

Now, from his trenchan analysis of Theophrastus and St. Thomas
Aquinas, Theunissen points out some modern metamorphoses where
melancholy and acedia are combined. What interests Theunissen is the
modern rﬁeaning that springs exactly from the combination of those two
concepts. This must be the reason why in his last chapter he only men-
tions in passing the Warburg school and its revival of melancholy with-
out acedia (pp. 49 and 53).

Theunissen again mentions Heidegger’s transformation of acedia
in his reflections on Sorge and Befindlichkeit, aftectedness. This transforma-
tion forms a modern exception as it is not combined with the concept
of melancholy. Theunissen goes no further than that. Nevertheless I will
allow myself to make the following conjectures. Theunissen credits Hei-
degger with his rehabilitation of the theological concept of acedia in his
theory of Befindlichkeit, and so he makes the phenomenon relevant to
ontology. But in his philosophical reflections, Heidegger is not suffi-
ciently aware of the theological notion of God’s self~withdrawal from
the world, and Theunissen seems to find this deplorable. Even though
Heidegger analyses the negative moods, he therefore does not take neg-
ativity as seriously as one should, Theunissen seems to imply.

Friedrich Nietzsche and Seren Kierkegaard both stress negativity
in connecting melancholy and acedia. In his concept of Traurigkeit Nietz-
sche favours melancholy, whereas Kierkegaard in his concept of Schwer-
mut (tungsind) seems to favour acedia. But none of them is, according to
Theunissen, very clear in combining those concepts; Kierkegaard is even
equivocal.
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With Walter Benjamin it is different. In Benjamin’s concept of
Trauer, mourning, Theunissen for the first time perceives a structure in
which melancholy and acedia are connected to each other. Theunissen
has prepared us for these concluding reflections by mentioning Ben-
jamin earlier in his account of melancholy (pp. 9ff.) and acedia (p. 32)
respectively. The baroque version of acedia is in Benjamin a reaction to-
wards an empty world, or rather a world made empty by Lutheran the-
ology. This idea of acedia is original as it reflects the theological notion
of God’s self~withdrawal from the world. Benjamin, however, grafts the
idea of contemplative melancholy onto acedia, whereby in a paradoxical
way melancholy is a remembrance of the hidden God. As melancholy is
tied to the original theological concept of acedia, it does not open a
transcendence that reaches beyond the world; it remains contemplating
the dead things of this world. Trauer, then, is 2 modern way of fulfilling
the Platonic programme of saving the phenomena (p. 52).

Connected with acedia, melancholy is turned away from the no-
tion of genius, Ubermensch, etc., and it is situated within a modern, gener-
al anthropology that combines Selbstentzweiung and Realititserschliessung.
Finally, it is not the Platonic notion of mania, but the essential idea of ho
deuteros plous that unites antique melancholy and medieval acedia. So this
second best voyage shows the possibility of what Theunissen calls a life
in modernity not entirely unblessed (p. 53).

In my presentation of Theunissen’s argument, I hope to have
demonstrated that his book contains a stimulating analysis of highly
complex matters of ideas, enlightened by advanced philosophical reflec-
tion. The structure of experience, thus conceived, is dialectical through
and through, as is the definition of what is modern.

So the book is a very serious contribution to a reevaluation of the
investigations of the Warburg school, for example. In this field you can-
not identify what is modern unless Christian notions are taken into ac-
count. Theunissen’s book makes a profound impression in an even more
fundamental respect: he insists that such a reevaluation is not depending
upon what you might call pure theology, but upon a theologically com-
mitted philosophy. In connection with his discussion of St. Thomas
Aquinas, Theunissen sets forth some fundamental remarks that seem to
me to be extremely relevant in understanding his own philosophical
work. The theological view demands a philosophical basis, Theunissen
writes. Philosophy, then, helps theology to a better understanding of it-
self. On the other hand the philosophical topic is prescribed by theology.
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“Philosophie muss ... auf der Freiheit Gottes bestehen. Das heisst: Fiir
sie griindet die Traurigkeit iiber Gott in dessen Selbstentzug” (p. 33).
Accordingly, a theological notion must be reflected philosophically.

To understand the modern meaning of a concept, philosophers and
humanists must take theology into consideration. Similarly it is impor-
tant for theology to commit itself to a philosophical understanding of its

concepts.
Niels Gronkjcer

Peter Tschuggnall:
Das Abraham-Opfer als Glaubensparadox

Bibeltheologischer Befund — Literarische Rezeption —
Kierkegaards Deutung

Peter Lang Verlag, Frankfurt a.M./Bern/New York, 1990.
Europdische Hochschulschriften, Reihe XXIII, Bd. 399, 208 S.

Tschuggnalls Buch geht auf eine (katholisch-theologische) Dissertation
zuriick, die 1989 an der Universitit Innsbruck eingereicht wurde. In-
zwischen hat der Autor eine weitere Kierkegaard-Studie vorgelegt (Siren
Kierkegaards Mozart-Rezeption. Analyse einer philosophisch-literarischen Deu-
tung von Musik im Kontext des Zusammenspiels der Kiinste. Frankfurt a.M.:
Peter Lang Vlg. 1992.), die als Nachfolger des Erstlingswerkes unter an-
derem die stadientheoretisch unerwartete Einsicht ans Licht bringt, daf3
man sich — zumindest literarisch — offenbar nicht nur vom Asthetischen
zum Ethisch-Religiésen, sondern durchaus auch vom Ethisch-Religiésen
zum Asthetischen bewegen kann.

Das Projekt einer Detailuntersuchung zu “Furcht und Zittern” un-
ter EinschluB des rezeptionsgeschichtlichen Umfeldes scheint der Sache
nach nicht nur plausibel; es ist im Gegenteil iiberfillig: Obwohl auch
der spite Kierkegaard eine uneingeschrinkt hohe Meinung von seinem
pseudonymen Frithwerk (1843) bekundet, liegen nach wie vor iiber-
raschend wenige Spezialuntersuchungen vor, die diese Einschitzung als
gerechtfertigt oder auch nur verstindlich erscheinen lassen. Vor allem
der deutsche Leser, der aus sprachlicher und/oder bibliographischer Un-
kenntnis bislang keine Gelegenheit hatte, sich z.B. mit E. Mooneys Ar-
beiten oder den von R. Perkins herausgegebenen Aufsatz- und Kom-
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mentarbinden zu “Furcht und Zittern” zu befassen, wird dankbar auf
Tschugg-nalls “fundamentaltheologische Studie” (9) zuriickgreifen. Was
bietet diese?

Zunichst: Sie bietet weder eine reine “Furcht-und-Zittern” — noch
eine ausschlieBliche Kierkegaard-Interpretation; erstere beansprucht le-
diglich ein Viertel (vgl. 112-156), letztere etwa die Hilfte (vgl. 84-156;
176-194), d.h. im wesentlichen den als ‘Vertiefung’ bezeichneten Ab-
schnitt 3 der gesamten Untersuchung. Die iibrigen drei bzw. vier Kapi-
tel, deren Titelstichworte den reisemetaphorischen Vorlieben des Autors
Rechnung tragen (0: ‘Einfahrt’; 1: ‘Ausschau’; 2: ‘Zwischenstation’; 4:
‘Ausfahrt’), befassen sich nach einem einleitenden Vorblick (0: 9-12) mit
der exegetisch-theologischen (1: 13-58) sowie der geisteswissenschaft-
lich-literarischen (2: 59-83) Auslegungsgeschichte von Gen 22,1-19; im
AnschluB an die eigentliche Kierkegaard-Interpretation in Abschnitt 3
werden die Ergebnisse der vorangegangenen Teile abschlieBend auf den
“Priifstand neuerer Glaubenstheologie” (157) gestellt (4: 157-194).

Wer sich im Uberblick tiber den gegenwirtigen Stand der exege-
tischen Forschung zu Gen 22 orientieren mochte, findet im ersten Ab-
schnitt von Tschuggnalls Buch niitzliche Informationen. Die durchweg
solide Darstellung erdrtert die Historizitit der Abrahamerzihlungen,
ordnet diese in ihren alttestamentlichen Kontext ein, diskutiert im Ex-
kurs die Menschenopferproblematik in Gen 22 und legt eine detaillierte
Einzelversexegese vor. Demnach kann als Quintessenz bzw. Kerninten-
tion der Erzihlung “(a) die von Gott initiierte Erprobung der Gottesfurcht
Abrahams und (b) der bedingungslos vertrauende und in die Zukunft
weisende Glaube des Gepriiften ausgewiesen werden” (34; vgl. 159).
Entscheidend sei ferner die gattungstheoretische Einsicht, da Gen 22
nicht als historischer Bericht, sondern als Erzihlung zu lesen sei — mithin
als ein Stiick narrativer Theologie, das formal “von einer Spannung zu
einer Losung gefiihrt” (39; vgl. 157, 159) und dessen Inhalt nicht durch
externen Diskurs, sondern ausschlieBlich im und durch den Erzihlvor-
gang selber verifiziert werde.

Der Folgeabschnitt (13-58) stellt Basisinformationen zur christlich-
jiidischen Uberlieferungsgeschichte zusammen, deren Spannbreite von
neutestamentlichen und rabbinischen tiber altkirchliche (Origines, Au-
gustinus etc.), mittelalterliche und reformatorische (Thomas v. Aquin, Lu-
ther etc.) bis hin zu neueren bzw. gegenwirtigen Auslegungen (Delitzsch,
Reventlow etc.) reicht. Daf} dabei unter den gegenwirtigen Deutungs-
versuchen vorzugsweise alttestamentlich-exegetische Positionen zu Wort
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kommen (die als solche ja bereits Gegenstand des vorangegangenen Ab-
schnittes waren), ist eine der methodischen Schwichen des Buches. Eine
zweite tritt im Folgeabschnitt (59-83) deutlich zutage: Die Rezeptions-
geschichte der Abrahamerzihlung, die Tschuggnall nachzeichnet und die
in erster Linie Literaten (D&éblin, Mann, Kafka, Fried etc.) und Philo-
sophen (Sartre, Kolakowski, Kant, Hegel, Schelling etc.) beriicksichtigt,
gleicht in weiten Teilen einer mehr oder minder eklektischen Bliiten-
lese: nicht nur und primir aufgrund der Auswahl der behandelten Au-
toren, sondern vor allem im Blick auf die Darstellung selbst, die sich
hiufig (vgl. z.B. 63, 64f, 67, 69 etc.) auf eine bloBe Aneinanderrethung
bzw. stichwortartige Kommentierung einschligiger Zitate beschrinkt. Ein
solches Verfahren mag dem Leser interessante Anregungen bieten; zum
Verstindnis der alttestamentlichen Erzihlung trigt es wenig bei.

Eine ‘Vertiefung’ des Problemstandes soll durch eine detaillierte
Analyse von “Furcht und Zittern” erreicht werden. Methodisch durch-
aus naheliegend sucht Tschuggnall zunichst den biographischen Zugang
zu Kierkegaards Interpretation: sein Verhiltnis zum Vater und zu seiner
Verlobten (84-92). Die nachfolgenden Basisinformationen zu kontext-
iibergreifenden Voraussetzungen und Schwerpunkten seines Denkens
(92-112: das Prinzip der indirekten Mitteilung, die Existenzkategorien,
der Kampf gegen ‘das System’ und die ‘bestehende Christenheit’ etc.) lei-
ten iiber zur eigentlichen Interpretation des Buches. Tschuggnall hilt
sich dabei eng an seine Vorlage: Im AnschluB an einfihrende Erliuter-
ungen zu Vorspann, (Unter-)Titel, pseudonymem Verfasser und Motto
(112-117) folgen die Ausftihrungen schrittweise den einzelnen Abschnit-
ten des Buches — von Vorwort und Epilog tiber Stimmung und Lobrede
bis zu den drei Problemata und deren ‘Vorliufiger Expektoration’ (117-
156). Die Analyse kulminiert in der nicht eben iiberraschenden These,
daf3 Kierkegaard “die Abraham-Priifung nicht in erster Linie als Ver-
suchungsgeschichte”, sondern als “exemplarische[n] Fall von ‘Glaubens-
paradox’” (182f) deutet. Im Mittelpunkt von “Furcht und Zittern” steht
demnach nicht das Problem der unendlichen Resignation bzw. Johannes
de silentios Insistieren auf Abrahams unbegreiflicher Fihigkeit, seine T6-
tungsbereitschaft nicht als dsthetische Versuchung, sondern deren Fehlen
im Gegenteil als Versuchung durch das Ethische (bzw. als religise An-
fechtung) aufzufassen; zentral ist vielmehr das Paradox des Glaubens
(vgl. 132, 144f, 182f), dessen durch den “integrative[n] Bestandteil” (182;
vgl. 132) der Resignation lediglich vorbereitete Doppelbewegung kraft
des Absurden an eine Wiedergewinnung Isaaks und damit an “die Un-
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endlichkeit als in die Endlichkeit eingegangen ... glaubt” (183). DaB3
Kierkegaard — Tschuggnall zufolge — bereits in “Furcht und Zittern” das
Unendliche in die Endlichkeit, das Ewige in die Zeitlichkeit etc. zu in-
tegrieren versucht, dokumentiert unter anderem, daB3 er die Pointe des
Buches mit Kierkegaards Christentumsauffassung harmonisieren méchte
(vgl. 162f, 179, 190ff). Nun liegt hier unbestreitbar eine zentrale Schwie-
rigkeit, der sich jede Interpretation des Buches stellen mufl — und
Tschuggnall sieht dies durchaus. Allein, seine Deutung belilt es bei
einer ungeldsten (und als solcher uneingestandenen) Spannung: So heil3t
es einerseits, “Furcht und Zittern” koénne als “Kierkegaards Propideutik
zum christlichen Glauben bezeichnet werden, als ‘Voriibung’ in Chri-
stologie: Hier geht es um die Bereitstellung der Glaubensform ‘Paradox’,
die sich dann spiter, in Philosophische Bissen (1844), mit dem Glau-
bensgehalt Christus fiillt” (118; vgl. 179). Andererseits ist der “in Furcht
und Zittern ausgewiesene Glaubende ... im Unterschied zu dem Chri-
sten im Sinne des Neuen Testaments ... gerade nicht ein Fremdling, er
ist ‘Stammherr der Endlichkeit’, der nicht bei der Resignationsbewe-
gung haltmacht, sondern eine zusitzliche Bewegung — kraft des Absur-
den — vollzieht” (185; vgl. 134, wo Tschuggnall die genannte Differenz
unter Berufung auf dieselbe Textstelle nivelliert). Bezeichnend scheint
mir in diesem Zusammenhang auch die mangelnde Prizision in Tschugg-
nalls Fassung des Paradoxbegriffs: Die Auskunft, Abrahams Glaube sei
paradox, weil “nicht verifizierbar” (193), ist m.E. nicht weniger un-
scharf bzw. irrefiihrend als die Behauptung, das Absurde seines Glaubens
liege darin, “daBl Gott Isaak nicht von ihm fordern will, wihrend er
doch willig ist, thn zu opfern” (182). Diese Aussage bzw. der ihr ent-
sprechende Sachverhalt ist keineswegs absurd und wird auch von Jo-
hannes de silentio nicht als solcher ausgegeben. Dariiber hinaus sind
Tschuggnalls Deutungen durch eine Reihe weiterer Probleme inhalt-
licher Art belastet: etwa durch fehlende oder oberflichliche Erliuterun-
gen zu schwierigen bzw. unklaren Textpassagen (z.B. 96, 130, 151, 156),
durch Fehldeutungen (z.B. 179: die ethische Selbstwahl als Bewegung
der unendlichen Resignation) etc. SchlieBlich neigt der Autor mitunter
zu eben jener Art des Dozierens, die die mitteilungstheoretische Raffi-
nesse Kierkegaards schlicht unterliuft. Wihrend Johannes de silentio
dem Leser zumutet, selber zu entscheiden, ob Abraham glaubt — oder
aber als Morder zu verurteilen ist —, scheint fiir Tschuggnall die Sache
klar: “Abraham wider-steht der Versuchung des Ethischen ... und ist als
Einzelner dem Allgemeinen tibergeordnet” (189; vgl. 97, 132, 139, 140,
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142). Gravierend erscheint mir {iber diese inhaltlichen Monita hinaus ein
methodischer Einwand, der die Anlage des Buches insgesamt betrifft:
Dessen SchluBabschnitt, der die exegetisch-literarisch-Kierkegaardsche
Rezeption von Gen 22 ‘auf den Priifstand neuerer Glaubenstheologie’
zu stellen beabsichtigt, hilt de facto nicht, was er verspricht, und en-
twickelt auch keine Kriterien dafiir, wie eine sachangemessene Einlésung
dieses Versprechens aussehen miifite. Offenbar soll der Leser, wenn wir
von der literarischen Rezeption zunichst absehen, nach Meinung des
Verfassers weder Johannes de silentios Deutung am exegetischen Befund
noch umgekehrt diesen an jener messen; entscheidend ist vielmehr ein
dritter, tibergeordneter Standpunkt, der der ‘neueren Glaubenstheologie’.
Nun ist zwar die mégliche Plausibilitit dieser These bzw. die der damit
verbundenen Aufgabe nicht einfach von der Hand zu weisen. Aber zum
einen gibt Tschuggnall keine Griinde fiir die Behauptung an, daf aus-
gerechnet dieser Standpunkt der entscheidende sein soll; zum anderen
wird (abgesehen von einer groben Skizzierung des zugrundeliegenden
Glaubensbegriffs: 166; vgl. 166ff, 144) keineswegs deutlich, was unter der
sog. ‘neueren Glaubenstheologie’ zu verstehen ist; schlieBlich und vor
allem aber fithrt Tschuggnall die in Aussicht gestellte Untersuchung fak-
tisch gar nicht durch. Was statt dessen vorliegt, sind entweder tiberfliis-
sige (und iiberdies teils wortliche) Dubletten entsprechender Passagen aus
Abschnitt 1 oder einschligige Zusatzinformationen, die ohne Probleme
und methodisch sinnvoller im Kontext desselben Kapitels Platz hitten
finden kénnen (vgl. 1581, 161, 172, 177, 180, 182).

Fazit: Tschuggnalls Studie vermittelt als Einstieg in die Auseinan-
dersetzung mit Gen 22 ein brauchbares Uberblickswissen, insbesondere
in exegetischer und rezeptionsgeschichtlicher Hinsicht. Als konstrukti-
ven Beitrag zur Kierkegaard-Forschung wird man sie kaum werten kon-
nen: Dafiir ist ihre leitende These zu unspezifisch, der hermeneutische
Zugriff im Einzelfall durchaus anfechtbar, ihr methodischer Ansatz ins-
gesamt problematisch. Dal3 Tschuggnall mit seiner Nachfolgestudie (s.o.)
den Weg vom Ethisch-Religiésen zum Asthetischen eingeschlagen hat,
kann von daher nur als Schritt in die richtige Richtung gewertet werden:
Denn diese vermittelt von den Qualititen des Autors ein wesentlich
giinstigeres Bild.

Heiko Schulz
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Poul Erik Tojner, Joakim Garff & Jorgen Dehs:
Kierkegaards astetik
[Kierkegaard’s Aesthetics]

Gyldendal, Copenhagen 1995, 172 pp.

In recent years the most significant turn in Kierkegaard studies has ar-
guably been the discovery of the ‘literary’ or ‘aesthetic’ Kierkegaard. In
the wake of deconstructive and other post-structuralist theories of litera-
ture and writing, the focus of attention has shifted from the ‘what’ to
the ‘how’ of Kierkegaard’s texts. Such theories, of course, are not exact-
ly accessible, and subsequently this aspect of Kierkegaard research has
not had much impact outside of university departments. In order to
make up for this, Gyldendal has asked three scholars, Jergen Dehs, Joa-
kim Garff and Poul Erik Tgjner, to join forces in writing an introduc-
tion to what might be called the ‘post-modern’ version of Kierkegaard.
The results of their endeavors are three long essays, one by each writer,
which together make up Kierkegaards stetik [Kierkegaard’s Aesthetics].
The three writers indeed complement each other very well: Tojner is a
literary scholar, Garft a theologian and Dehs a philosopher who special-
izes in aesthetic theories. The latter thus reads Kierkegaard’s oeuvre in
the light of the aesthetic theories of his age, whereas Tojner and Garff to
a larger extent interpret the Kierkegaardian text along lines that are in-
spired by the aforementioned theories. Neither of them, however, makes
these sources of inspiration explicit: their essays are not littered with ref-
erences to theoreticians like de Man or Derrida. This, if anything, makes
their readings more convincing. In numerous ways Kierkegaard prefig-
ured our modern ideas of texts and textuality, and therefore his texts
willingly supply the properly attuned reader with the tools that he needs.
Knowing how to make use of this fact, Tejner and Garff maintain a
close and fruitful dialogue with Kierkegaard’s texts. These texts are of
course the key to whatever Kierkegaard’s aesthetics might consist in.
The category “aesthetic” not only refers to a ‘stage on life’s way’, an ex-
istential sphere, in Kierkegaard, but it also designates the realm of artistic
production and aesthetic theories. In addition to this, Kierkegaard la-
belled his pseudonymous works an ‘aesthetic production’. A very im-
portant question, then, is how this part of Kierkegaard’s work relates to
his notions of the aesthetic sphere and his philosophical ideas about art?
Must one conceive of the aesthetics that Kierkegaard practises as an aes-
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thetics in a third sense of the term? Bearing in mind the title of the book,
Kierkegaards cestetik, one might have expected the authors to deal a bit
more directly with this question than they do. Tgjner, however, argues
quite convincingly that Kierkegaard practises an aesthetics that makes it
possible to see him as a precursor of modernism: rather than construct-
ing a world for the reader to inhabit, Kierkegaard destroys a world for
the reader to take leave of. On the other hand, as Dehs points out, the
dichotomy between the artist and the SpieBbiirger, which Kierkegaard
was quite as occupied with as any romanticist, has been rendered a com-
monplace by the assaults of hardcore modernism in our century. Garft is
less interested in art history, but insists on the importance of taking Kier-
kegaard’s dissertation on Socratic and romantic irony seriously. So if the
authors uniformly agree on anything, it is that Kierkegaard was indeed a
deviating romanticist. This, in itself, is hardly surprising; if one reads
Kierkegaard aesthetically, such a conclusion is inevitable. Still, it is in-
triguing that all three of them focus upon the romantic concept of the
novel. In the heyday of German Frithromantik the novel was more or
less synonymous with the romantic project an sich. The novel was the
genre that could at once capture the spirit of the age in its entirety and
reflect the writer’s artistic creation of himself. Moreover, the novel, in the
form of the Bildungsroman, could mediate between the rebellious ro-
manticist and the SpieBbiirger; the rebel could react against the confines
of the given social order for a number of years — which could then be
represented as Lehrjahre. In his essay, ‘Stilens Tenker’ [‘The Thinker of
Style’], Tojner suggests that Kierkegaard’s work, like other great works
of modernity, could be read as a failed Bildungsroman or a failed autobi-
ography. Tgjner supports this argument by drawing attention to Kierke-
gaard’s obsession with the question of how he was read, claiming that this
obsession made the writer betray himself. The inventor of the category
of “hiin Enkelte” [the single individual] still wanted to be understood by
others, by his contemporaries. One way of properly understanding him,
however, was to kill him: to achieve martyrdom was something that
tempted Kierkegaard immensely. To be laughed at, which was what
happened to him during the Corsar-affair, was still acceptable as it was
perhaps the only kind of martyrdom that modernity would allow for.
But to be ignored, as he was after the laughter had died out, was intoler-
able! The thinker of ironic silence was, ironically, undone by silence...
In stating this, Tejner arrives at another perhaps inevitable con-
clusion: Kierkegaard could not successfully master all the ironies that he
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had set in motion. After all, Kierkegaard did little else than set ironies in
motion. Johannes de silentio’s communicative ideal, “to indicate the un-
known territory in the moment of deviation”, Tejner argues, 1s paradig-
matic of Kierkegaard’s communicative strategy per se, which he attempts
to demonstrate by means of readings of Either-Or, Repetition and Fear and
Trembling. His most provocative move might be his claim that the poet-
ics of the Posse, the farcical drama that Constantin Constantius watches on
both his visits to Berlin and writes about in Repetition, are more or less
synonymous with Kierkegaard’s own poetics. The Posse is not a work of
art in a traditional sense; it is a performative performance intending to
activate the spectator. The meaning of such a performance does not rest
in a pre-existing message, but in whatever effect it might have upon the
spectator. Its outcome 1is therefore radically unforeseeable; it is a play
which plays on and with common notions of meaning and identity. One
can hardly disagree with Tejner that much of this could be said of the
Kierkegaardian text. What Kierkegaard did not succeed at, however,
was activating his contemporary readers in the desired way. What he left
behind, apart from an autobiography thus bereft of its triumphant con-
clusion, was his works, those moments of deviation that negatively out-
line the unknown territory, the absolute. If Kierkegard was driven to ex-
tremes, Tajner concludes, it was his own work that spurred him on —
and perhaps betrayed him.

Thus, Tajner’s essay is persuasive indeed, maybe even dangerous-
ly so; ‘Stilens Taenker’ is so superbly written that the reader might be in
danger of forgetting whatever objections he might have to what is actu-
ally being said — enter if you dare. One could say something similar about
Joakim Garff’s essay, ‘Forfatternes Forfatter’ [“The Authors’ Author’],
which is no less well-written. Garff, too, reads Kierkegaard’s work as an
autobiography and a Bildungsroman, even claiming that Kierkegaard’s
writing relates maieutically to the writer, for which reason his work re-
flects his own development. In Garft’s terms Kierkegaard’s life shaped it-
self in the form of writing, the empirical self of the writer being gradual-
ly replaced by a self that had been produced by the writing. Characters
like ‘the sleepless one’ and ‘the knight of faith’ from Fear and Trembling
are then presented as creations who instruct their creator. According to
Garff, such characters occupy ‘narrative niches’ from which the instruc-
tion is carried out. What Kierkegaard’s characters instructed him to do
was to eventually abandon the idea that inwardness was all that mat-
tered. Indeed, in the later Kierkegaard it seems undeniable that there is a
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significant turn towards action, or at least towards the active passivity or
passive activity of suffering for the truth. Interestingly, Garff points out
that the necessity of this turn is prefigured by blatant contradictions in
early works like Either-Or and Fear and Trembling; such valiant knights of
inwardness as Victor Eremita and Johannes de silentio cannot help turn-
ing outward appearance into a sign of interior being. The crucial turn-
ing point, however, Garff identifies in the pseudonym H.H., the author
of the Two Minor Ethico-Religious Treatises. He is the character who really
dramatises the conflict between the poet and the potential martyr; H.H.’s
point of view is the one from which it must be decided whether it is
time to stop, to accept that one is ‘only a poet’, or time to really begin,
to strive to achieve martyrdom. Therefore, following the logic of Kier-
kegaardian dialectics, H.H.’s position is the most unstable of all, which
1s evident from the fearful oscillations, the ‘hyper-dialectics’ as Garff puts
it, of his treatises. One can find similar oscillations in the part of Kierke-
gaard’s papers and journals which precedes his final and decisive (?) in-
tervention with Qieblikket [The Moment]. Garff has little patience with
Kierkegaard here; the reversals between health and illness that occur in
Kierkegaard’s self-interpretation at this stage he discards as a “dialektisk
ynk” [‘dialectical pitifulness’]. Qieblikket he reads more generously, though,
arguing, with an intensified irony, that his Christian contemporaries have
‘forgotten’ the truth of the Christian religion. What Kierkegaard com-
bats 1s a self-congratulating inwardness which is completely empty or
hollow and must be exorcized by the stings of an ironic gadfly. Garff’s
most interesting point is that the romantic ironist of The Concept of Irony
makes a surprising reappearance in this context. Just like the romantic
ironist, Kierkegaard refuses not only to acknowledge history as a factor
of any importance, but also to reconcile himself with given reality. Kier-
kegaard’s dissertation thus prophetically announces the radical but appar-
ently so unsuccessful intervention of 1855. But in Garff’s opinion this
intervention was not a complete failure; if Kierkegaard did not become
a martyr, he at least became a witness for the truth that his Christian
contemporaries could not muster the energy to do away with him —
which in a way justified Kierkegaard’s attack. This is Garff’s conclusion
to the ‘novel’ that Kierkegaard commenced at an almost absolute ironic
distance but of which he gradually became the main character, much
like the author in the fragment of 1837 who gradually merges with the
insane person that he sets out to describe (II A 634) — the irony of redu-
plication or the reduplication of irony?
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Jorgen Dehs, too, in his essay ‘Den Tabte Verden’ [‘The Lost
World’], concludes that when dealing with Kierkegaard one is automati-
cally situated within the terrain of the novel; in Kierkegaard’s time the
novel was not merely a genre, but a dominant way of viewing the world.
As Hegel put it, the novel, in staging a dramatic conflict between the
poetry of the heart and the prose of given reality, presupposes a world
which is already organised as prose. In Hegel, the aim of the Bildungsro-
man is in fact to reconcile poetry and prose. Of course, Kierkegard did
not write novels of this kind. Dehs suggests that a work like Either-Or
should rather be read as a ‘broken’ or fragmented Bildungsroman; what
1s staged is a futile dialogue beween the aesthetic and the edifying com-
ponents of the novel. Moreover, the ‘middle’, the Lehrjahre of the pro-
tagonist, is missing. Still, the Kierkegaardian protagonist resembles the
hero of a novel in that he confronts a world which appears to be ‘lost’,
to be forsaken by God. A hero like this experiences what Georg Lukacs
calls ‘transcendental homelessness’ and Max Weber calls Entzauberung.
Kierkegaard, however, is merely interested in the possibilities facing
such a protagonist — his ‘novels’ are written entirely in the subjunctive.

The romantic ironist of The Concept of Irony is thus the prototype
of an author, a ‘knight of the subjunctive’, if you will. In stating this, Dehs
adds a supplementary meaning to the title of Garff’s essay. Kierkegaard is
not just an author who has created other authors like Eremita and de
silentio, he is also an author par excellence because he sketches out the
very phenomenology of romantic — and therefore modern — literature.
But of course the situation facing the author in Kierkegaard is a melan-
choly one; he cannot aesthetically recapitulate the world that he has lost,
it is not possible for him to create a genuine home for himself or to
make enchanting what has lost its enchantments — the lost highway of
literature leads only to despair. But travelling this highway is still neces-
sary because it is what provokes the demand for relating oneself to the
absolute, which is the reason why Kierkegaard parts with Hegel and
adopts another view of irony. In addition to this, Kierkegaard parts with
Kant in adopting another view of the sublime. The sublime is no longer
an exterior threat of a somewhat limited power; it is welcomed as the
fearsome stranger within.

In conclusion, Dehs, like Adorno in Construction of the Aesthetic,
points out some affinities between Kierkegaard and gnosticism. The Kier-
kegaardian protagonist is in fact quite as ‘transcendentally homeless’ as
any gnostic adept. Furthermore, the Kierkegaardian protagonist and the
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gnostic adept are both ‘beyond the law’, both have realised that it is im-
possible to mediate beween subjectivity and the social world. Kierke-
gaard’s demand that the subject may not take leave of this world in any
event, which makes him part with the gnostic adept as well, is thus para-
doxical indeed. How to be dead to the world and yet manage to live
truthfully in it — that is the question raised in and by the heterodox Kier-
kegaardian novel.

Taken together, the three essays of Kierkegaards cestetik certainly
manage to convey an understanding of Kierkegaard which is representa-
tive of the turn in Kierkegaard studies mentioned above. The great mer-
it of the book, however, is that one gets three distinct and forceful read-
ings of Kierkegaard’s work that in various ways situate him in the con-
text of his time in order to address the question of why he wrote in the
way that he did. It is thus not just the quality of the writing which makes
the book a good read; all three essays succeed in interpreting the mag-
nificent drama of Kierkegaard’s life as a writer in a productive and
thought-provoking manner.

It thus goes without saying that Kierkegaards estetik works well as
an introduction for a wider audience (though probably not for ‘absolute
beginners’). I hasten to add that nobody should consult it idly.

Jacob Boggild

Julia Watkin:
Kierkegaard

Geoffrey Chapman, London and New York 1997, xxi + 120 pp.

Introductions to Kierkegaard can approach him in a variety of different
ways — as a philosopher in the technical sense, as a philosopher in the
looser sense of someone who reflects on “the meaning of life”, as a fig-
ure of importance in the history of ideas, as a social and cultural critic, as
a creative writer. This volume is concerned with Kierkegaard as a reli-
gious, and quite specifically as a Christian thinker. (Indeed, it appears as
a contribution to a series on “Outstanding Christian Thinkers”.) This
approach is stated in a brief, introductory first Chapter. We then get a
Chapter on Kierkegaard’s family and cultural background, which, rather
refreshingly, pays some attention to his mother as well as his father.
Chapter Three continues the biographical sketch, while giving an over-
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view of Kierkegaard’s presentation of Christianity, and Chapter Four
briefly discusses the nature of the authorship, indirect communication
etc. The heart of the book comes in the next two Chapters. The first of
these deals with the conflict between a non-Christian aesthetic approach
to life and the Christian ethical existence defended by Judge William,
and the second considers the conflict between this “Christian culture”
and what Kierkegaard came to see as the ideal demands of Christianity.
Chapter Seven looks at Kierkegaard’s attitude to previous Christian think-
ers, and at his own influence on later theologians; Chapter Eight con-
cludes by trying to indicate what Kierkegaard’s significance might be for
a contemporary culture which combines religious pluralism and wide-
spread religious scepticism.

This is an introduction to specific — though obviously crucial —
themes in Kierkegaard; it doesn’t attempt to introduce his work as a
whole, or cover the full range of his interests. It would probably not be
particularly helpful as an introduction to those who are not approaching
Kierkegaard from a Christian background, or at least from a background
of interest in Christianity. But for its target audience, it should prove
stimulating and useful. And as the series editor, Brian Davies, says in his
foreword, it should prove of interest to “experts as well as beginners”, for
Watkin is a distinguished scholar with a distinctive reading of Kierke-
gaard to offer.

The book has its problems, though. In particular, Watkin does show
a tendency to let her scholarship run away with her. There are 23 pages
of small-print notes in a slim volume of only 120 pages. (And 10 pages
of Bibliography, including some quite esoteric items.) And the notes in-
clude copious references to the Danish Samlede Veerker (1st edition) but
give no direct page references to the English translations. (Admittedly,
marginal references to the first edition S.V. are included in the new
Princeton Kierkegaard’s Writings.) But most of the readers at whom the
book is aimed — English-speaking people with an interest in Christian
thought, but no prior knowledge of Kierkegaard — will not read Danish
at all. So what is the point of including all these references, the likely ef-
fect of which will be to intimidate or alienate the reader? I have already
agreed that the book is of interest to “experts” as well as to beginners;
but though popular books are often of great value to scholars, they
should never be written with scholars in mind. There is already more
than enough scholarly debris cutting Kierkegaard off from the ordinary
reader as it is.
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Apart from anything else, this is a short book, and it is regrettable
that space should be used on notes or recondite details which could be
better spent on explicating the central themes. Do we really need to know
who Kierkegaard’s mother worked for as a servant-girl (p. 6), or where
Martensen grew up (p. 15)? I'm not saying that this isn’t interesting, but
it seems rather out of place in a book of this sort. By contrast, some dis-
cussions of fundamentals are very compressed; for instance, Watkin runs
through the basic ideas of The Concept of Anxiety and The Sickness unto
Death in less than a page and a half (pp. 27ff.).

For all these quibbles though, this is an interesting and worth-
while book. Watkin presents Kierkegaard as a thinker concerned not
with developing Christian doctrine, but with the nature of Christianity
as a way of life. She deliberately avoids the standard introductory run-
through the “stages of life” in favour of a contrast between “mild Chris-
tian altruism” as exemplified by Judge William, and the “total Christian
altruism” presented at least as an ideal in the later works. Chapter Five is
an excellent exposition of Either/Or, exploring the possibility of a “Chris-
tian culture” as the alternative to aestheticism, while Chapter Six pre-
sents “Christianity in conflict with culture”. Watkin argues that Kierke-
gaard, at least in his more considered moments (p. 79) does not claim
that the two ideals (mild and total altruism) are incompatible, or that
only strict ideality is permissable. The discussion of these points is inter-
esting and challenging, although very compressed; this Chapter would
have been better had it covered the same ground in twice the space.

I am still inclined to disagree with Watkin on a number of points.
In particular, I think she underestimates the radical shift in Kierkegaard’s
thinking to an almost Manichean outlook in the 1850s. And though I
would agree that Judge William regards himself as a Christian thinker,
and that the life style he recommends is compatible with Christianity, I
cannot see that the actual arguments he brings against the aesthete have
any essential connection with Christianity, or any kind of religious life.
But I am not sure whether my difference with Watkin here is substan-
tive, or one of emphasis; one can, after all, approach Kierkegaard in
general, and Either/Or in particular, from many different angles. What
Watkin gives us here is a refreshing and lively overview of Kierkegaard
as a Christian thinker.

Anthony Rudd
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Merold Westphal:

Becoming a Self. A Reading of Kierkegaard’s
“Concluding Unscientific Postscript”

West Lafayette, Indiana, Purdue University Press 1996, 261 pp.

Merold Westphal begins his new book by listing four good reasons for
reading Concluding Unscientific Postscript carefully. First, it is a — if not the
— classic text for the philosophies and theologies of existence in the early
twentieth century. Second, it deserves to be a dialogue partner of the
major postmodern philosophies of the late twentieth century. Third, it is
a central text in Kierkegaard’s authorship. And finally, it is on its own
terms a rich and challenging text.

Westphal’s book is a commentary on this rich and challenging text.
It is not so much a detailed exegesis as an overall presentation of the
lines of argument in the Postscript, although it still reads this work chap-
ter by chapter or section by section. It has at least two great merits. First,
being an overall presentation or reading of the Postscript, it will be most
helpful to students on many levels to understand what this rich, but also
complicated text is all about. That the book is intended to be used espe-
cially in classroom situations is also to be seen from the fact that it in-
cludes as part three the famous chapter in the Postscript on “Subjective
Truth, Inwardness; Truth is Subjectivity.” Second, making an overall pre-
sentation of the main lines of argument in the Postscript, Westphal is able
to bring the text into a challenging dialogue with “postmodern” philoso-
phies.

This second point in particular makes Westphal’s commentary
stimulating also to those already familiar with the Postscript. What it ar-
gues for is in fact the current or future interest of Kierkegaard’s text. In
Climacus, the notion of becoming a self means that “self” is “a task word
and not an achievement word.” Epistemologically, this self remains falli-
ble, and ethically, it remains responsible. Westphal’s suggestion is: “Since
the best of postmodern thought has wrestled with the problem of how
to retain a responsible but fallible self, Kierkegaard might be as good a
partner for the next round as Nietzsche and Heidegger have been for
the first round” (p. 1x).

In his commentary in the second part of his book, Westphal fol-
lows this line of argument. I will only mention three examples. First, he
emphasizes that Climacus is a dialectical thinker. In contrast to specula-
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tion, dialectic maintains the tensions of human existence. That means
that Hegel can only be speculative by not being dialectical enough. Sec-
ond, Climacus focuses on temporality and finitude, as postmodernism
does (p. 91f). Climacus, however, also poses a challenge to a philosophy
of pure temporality, as in Heidegger or Derrida (p. 177). In order to
maintain the dialectic — the tension — of human finitude or temporality,
human existence must be understood as a synthesis of finitude and in-
finitude.

A third example of Westphal’s suggestive reading is the final chap-
ter of his commentary, where he argues for assuming what he calls “Re-
ligiousness C.” Religiousness A and Religiousness B are not species of a
common genus, but relate as genus to species in the sense that B is the
intensification of A (p. 150, cf. p. 175). Religiousness B as presented in
the Postscript, however, is not the end of the line. Westphal rightly points
to the unique importance of Kierkegaard’s “second” authorship, i.e. the
post-Postscript authorship. But the question is if it is necessary to assume
the concept of Religiousness C. First, talking about Religiousness C
suggests that we are dealing with a new sphere in relation to Religious-
ness B (similar to B in relation to A). What we find, e.g., in Works of
Love or Training in Christianity, however, is more nearly to be considered
as a further development of Religiousness B. Second, Westphal’s main
argument for coining the expression “Religiousness C” is that while
Climacus deals with the question of what is the specifically Christian
form of inwardness, this being a hidden inwardness, the “second” au-
thorship addresses the question of what is the specifically Christian form
of outwardness (p. 197). In the Postscript, however, Climacus does not
use Johannes de silentio’s conception of hidden inwardness without
reservations. What he calls “the religiousness of hidden inwardness” is
Religiousness A. In the Postscript, Religiousness B is an open figure to be
developed. In this sense, the Postscript not only ends the “first,” but also
opens the “second” authorship.

Arne Gron
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